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Abstract

This paper arises out of a longer-term research programme for developing the contribution of critical discourse analysis within trans-disciplinary research on ‘transition’ in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE).  I shall first describe the theoretical and methodological framework I have been working with in this research, and then discuss in terms of this framework changes in Romanian government policy towards problems of poverty and ‘social exclusion’, which are associated with the recontextualization in Romania of the European Union (EU) strategy for combating poverty and achieving ‘social inclusion’. 

Transition

The term ‘transition’ has been widely used to represent a planned transformation from socialist economies and one-party states to market economies and western-style democracies. ‘Transition’ construes change as a passage from a well-defined point of departure to a pre-defined destination.  We can identify strategies for ‘transition’, which link narratives of the past and present to imaginaries for the future, drawing upon particular sets of discourses. For the countries of CEE, the dominant ‘transition’ strategy has been also an external strategy for change, promoted by the IMF, the World Bank, the EU, foreign governments and so forth.  It is a strategy – and some would say an ideology - which has been widely criticized within and outside CEE for its ‘one-size-fits-all’ character – its failure to recognize as some economists put it the inevitable ‘path-dependency’ of change, that its direction, scale, speed and so forth are conditioned by past trajectories as well as existing circumstances, which actually vary tremendously between the countries of CEE (Zamfir 2004).  ‘Transition’ also suggests that change in the post-communist countries is distinct from change in other regions, but when we look at actual processes of change in these countries there are clear continuities with as well as differences from change in other regions.  Categories such as ‘globalisation’, ‘knowledge-based economy’, ‘information society’ are of general relevance for contemporary processes of change. 

It is important to distinguish strategies for ‘transition’ from, as one might put it, actually existing ‘transition’, the actual processes and dynamics of change – the latter also vary tremendously within CEE.  The dominant strategy has surely shaped actual change to some degree in all post-communist countries, but in diverse ways and to different degrees. Criticisms of the dominant strategy have been associated with a diversification of strategies and associated narratives and discourses, and actual processes of change show the impact of diverse strategies, not just the dominant strategy.  For instance, ‘privatisation’ of state industries has taken place in all countries, but its extent and pace and modalities have varied considerably in accordance with different strategies developed in different countries. 

From what I have said, it is clear that in dealing with ‘transition’, we are dealing centrally with questions of discourse. Strategies for ‘transition’, like strategies in general, have a substantively discursive character – they are as I have indicated constituted as narratives which draw upon particular discourses (as well as eg legitimizing arguments). Distinguishing strategies for ‘transition’ from actually existing processes of change can help us clarify the relationship between discourse and other social elements. In so far as a  strategy is implemented, its narratives and discourses may be ‘operationalized’, ‘put into practice’ so to speak, in more general social change. But often partially and contingently, as I have indicated, and in ways which are mediated and inflected by the effects of other strategies, as well as properties of established structures and practices. 

The significance of discourse both in strategies for ‘transition’ and in actual processes of change in CEE has been widely recognised, for instance in Romania by Miroiu (1999), but also more indirectly in the emphasis on the discursive character of neo-liberalism – the dominant ‘transition’ strategy is neo-liberal in character - in publications by Bourdieu & Wacquant (1998, 2001). What then can CDA add to what has already been said? Two things, I think. First, a theoretical clarification of relations between discourse and other social elements and of what I referred to as the ‘operationalization’ of discourse, including its contingent constructive effects on other elements of the social. Second, method: methods of textual analysis which allow us to go beyond vague generalizations about the importance of discourse to show how and why it is important. 
Transdisciplinary research 

Change in the countries of CEE is multidimensional (economic, political, social and cultural),  these dimensions intersect in complex ways, and there is as I have indicated an irreducible discursive facet. Research on ‘transition’ in these countries – as on social transformation generally, or on such particular aspects of it as ‘globalization’ – therefore needs to be interdisciplinary.  My view of CDA – perhaps because my recent research has focused upon discursive aspects of social transformation – is that it should be oriented to addressing discursive issues in interdisciplinary research. 

But I  prefer to use the term ‘transdisciplinary research’ (Fairclough 2003). This implies for me that dialogue with other disciplines and theories is a source of theoretical and methodological development. This separates transdisciplinary research from some forms of interdisciplinary research which assemble different disciplines around particular themes and projects without any commitment to change the boundaries and relations between them. Transdisciplinary research is related to but distinguishable from ‘post-disciplinary’ approaches (Sum & Jessop 2001) which include a principled rejection of disciplines and a problem-oriented approach to research in which concepts, categories and methods are developed without regard for conventional disciplinary boundaries. However, although my approach envisages the development of new theories and methods which cut across conventional disciplinary boundaries in order to more adequately address the complex multifaceted character of social life and in that sense has a post-disciplinary orientation, I am cautious about taking too strong a stand against disciplines. This is not only because disciplines facilitate research in some ways while impeding it in others, but also because the development of trans-disciplinary theories and methods entails risks of eclecticism which too hasty a commitment to post-disciplinarity can overlook. When theoretical concepts or categories and methods from one discipline are incorporated within another, this should be seen as a process of ‘recontextualization’ (Bernstein 1990, Chouliaraki & Fairclough 1999) which requires a careful specification and elaboration of their relationship with existing concepts, categories and methods. Although I have referred here in a general way to disciplines, disciplines are of course internally diverse, and the transdisciplinary relations I am discussing will always be between particular frameworks, approaches, theories within the disciplines involved.

Cultural political economy

Where to begin? I think it is fruitful to begin by locating our concerns with discourse within a broad theoretical perspective on economic and social change, and I see recent versions of a ‘new’ or ‘cultural’ political economy as especially helpful. Political economy differs from classical economics in asserting that there are non-economic conditions for economies and economic change (Polanyi 1944, Sayer 1995). ‘Cultural’ political economy claims that these conditions are not only political but also cultural, and include discourse: the ‘cultural turn’ is also a turn to discourse.  The versions of cultural political economy I draw upon incorporate the ‘regulation theory’ view that a socio-economic order is constituted through a particular set of relations – a ‘fix’ – between a particular form of economy in the narrow sense and a particular form of governance (a ‘regime of accumulation’ and ‘a mode of regulation’), but add that the ‘fix’ also includes cultural and discursive elements. The key point with respect to socio-economic change is this: it is a matter of change in relations between institutions, and between institutions and the ‘life-world’, which ties economy, governance and culture together in new ways. As I have already indicated, we need to also bring in strategies: in times of crisis or instability, different social groups develop different and often competing strategies for a new ‘fix’. 

How does ‘transition’ fit into this?  We can see the dominant strategy for ‘transition’ as a strategy for a new ‘fix’
 between a liberalized, de-regulated and privatized market economy, and a form of regulation and governance in which the state withdraws from strong forms of economic and social regulation and takes on a more enabling role with respect to economic change – reforming tax systems, securing property rights, liberalising finance and trade, privatising state assets, investing in infrastructure and education, and so forth. The IMF-World Bank structural adjustment package (the so-called ‘Washington consensus’) which has ‘inspired the transition process’ in CEE according to Lavigne (1999) is a specific formulation of certain elements of this new ‘fix’.  There are also cultural aspects of the new ‘fix’ which are indicated for instance by continuing public debate in Romania over Romanian ‘mentalities’ (Ieţcu 2004) as an obstacle to successful change, the need for changes in cultural values and dispositions in the direction of enterprise, self-reliance, individual choice, and so forth. And, of course, as I have indicated this strategy exists initially as an imaginary for change, sets of predictions and prescriptions, embedded within a narrative, and drawing upon a particular restricted set of discourses. 

Re-scaling

One aspect of social transformation is ‘re-scaling’, change in scales and in relations between scales. Re-scaling is an inherent facet of social change. There is change in scales, in the sense that new scales are developed and institutionalized – the scale of cross-border economic regions, the network of global cities, and (of particular relevance in this paper) the EU or ‘European’ scale.  According to Jessop (2002b) ‘the national scale has lost its taken-for-granted primacy’. Globalization can perhaps best be seen not just as the development and institutionalization of a global scale, but change in the relations between the global scale and other scales (eg the local scale – cf literature on ‘glocalization’ such as Robertson 1992).  Scales of what? Scales of economic production and consumption, scales of governance, scales of cultural practice, and so forth. Harvey puts it in terms of ‘regional spaces’:

‘There are processes at work … that define regional spaces within which production and consumption, supply and demand (for commodities and labour power), production and realization, class struggle and accumulation, culture and lifestyle, hang together as some kind of structured coherence within a totality of productive forces and social relations’ (Harvey 2001).

Scales and re-scaling involve both structural relations and strategies (Jessop 2002a), therefore questions of structure and questions of agency. On the one hand (changes in) structured relations between scales (eg the structured relations between global, macro-regional (eg EU), national and local scales with respect to the governance of national territories).  On the other hand, strategies to develop new scales and relations between (eg the ‘carving out’ of an EU ‘educational space’ (Robertson 2002)  or, of particular relevance here, ‘social space’), strategies to use relations between scales for economic or political advantage (eg to build up capital on an international scale for a local dispute, Gille 2000), defensive strategies against cross-scalar processes (eg import controls).  Strategies of governments, political parties, international agencies, members of local communities, etc.  And, again, where there are strategies there are narratives, discourses, and other discursive elements.

Strategies for ‘transition’ are in part strategies for re-scaling, most obviously economic re-scaling, changing relations of scale between the national economies of the countries of CEE and international markets. But ‘transition’ has since 1990 become intertwined with a complex set of complementary processes including notably accession to the EU and membership of NATO which have contributed to a proliferation of re-scaling strategies. EU accession itself involves a multitude of processes and initiatives with re-scaling implications – in the case of Higher Education for instance, the European Area of Higher Education (and the ‘Bologna Process’) and the European Area of Research. At the same time, countries of CEE are for instance committed to processes of ‘devolution’ and ‘partnership’ in governance which entail internal re-scaling, for instance the emergence of or a new salience for a regional scale with respect to economic and social development. Overall, the concept of re-scaling provides a fruitful perspective on change in CEE, and bearing in mind its strategic aspect, centrally involves questions of discourse. 

Transition, re-scaling and discourse 

As I have already said, particular strategies include particular discourses and narratives (Jessop 2002a). But questions of discourse arise not only with respect to the strategy, but also with respect to processes of contestation between strategies in the course of which one (or more) may achieve sufficient dominance or hegemony to be implemented, with respect to the dissemination of a hegemonic strategy and its recontextualization in new countries, social fields, institutions and organisations, and with respect to the implementation or ‘operationalization’ of a strategy in wider changes in social life. 

Thinking for instance of discourses associated with the dominant strategy of ‘transition’, which are as I have indicated neo-liberal discourses, we can correspondingly investigate them in terms of one or more of the following broad issues:

· How and where did they emerge and develop?

· How and where did they achieve hegemonic status?

· How and where and how extensively have they been recontextualized?

· How and to what extent have they been operationalized?

The question of emergence points us for instance to the research centres, ‘think-tanks’ and institutions in which the dominant strategy for ‘transition’ was nurtured, and to the emergence of new discourses and narratives from the articulation of elements of existing ones.  The question of hegemony points us to confrontations between the dominant strategy for ‘transition’ and other strategies, and between their associated narratives and discourses – the sort of confrontations which took place over ‘privatization’ in various countries within CEE.  The question of recontextualization points us to the structural and scalar dissemination of these discourses and narratives,  their dissemination across boundaries between local, regional, national, macro-regional (eg the EU) and ‘global’ scales, their uptake by for instance by political parties and governments and  international agencies such as the IMF,  their recontextualization in particular fields such as education, and their rearticulation with other discourses and narratives in the manifold sites of their recontextualization. 

The question of operationalization is in a sense the crunch question – how these complex processes and changes in discourse impact upon social life. It points us to how and under what conditions discourses are enacted as new ways of acting and interacting and new social relationships, inculcated as new ways of being, new identities, and materialized, for instance in new ways of organizing time and space in institutions and organizations. Operationalization is conditional and contingent: it depends upon these discourses being appropriated within successful strategies within the contexts in which they are recontextualized (which shows that the four issues I have distinguished are not successive stages but ‘moments’), it depends upon how resistant to change or open to change particular contexts are, and so forth. Operationalization is a dialectical process – it is a matter of ways of representing being transformed into and internalized within ways of acting and ways of being and material realities. 

The general relevance of questions of discourse (in the most general sense, the semiotic or signifying moment of the social) both in the emergence and dissemination of strategies and in their implementation, becomes clearer when we recognize that it is not just a matter of discourses, but also of genres and styles. I use ‘discourses’ for particular and diverse ways of representing aspects of the world (eg different economic discourses, or different political discourses), ‘genres’ for different ways of acting and interacting communicatively and their associated social relations (eg ‘interview’ and ‘meeting’ are each a cluster of genres), and ‘styles’ for different ways of being or identities in their communicative (linguistic/semiotic) aspect (eg different leadership styles in business and politics). The central point is that the operationalization of discourses and specifically their enactment and inculcation are in part processes within discourse (in the general sense): discourses are in part enacted as changes in genres, and in part inculcated as changes in styles. For instance, where neo-liberal representations of the relationship between the state and the people, or between university teachers and students, or between medical staff and patients come to be operationalized, their enactment is likely to include changes in genre (eg in medical consultations) and their inculcation is likely to include changes in style (eg the styles of government officials, academics or doctors).  Thus discourse-analytical research on ‘transition’ will include these three broad concerns:

· discourses and narratives associated with strategies of ‘transition’ 

· dialectical relations between discourses, genres and styles

· dialectical relations between discourse and other elements of social life 

Poverty, ‘social exclusion’, ‘social inclusion’: the EU strategy

The EU approach to poverty and social deprivation is different from approaches adopted in other areas of the world. In the USA for instance the official approach is based upon incomes which fall below the ‘poverty line’, which is calculated as three times the cost of an economy food budget
. In the EU by contrast, not only is income poverty calculated in relative terms (60% or less of the national median disposable household income), poverty and social deprivation are construed in terms of ‘social exclusion’ and ‘social inclusion’, which include a combination of factors including but going beyond income poverty. Differences in social policy are often seen as the central differences between US and EU capitalism. A shift from poverty to social exclusion as the target of social policy entails (a) a multidimensional view of disadvantage including education, health, housing and social networks and participation as well as income, (b) a dynamic analysis of how social exclusion comes about over time, often through a clustering of diverse factors, (c) a relational view of disadvantage, as a relationship between an included majority and an excluded minority, which includes the calculation of income poverty (Room 1995, Levitas 1998, Fairclough 2000, Silver & Miller 2002). 

These different approaches to social disadvantage amount to different strategies, with associated narratives which draw upon particular discourses. The EU strategy includes a narrative of how social exclusion comes about, and an imaginary for social inclusion. The discourse which it draws upon represents the societies of the EU in a way which foregrounds certain aspects of them and backgrounds others. For instance, the socially destabilizing and disruptive effects of economic and social change associated with ‘globalization’ are sometimes referred to as a rationale for an active strategy to combat social exclusion, but what many would see as the inherently exclusionary dynamics of the new form of capitalism that is emerging are not represented or analysed. The discourse presupposes societies in which the majority are ‘included’, and draws attention away from growing inequalities of wealth and power within the ‘included’, while construing exclusion as residual, peripheral and pathological rather than endemic (Levitas 1998). The implication is that the societies which the ‘excluded’ are excluded from are have legitimacy and work harmoniously and well for the ‘included’. The strategy for social inclusion can appear as a utopian project (in Mannheim’s sense of a transformative idea, Levitas 2003) for creating a cohesive and benign society. But from the perspective of different discourses which represent contemporary capitalism as a class-divided society in which poverty, injustice and exclusion are endemic, it can appear as ideology. The strategy for social inclusion resonates with other aspects of EU strategy for change, including changes in governance which bring into the apparatus and process of governing ‘partnerships’ between national and local government, the ‘social partners’ (business and trade unions), NGOs and academic experts, and envisage enhanced ‘participation’ of or ‘consultation’ of citizens
.  In the spirit of this form of ‘partnership’ or ‘network’ governance, social inclusion policies often stress the active participation of the ‘excluded’ in their own ‘inclusion’. 

However, there are significant differences of interpretation which amount to different discourses of ‘social exclusion’, which imply different understandings of what ‘inclusion’ might mean (Levitas 1998). Levitas identifies three different discourses: a redistributionist discourse in which poverty is the main factor in exclusion, a ‘moral underclass’ discourse in which differences of culture (negatively valued in moral terms) are the main factor, and a social integrationist discourse in which lack of paid employment is the main factor. According to Levitas, public discourse ‘slides between’ them. While the EU itself predominantly adopts the social integrationist discourse, its ‘open method of coordination’ (see below) allows for significant diversity between member states, and the other discourses may be more or less salient in the national (regional and local) recontextualization of EU strategy. For instance, in the case of the UK Levitas identifies a shift from a redistributionist discourse to a combination of moral underclass and social integrationist discourses. 

The fight against social exclusion was included in the objectives of the EU by the Amsterdam Treaty (1999). The Lisbon Council (2000) established the EU’s  strategic goal for the next decade: ‘to become the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion’. With respect to social modernising the European social model, investing in(policy, this entailed ‘ people and combating social exclusion’.  In an EU Commission Communication on the Social Agenda (2005), economic growth and social cohesion are represented as ‘mutually reinforcing. It is a precondition for better economic performance that we create a society with greater social cohesion and less exclusion’. Member States should co-ordinate their policies for combating poverty and social exclusion on the basis of an 'Open Method of Co-ordination', a voluntary process which Members commit themselves to:  

1. Agreeing common objectives for the Union; 

2. Establishing common indicators as a means of comparing best practice and measuring progress; 

3. Translating the EU objectives into national/regional policies through the development of two yearly National Action Plans for social inclusion; 

4. Periodic monitoring, evaluation and a peer review programme; 

5. Finally, promoting policy cooperation and transnational exchange of learning and good practice between Member States.  (European Commission 2005)

The common objectives are formulated in broad terms as:

· to facilitate participation in employment and access by all to the resources, rights,goods and services;

· to prevent the risks of exclusion;

· to help the most vulnerable;

· to mobilise all relevant bodies;

The emphasis on employment accords with the ‘social integrationist’ discourse which Levitas identifies as the main discourse in the EU strategy. Employment is said to be ‘the best safeguard against social exclusion’, and promoting ‘quality employment’ requires developing ‘employability’ through policies to promote ‘the acquisition of skills and life-long learning’.  Social protection systems are to be organised to ‘guarantee that everyone has the resources necessary to live in accordance with human dignity’ including access to decent housing and healthcare, but also to ensure that employment results in  increased income, and to promote ‘employability’.  Policies are to be put in place to ‘prevent life crises’ which can lead to social exclusion (eg indebtedness) and to ‘preserve family solidarity’, and particular help is to be given to the disabled, children, immigrants and areas of high social exclusion. The ‘mobilisation of all relevant bodies’ includes ‘mainstreaming’ the fight against social exclusion in all relevant policy areas at national, regional and local level (given the ‘multidimensional’ character of social exclusion, which impinges for instance on ‘housing, education, health, information and communications, mobility, security and justice, leisure and culture’), ‘promoting dialogue and participation’ between all relevant bodies including ‘the social partners, NGOs and social service providers’, fostering the ‘social responsibility’ of citizens and business, and, significantly, promoting ‘the participation and self-expression of people suffering exclusion, in particular in regard to their situation and the policies and measures affecting them’. Moreover ‘a concern for gender equality’ should be ‘mainstreamed in all action to be taken to achieve the stated objectives, in particular by assessing the implications for both men and women at the different stages of the planning of, decision-making on, and monitoring of that action’. 

Turning to ‘common indicators’, three levels of indicators are distinguished: primary indicators which cover ‘the most important elements in leading to social exclusion’, secondary indicators which cover other dimensions of the problem, with the option of tertiary indicators that Member States themselves include ‘to highlight specificities in particular areas, and to help interpret the primary and secondary indicators’. The primary indicators are: 

1. Low income rate after transfers with low-income threshold set at 60% of median income (with breakdowns by gender, age, most frequent activity status, household type and tenure status; as illustrative examples, the values for typical households);

2. Distribution of income (income quintile ratio)

3. Persistence of low income

4. Median low income gap

5. Regional cohesion

6. Long term unemployment rate

7. People living in jobless households

8. Early school leavers not in further education or training

9. Life expectancy at birth

10. Self perceived health status

The recontextualization of EU strategy in Romania
Romania is a part of the ‘e-Europe+ Action Plan’ (2001) which committed the candidate countries for EU membership in Central and Eastern Europe to the strategic goal adopted by the Lisbon Council, including the social policies associated with it and therefore to combating ‘social exclusion’ and achieving ‘social inclusion’. This entails, in terms of the framework introduced above, the recontextualization of the EU strategy and its associated narratives and discourses in Romania (including the novel construction of poverty and social disadvantage in Romania as ‘social exclusion’).  It also entails a process of ‘re-scaling’ with respect to social policy: that is, the governance of policies for combating poverty and social disadvantage in Romania is redistributed between agencies at EU, national, and regional scales, so that in this regard (as in others) Romania comes to be positioned (like other post-communist countries) within new relations of scale.  

In what follows I shall refer to the Romanian National Action Plan (henceforth NAP  -  like the first Action Plans of other countries it was published in 2001), the Romanian National Development Plan for 2004-2006 (2002, henceforth NDP) whose third strategic priority is ‘Development of human resources, increase in levels of occupation and combating social exclusion’, and the Joint Inclusion Memorandum of Romania (2003, henceforth JIM).

The complexities and difficulties of this recontextualization are indicated in the following quotation from chapter 15 of NAP: 

Poverty and social exclusion in Romania are not a marginal product of a system which functions reasonably efficiently, but the result of the failure of the system: first the profound crisis of the socialist project then strategic errors of transition responsible for a disastrous economic collapse and the absence of a compensating social policy. 

The result was ‘an explosion of poverty’ and ‘a serious polarization’ of the population: the rapid enrichment of a small section of the population ‘which benefited spectacularly from new opportunities’, the impoverishment of the majority of the population, and the ‘severe poverty’ of a small section combined with ‘human and social degradation’, the ‘lack of basic resources for a civilised life’. In 2001, income from salaries plus social benefits was 42% of its 1990 level. What this amounts to is a radical difference between problems of poverty and social deprivation and marginalization in Romania on the one hand, and in the countries which the EU strategy was originally designed for on the other. Poverty and social exclusion can be seen with some plausibility (though as I have indicated, this too is contentious) as ‘a marginal product of a system which functions reasonably efficiently’ in the core countries of the EU. This would appear to create problems for the recontextualization of the representation of social deprivation as ‘social exclusion’ in Romania, in that this discourse includes the assumption of societies which work relatively well and harmoniously for an ‘included’ majority. So I shall begin by looking at the expression ‘social exclusion’ in the documents. 

‘Social exclusion’ is defined (NAP, chapter 1, in a glossary of terms) as the ‘positioning of a person outside normal forms of social life, as a result of multiple deprivations, with reduced possibilities of reinsertion in normal social life. The result of discrimination, lack of opportunity, accumulation of deprivation, degradation/ non-development of capacities for normal social functioning, or of a style of individual or collective life which marginalizes’.  Social exclusion ‘is probably the process with the most negative social effects, given the paralysis of capacities for redress. Extreme poverty generates, through its permanent character and its reproduction across generations, social exclusion which is difficult to reverse. But other processes than poverty can lead to exclusion: criminality ….,  street children, development in closed collectivities based on patterns of life which are marginal in nature, which block the capacity to take advantage of opportunities offered by a modern society. There are certain groups with high risk of social exclusion: children and young people on the street, young people coming out of children’s homes, families which have lost their homes …,  broken families, families with chronic unemployed, cases of alcoholism and drug dependence, and finally a significant part of the Roma population which accumulates many social handicaps’. Poverty leads to ‘the degradation of capacities for social inclusion’: ‘many unemployed have become chronically unemployed, incapable of readjusting their professional capacities, progressively losing contact with the labour market… Perhaps most seriously, the new generation has appeared with a severe deficit of capacity for efficient insertion into the labour market … Poverty has become aggravated through conversion into persistent social exclusion, the consumption deficit becoming linked to a deficit of capacities, which in turn makes poverty more chronic’.  Groups ‘with an extended risk of persistent poverty and severe social exclusion’ and in need of special assistance are: children who are ‘abandoned, in institutions, in foster homes or purely and simply on the street’ or ‘severely neglected/abused’ or ‘living in conditions of extreme poverty’, families whose members face ‘chronic unemployment’, families with many children, women subject to domestic violence, ‘communities/zones of economic decline’, the poor Roma population’ (NAP chapter 15). Chapter 15 of NAP concludes: ‘Romania is not confronted with a state of poverty/exclusion produced from developments within the parameters of a normal social dynamic, but an explosion of poverty and social exclusion produced by a major cumulative crisis of socialism and transition, over more than a quarter of a century’. 

The third priority in the NDP, ‘Development of human resources, increase in the employment level, and combating social exclusion’ links social exclusion specifically with un/employment and ‘employment capacity’, and through the latter with education. Priority 3 is explained and justified as follows:

The general objective … is to increase the employment capacity of the workforce as well as to combat social exclusion. This priority is justified by the need to deal with problems appearing in the labour market, including the increasingly poor quality of services to promote employment possibilities, especially the limited capacity of the education and professional development system to match the changing needs of the labour market, as well as structural problems in the labour market: an unemployment rate among young people above the EU average, a significant level of long-term unemployment. These problems appear because of the social exclusion of traditional target groups such as handicapped people or the Roma population … but also, more importantly, the growing social marginalization in the rural areas. 

Four main strategies are identified: increased ‘investment’ in, as well as reform of, education and professional development; ‘investment in the development of human resources through continuous education’ using the internet (which entails policies for widening access to and use of the internet); special training schemes to help unemployed and socially excluded people find permanent jobs; and strengthening the social service system especially for vulnerable people in the poorest areas of the country. The indicators for Priority 3 are: levels of public funding of education and social services as a percentage of GDP; participation rates in secondary, tertiary and adult education, and the proportion of the population with basic IT skills; employment rates within people of working age (15-64), people of 55-64, and women; unemployment rates for the long-term unemployed, young people, and women. 

The documents represent poverty and social disadvantage in terms of a number of categories. Let us turn to the relationship between ‘social exclusion’ and other categories in these representations. ‘Social marginalization’ is ‘a term used mainly with the same content as ‘social exclusion’, referring to the position of a person/group outside (‘at the margin’ of) the ‘normal’ social life of a community. In recent years it tends to be replaced by the latter, which emphasizes much more collective responsibility for the condition of marginalization/exclusion’ (NAP, chapter 1). The extended quotation from NDP above ends with a sentence that attributes labour market problems to ‘the social exclusion of traditional target groups’ and ‘more importantly, the growing social marginalization in rural areas’. A very large proportion of the population live in the rural areas in Romania in comparison even with other post-communist countries - 35,7% of jobs were still in agriculture in 2003 (42,3% in 2001). Many of the rural population suffer from the ‘multiple deprivations’ which NAP associates with ‘social exclusion’ – poverty or extreme poverty, poor education (provision is worse than in urban areas, drop-out rates are high, and only 2% of students in Higher Education are the children of agricultural workers), worse health service and social services than people in urban areas, and so forth. One might ask why this sentence differentiates ‘social exclusion’ and ‘social marginalization’, given the implication in NAP that the latter can be replaced by the former, and given that the impoverishment of most of the Romanian population which has particularly affected rural areas is attributed to the ‘strategic errors of transition’ (NAP). I think we can see this as one of a number of textual symptoms of the difficulty of representing poverty and social disadvantage in Romania in terms of the discursive categories of the EU strategy. 

‘Social exclusion’ is defined in NAP as exclusion from ‘normal forms of social life’ – implying that it is an abnormal condition in this particular sense. The conclusion I quoted above from chapter 15 of NAP seems to problematize this:  Romania faces not ‘a state of poverty/exclusion produced from developments within the parameters of a normal social dynamic’, but an ‘explosion of poverty and social exclusion’ produced by an extended period of crisis. If Romania has been in crisis for a quarter of a century, the distinction between ‘normal’ and ‘abnormal’ becomes difficult to draw. We can connect this to what is said about ‘relative poverty’ in the NAP glossary of terms: it is defined as ‘a standard of life within decent limits but which, in relation to collective life aspirations, creates discomfort and frustration’. Yet it cannot ‘be measured in relation to average earnings’ in Romania because median net income does not itself guarantee a ‘decent’ standard of life. Collective definitions of a ‘decent minimum’ have two points of reference according to the document: in relation to the standard of living of fellow Romanians, and to western standards of living. This makes the category of ‘relative poverty’  ‘very difficult to define’, and it ‘maybe includes as many as a third’ of the population.  Furthermore, ‘relatively low income’ is defined as ‘people with income significantly lower than the average for the community’, ‘lack of conditions of life collectively regarded as decent’. In Romania however it is an indicator which ‘estimates economic polarization more than poverty as such’. The standard EU measurement of relatively low income as less than 60% of average income would include only 16.8% of Romanians, a figure which is actually lower than in the average in the EU, and clearly quite meaningless in a country where the majority have very low incomes. 

A self-evaluation of Romanians in the public opinion ‘barometer’ (produced by the Soros Foundation) for October 2004: 39% of respondents agreed with ‘We don’t have enough for the essentials of life’, 40% with ‘We only  have enough for the essentials of life’, 14% with ‘We have enough for a decent life but we cannot afford to buy expensive goods’, 4% with ‘We can afford to buy expensive goods by only by cutting short on others’, 1% with ‘We can afford to buy everything we need’.  This indicates that most Romanians do not see themselves as having a ‘decent minimum’, and suggests why many may look to the west rather than internally for their sense of what a ‘decent minimum’ would be – just as many seem according to my impressions to look to the west for a sense of a ‘normal’ society which is widely seen as not existing in Romania. 

In the NAP glossary, ‘poverty’ is defined as ‘lack of the necessary financial resources for a normal life in terms of the standards of the collectivity in question’.  ‘Extreme poverty’ is defined as ‘such a serious lack of financial resources that the conditions of life of the people concerned are absolutely unacceptable in a civilised society; serious deterioration of the dignity of human life, producing rapid deterioration which is difficult to reverse of capacities for normal social functioning. Extreme poverty tends to become chronically established in marginalization and social exclusion, so that possibilities for escaping from a situation of poverty become insignificant’.   ‘Severe poverty’ is defined as ‘a level of resources which offers extremely modest conditions of life .. which impede normal social functioning but without excluding efforts to escape from poverty and establish oneself in a situation in which resources return to normal’. ‘Extreme poverty’ in Romania is estimated at around 1% at one point in the document and ‘several percent’ at another, ‘severe poverty’ at 12%, and ‘poverty’ at a further 17%. Given that ‘poverty’ is defined as lack of resources for a ‘normal’ life, on these figures some 40% of Romanians are excluded from ‘a normal life’. 

All this indicates the difficulty of construing Romanian problems in terms of EU categories, and that an assumption associated with the EU discourse of ‘social exclusion/inclusion’ does not hold for Romania: it is not the case that there is a majority who live a ‘normal’ life at a ‘decent’ standard, in relation to which certain groups can be identified as ‘socially excluded’.  As we have seen, on the figures and definitions given in these documents some 40% of Romanians live in ‘poverty’ (or ‘extreme’ or ‘severe’ poverty) and are excluded from ‘normal’ life. The 80% of people in October 2004 ‘Barometer’ who reported themselves as having less than enough for a ‘decent life’ is a small indication that these figures may if anything be somewhat conservative. Be that as it may, the EU discourse of ‘social exclusion/inclusion’ seems, in the absence of a majority leading a ‘normal’ life that they and others would regard as a desirable and ‘decent’ life to be ‘included’ in, somewhat problematic for Romania. 

The NAP definition of ‘social exclusion’ (given above) includes several elements. Social exclusion means (a) being outside ‘normal social life’, (b) with ‘reduced possibilities of reinsertion’, (c) as a result of ‘multiple deprivations’ or of (d) ‘style of life’.  ‘Style of life’ suggests that ‘social exclusion’ includes self-exclusion – for instance in the case of criminals, alcoholics and drug-addicts. The duration of exclusion and difficulty of ‘reinsertion’ are highlighted at many points in the documents. Notice that it is the difficulty of ‘reinsertion’ that separates ‘extreme poverty’ from ‘serious poverty’. The former is explicitly associated with ‘social exclusion’.  The emphasis on duration and difficulty of ‘reinsertion’ is associated with a focus on groups which are particularly at risk: children who have been institutionalized or who are living on the streets, homeless or ‘broken’ families, families which include the chronically unemployed, large sections of the Roma population. If one estimates the number of people in such groups (eg over 4% of the working population are chronically unemployed, the Roma population is estimated at one million, or nearly 5% of the population), they cumulatively amount to a substantial proportion of the population. But NAP also refers to ‘communities/zones of economic decline’, which in a broad interpretation includes both mono-industrial zones or cities (such as the mining areas) which are in economic decline and rural areas. It is difficult to put a figure on ‘social exclusion’ defined in terms of these groups and areas, but it is clearly far from being a marginal phenomenon. Again, the recontextualization of the EU strategy and discourse seems to be problematic.

Yet even if there is a sense in which the discourse of ‘social exclusion/inclusion’ does not ‘fit’ Romania, there may still be some beneficial effects from re-construing the problems of poverty and social deprivation in terms of this discourse and with an orientation to the EU strategy. Going back to my initial characterisation of the discourse, I identified three distinctive ways in which it views poverty and social deprivation: as multidimensional, as dynamic, and as relational. Let us take Priority 3 of the NDP which I discussed above. This is an interesting example because (a) a rationale is given for Priority 3 (including ‘combating social exclusion’) in terms of problems in the labour market, (b) ‘social exclusion’ and ‘marginalization’ are represented as causes of structural problems in the labour market, (c) ‘combating social exclusion’ is seen as basically including the socially excluded in the labour market, but this is seen as a multidimensional process which assumes a multidimensional view of ‘social exclusion’ – unemployment, inadequacies in education and professional training, lack of know-how about finding work, and inadequate social services. The example also shows the dynamism of the discourse of ‘social exclusion/inclusion’: this document does not focus as much as NAP on the processes of ‘social exclusion’, but it does include (in the ‘strategies’) a dynamic view of ‘social inclusion’. With respect to Romania, the dynamism of the discourse might be seen as beneficial on the one hand in the context of successive ‘transitional’ governments which have largely ignored poverty and social exclusion, failed to develop substantive social policies, and drastically cut public spending on social services – one can see in these documents an acknowledgement that ‘social exclusion’ and impoverishment have resulted from policy errors and failures, and are not simply the fault of the people concerned. On the other hand, the dynamism envisages a possible exit from ‘exclusion’, ‘reinsertion’, ‘inclusion’, and specific strategies (multidimensional, and involving a combination of agencies) are formulated. The problems of poverty and social deprivation in Romania are so grave that such strategies are perhaps hardly likely to truly resolve them, but the development of strategies which may (if properly implemented) have some impact on the problems is a definite advance. A multidimensional approach can be seen as beneficial in potentially overcoming the fragmentation which has characterized policy in the past.  

Turning to the objective of achieving ‘social inclusion’, the latter is defined as ‘the process of reinsertion in normal life, normal social functioning, of people in situations of social exclusion/marginalization or at high risk of marginalization, through the development of capacities and construction of opportunities’ (NAP, chapter 1). The objective is an ‘inclusive society’, the creation of ‘a prosperous society, economically, politically and socially active, with a high level of collective and individual responsibility, socially cohesive, with a high level of opportunity for all’. A number of ‘principles’ for constructing such a society are formulated (NAP, chapter 2) which can be seen as articulating a variety of discourses together within and ‘beneath’ the ‘nodal’ discourse of ‘social inclusion’. 

The first principle is the  ‘principle of activation’:  ‘poverty and social exclusion, especially in their extreme forms, becomes self-reproductive not only because of the lack of minimum conditions but also because of a state of passivity … adapting through acceptance to the situation of marginalization and poverty, degradation of capacities to constructively face up to difficulties and avoid risks’. Activation must happen on many different levels: revival of capacities to function socially, reinsertion in the system of economic activity, stimulation of participation in public life, development of capacities for and involvement in construction of one’s one life and those of one’s family.  

The second principle is the principle of ‘responsibilization’: 

Modern society needs not only capable, active and highly motivated people, but also people who are responsible, for themselves, their families, friends, colleagues, neighbours, their communities. It is vital to establish a new public morality: everyone assuming responsibility for the problems of others alongside the responsibility of communities (‘collectivities’) for their own problems and the difficulties which their members face. People on social assistance are not exempted from the assumption of the normal responsibilities of members of communities. They should contribute according to their resources to the solution of the problems of communities. 

The principle of ‘social support as an instrument of social inclusion’ is that social support ‘should at the same time be seen as an instrument of activation and responsibilization. Social support should not deepen exclusion and marginalization but should represent an instrument and stimulant for social inclusion. The person assisted should not be treated as a child who is given to, but an adult who is helped to become independent, to support him/herself, but at the same time assume responsibilities’. There is also a principle of ‘moving from cure to prevention’: ‘Cure is expensive and runs the risk of perpetuating the problem. Prevention means a development from the start of capacity for self-sufficient life and constructively facing up to risks, but also an attack on the major sources of social exclusion: crime, alcohol and drug dependence, exploitation of human beings (economic, sexual etc), corruption’. 

According to the principle of ‘avoiding discrimination against the less poor in favour of the more poor’, it is ‘important that giving various social benefits to the very poor … does not lead to bias against those who face up to their position with difficulty but have a somewhat better economic position through their own effort. A social policy too centred on only helping ‘the poorest of the poor’ risks accentuating their social exclusion and going against the morality of work and contribution to collective welfare’.  There is also a principle of ‘investing in social and human development’, which ‘represents the most effective instrument in the fight against poverty and exclusion’, or ‘prevention and recovery through re-insertion’. Finally, the principle of ‘partnership and participation’: representative groups and organisations (trade unions, Organisations of groups at risk etc) should be involved in the process of planning social policies; local communities, NGOs and, not least, beneficiaries will be involved in a wide participative process. The beneficiary is not just a client but a partner who .. must be activated and together with whom the process of social support should be planned’. 

There is an undertone of what Levitas called the ‘moral underclass’ discourse in the construal of ‘social inclusion’:  policies for ‘social inclusion’ include combating what are explicitly or implicitly registered as flaws in those who are ‘excluded’ - ‘passivity’, a failure to take ‘responsibility’, a lack of ‘independence’, forms of criminality, exclusion from the ‘morality of work and contribution to collective welfare’.  The nodal discourse of ‘social inclusion’ articulates together three main additional discourses: the discourse of personal and economic responsibility (making people ‘active’, ‘independent’ and ‘responsible’), the discourse of partnership governance (including the ‘excluded’ as ‘participants’ in ‘partnerships’), and the discourse of human capital (social policy as ‘investment’ in people’). 

It is difficult to argue against the objective of an ‘inclusive’ society, but what one can ask is whether the objective formulated in this way is achievable as an element of policies directed at Romania’s current problems of poverty and social disadvantage. For instance, the economic, social, civic and personal ‘responsibilities’ of citizens are often tied in West European countries (eg the UK) to the existence of ‘opportunities’ and the provision of training and support which allow people to take advantage of them. These are elements of the Romanian strategy, but it is far from clear, given the scale of the problems in Romania, at what point it might be reasonably claimed that the majority of those suffering from poverty and other forms of social deprivation have the opportunities and the resources to take them, and can therefore be expected to assume the associated ‘responsibilities’. 

Conclusion

As I indicated earlier in the paper, the EU strategy for combating poverty and ‘social exclusion’, and achieving ‘social inclusion’, is part of a wider strategic agenda which is dominated by the ‘nodal’ strategy of creating in Europe the most successful ‘knowledge-based economy’ in the world. Social policy, the modernisation of the EU ‘social agenda’, and the creation of a European ‘social space’, are seen as constitutive elements of this strategic agenda, which is being disseminated across member states and candidate countries including Romania. 

I have focused upon the recontextualization of the ‘social exclusion/inclusion’ strategy in Romania, and in particular on the contradictions and tensions which are evident in attempts within policy documents to construe Romanian problems of poverty and social deprivation in terms of a strategy and associated narrative and discourses which were developed mainly with reference to countries whose economic and social circumstances and problems are very different.  I see this as a contribution to a wider project of trans-disciplinary research on poverty and social deprivation and policy solutions to these problems in Romania. What is evident from research by economists, sociologists and other social scientists (Zamfir 2004, Stănculescu & Berevoescu 2004) is not only that these problems have been sharply accentuated since 1989 but that governments since 1989 have not developed, and certainly not implemented, social policies which are at all adequate to the scale of the problems. Moreover, it is increasingly clear that accession to the EU will entail substantial challenges for Romania, not least the need to resolve to the problem of an under-productive rural economy with an unsustainably large labour force, and substantial costs which are likely to largely fall upon those who are already suffering from poverty and social deprivation.  I have suggested that despite the problems of ‘fit’ between the strategy and discourse of ‘social exclusion/inclusion’, its recontextualization in Romania may nevertheless have certain benefits in the context of a long history of neglect. Yet there is also a risk that the development and implementation of policies based upon a compliant recontextualization of EU strategy which does not rigorously test, evaluate, and revise it according to Romanian realities will contribute to further policy failures. In this light, the construal of social inequality and disadvantage as ‘social exclusion’ and of policy objectives as ‘social inclusion’ could turn out not only to be inappropriate (as Stănculescu argues, Stănculescu & Berevoescu 2004: 25) but also damaging. 

Recontextualization is according to Chouliaraki & Fairclough (1999) a colonization/appropriation dialectic, that is, a recontextualized strategy or discourse or practice can on the one hand be seen as a colonization of the recontextualizing context, but on the other hand necessarily enters the internal field of strategic positions and strategic struggles, where it can be appropriated in diverse ways with diverse outcomes. One can argue that the (colonizing) effect of a recontextualized element is conditional upon it being appropriated and incorporated within a successful (or hegemonic) internal strategy.  Moreover, appropriation may lead to a more or less radical transformation of the recontextualized element. It is difficult to assess the EU strategy in these terms at this stage, but the policy documents I have looked at indicate that it has been incorporated within government strategy (though in fact that of the Social Democrat Government which lost power in November 2004) in a basically ‘copycat’ way – there is some explicit acknowledgement of problems of the appropriacy of the EU strategy for Romania, but the contradictions and tensions I have pointed to are not properly acknowledged, and their implications are not discussed. 
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� I suggested in Fairclough (forthcoming) that neo-liberalism can be regarded as a strategy for a new ‘fix’, and ‘transition’ can be seen as the specific recontextualization of this neo-liberal strategy in post-communist countries. 


� Silver & Miller (2002) point out that this anachronistic. This formula for calculating the poverty line was devised forty years ago when food accounted on average for one third of household expenditure, whereas now it accounts for less than one sixth. 





� The strategy of dealing with poverty and social deprivation through combating social exclusion and pursuing social inclusion (or ‘insertion’) was developed initially in France, and subsequently adopted by the EU. In the French Republican tradition, the social bond or social ‘solidarity’ means that society should provide citizens with a means of livelihood, while citizens in return have responsibilities towards society. Social exclusion is interpreted as a rupture of the social bond (Silver & Miller 2002). 
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