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The aim of this paper is to comment upon the differences and peculiarities that, from a communitarian point of view, may be underlined while examining the socio-economic indicators of particular countries. As for the Spanish case is concerned, the study of social and economic data reveals that we encounter a cultural fabric which differs in some important features from that of other countries of similar western heritage. In this regard, we highlight here that the communitarian proposals and analysis referred to Spain ought to take into account the situation of the perceived communitarian attitudes already present in the country. In this sense, we also argue that communitarian platforms addressing the questions that seem pertinent for a particular country may not be suitable for another.

The communitarian movement which is, in a way, universal in scope, is indeed in debt with the efforts been made by the the Communitarian Network in the US. It would be nevertheless a mistake to try to translate directly American communitarian proposals to solve the problems derived of the lack of community spirit in some other countries. As a matter of example, the emphasis been placed in America on schools and neighbourhoods does not seem very appropriate for the whole of Europe. But even within the European context, the differences ought to be taken into account. The examination of the Spanish case, may help to take hold of the idea that communitarians need to analyse the local social fabric before setting their own agendas. A corollary of this may give us the advice of checking communitarian solutions being put into practice in other countries to use them as a reference to study local circumstances.

In the first part of the paper we will address the issue of cultural local peculiarities while examining the criteria of economic convergence, which is the goal of most of the economic programmes of the governments of the different countries in the European Union. In the second half of the paper, while looking at philosophical issues such as the consequences of individualism in modern culture, we will defend the enlargement of the concept sovereignty, in order to apply it to the modern family.

THE INSIGHTS OF THE AGENDA

We are going now to examine those features of Spanish social and economic life that we think are of relevance in order to set the priorities of a local communitarian agenda.

Spaniards are, by and large, and as it is perceived in Brussels and in the European Union (EU) bureaucracy, a self-commiserate and complaining lot. The local ills, paramount among them being the level of unemployment which consistently doubles the EU average, and the lack of understanding of many local traditions and history by the other European partners, are very oftenly present in public display: in the media, in opinion polls, and, above all, in politicians' speeches.

For this reason it was a surprise to a few observers that in the special Christmas issue of The Economist (December 25th 1993-January 7th 1994), Spain came, behind Switzerland and Germany, as the third country in the world with a higher quality of life. Spaniards where, as a whole, not very surprised. One of the reasons is that, as it is portrayed in most surveys and opinion polls, the family, the caring and communitarian family, is the most important social value for the majority of the population, and the family is still alive in the country making up and compensating for some of the most outspoken economic ills. In fact, as it has been  argued in private in several communitarian gatherings in Spain, those two intrinsically communitarian institutions, the family and the "fiesta", are the only things that work well in the country.     

We will come back later to study the family situation in Spain and we will leave the "fiesta" for another study. Let us now look first into some social and economic indicators and figures which seem relevant to us in order to establish the comparisons we intend to make.

The goal of the comments to the tables that will be included in this first section of the paper is to show, not only the traditional convergence criteria that, as it is known, tries to compare EU countries with each other, but also to show the real convergence. We argue here that the monetary convergence does not mean an improvement in the real convergence, as the orthodox position claims. This seems to us particularly relevant from the cultural point of view and it shows that it is necessary to introduce social policies in the EU context, especially those which have a direct effect on the family  unit, in order to get closer to a minimum set of real convergence factors.

When we analyse the macroeconomic data we have to consider that the EU countries can be divided into two main groups. On one hand we have a number of peripheral countries that present  lower development rates that the others. Spain, Ireland, Greece and Portugal are included in this group. On the other hand, we have the so called centre countries which present a higher growth rate. 

The income evolution and distribution is analysed here in tables 1, 2 and 3. Table-1, includes the GDP per capita levels, unemployment rate and the human development index (HDI) as it is used by the United Nations Development Program. The base of the GDP per capita is EU=100, so 6 countries are below that level, Spain included. In regard to the unemployment rate, Spain is the country with the highest rate, nine times more that Luxembourg and approximately twice as much as the EU average.

TABLE-1: GDP PER CAPITA IN UE COUNTRIES

               GDP per   UNEM 

               cápita    PLOY. HDI

 Country        1993     1994  1992

 Austria        107       5,3  0,925

 Belgium        106      13,0  0,926

 Denmark        106      11,9  0,920

 Finland         86      19,9  0,934 (1)

 France         109      12,4  0,931 (3)

 Germany        117      10,1  0,921

 Greece          49      10,7  0,907

 Italy          104      11,1  0,912

 Ireland         78      17,8  0,916

 Luxembourg     132       2,7  0,893

 Netherlands    101       9,3  0,936 (2)

 Portugal        60       6,0  0,874

 Spain           76      23,8  0,930 (4)

 Sweden          98       8,8  0,929

 United Kingdom 100      10,0  0,916

 HDI is the human development index.

SOURCE: European Commission, 1994, OECD, "Economic Outlook"  and UNDP, 1995

We find a somehow quite different picture when we look into the HDI (HDI includes the life expectancy at birth, educational level and income; so, when the index is close to 1 it means that the country has to make less efforts to improve the indicator). Spain has the fourth highest mark, above that of Germany and Denmark. This position shows the effort that Spanish society has carried out in order to improve some aspects of social life. So, the HDI seems to indicate that a high income level does not necessarily imply better education and life expectancy at birth. The quality of life is better tested measuring solidarity and communitarian aspects and not only looking into the GDP per capita index, as many economists do. 

In this regard, and particularly if we refer to life expectancy, the data about Spain is striking. In our opinion, the fact that, in average, Spaniards live more years than most other Europeans, have something to do with the communitarian ethos of the Spanish family. With figures from Eurostat (Statistiques Rapides; Population et conditions sociales, 1993/1), we find that the percentage of people of more than 80 years of age living outside the family is of about 48% for the European average. Spain is the country where this percentage is lowest: just 17%.A visit to a large Spanish public hospital may account for this. Strong family bondage and intergenerational solidarity are visible all through the age scale independently of wealth and income. 

To a certain extent the figures that are shown below, in tables 2 and 3, prove this right. In these tables, the estimations of LIS related to the evolution of income distribution (table 2) and of inequality (table 3) can be observed. 

As far as table 2 is concerned, the existence of a similar evolution in the two periods in most countries can be noticed. There are discrepancies, nevertheless, in the case of Spain (in the first deciles), the United Kingdom, Sweden and the United States. 

TABLE 2: INCOME DISTRIBUTION IN SOME OECD COUNTRIES

Country Year                     Decile Shares

               1   2   3    4    5    6    7    8    9    10

Belgium 1985  4,2 10,3 17,3 25,1 34,0 43,9 54,8 66,9 80,9 89,1          
   1988  4,2 10,3 17,1 25,0 33,8 43,5 54,3 66,4 80,3 88,4 

Finland 1987  4,5 10,8 18,1 26,4 35,6 45,6 56,6 68,6 82,2 90,0

        1990  4,3 10,5 17,7 26,0 35,1 45,1 56,0 68,1 81,8 89,7

France  1979  3,1  8,4 14,6 21,9 30,0 39,2 49,7 61,6 76,0 84,9

        1984  3,0  8,3 14,6 21,8 29,9 39,1 49,5 61,6 76,3 85,5

Ireland 1980  1,7  5,2 10,3 16,9 24,8 34,1 45,1 58,1 74,3  ---

        1987  2,2  5,9 10,9 17,2 24,8 34,0 45,0 58,4 75,0  ---Nether. 1983  4,4 10,6 17,4 25,0 33,4 42,8 53,3 65,3 79,4 87,8

        1987  4,1 10,1 16,9 24,5 33,0 42,5 53,2 65,3 79,4 87,8

Norway  1979  4,1 10,2 17,4 25,6 34,6 44,4 55,2 67,2 80,9 88,9

        1986  3,9  9,8 16,9 24,9 33,9 43,7 54,6 66,7 80,7 88,7

Portugal80/81 3,1  7,8 13,8 20,1 28,7 37,9 48,3 60,6 75,8  ---

        89/90 3,4  8,0 13,9 20,9 28,9 38,1 48,5 60,8 75,8  ---Spain  80/81  2,8  7,4 13,2 20,1 28,2 37,5 47,9 60,2 75,5  --

       90/91  3,3  8,6 14,6 21,6 29,6 38,6 49,0 61,2 75,8  --

Sweden  1981  4,0 10,6 18,3 26,7 36,0 46,1 57,2 69,2 82,9 90,6

        1987  3,3  9,5 16,9 25,3 34,6 44,8 55,9 68,2 81,9 89,7

U. K.   1979  3,5  8,7 15,1 22,6 31,1 40,8 51,8 64,4 79,2 88,0

        1986  2,5  7,5 13,5 20,5 28,7 38,2 49,1 61,8 77,1 86,4 

SOURCE: OECD (1995) "Income distribution in OECD Countries", Social Policy Studies n.18, Paris. For the case of Ireland, the data come from Callan and Nolland (1993) "Income inequality and poverty in Ireland in the 1970s and 1980s" ESRI Working Paper 43, Dublin. For the case of Spain, the data corresponding to 1980/81 were supplied by M. Mercader, DELTA, Paris and those of 1990/91 by INE, Madrid; C. Rodrigues (1993) "The measurement and decomposition of inequality in Portugal", Micro simulation Unit Discussion Paper 9320, Cambridge, provided those of Portugal.

It has to be pointed out that the Scandinavian countries present a 90% level in the last decile, being the highest rate included in the table. Regarding the first decile, neither Australia, nor Canada, or the United States, reach 3% in any of the years considered. Spain and the United Kingdom reached that figure only in one of them.

As far as Spain is concerned, as compared to other peripheral countries of the European Union (excluding Greece because there is no information available), it has to be pointed out that its income distribution is similar to the one of Portugal, and both countries present a very different distribution to that of Ireland.

The measure of inequality shown in table 3 is represented by the Gini coefficient. Logically, the evolution we have shown refers to the same years as for the income distribution table.

As it can be seen, only five countries show a reduction in this index: Canada and France that keep almost the same level, Spain, Ireland and Portugal. In other cases, the United States, the United Kingdom, the Netherlands and Sweden, the increase is very remarkable: a 3% increase in the former two and 2% in the rest. Anyway, it has to be said that the level reached by Sweden is the lowest of those countries included in the table.

TABLE 3: GINI COEFFICIENT IN SOME OECD COUNTRIES

Country     Years  Coefficient

Belgium     1985    22,8

            1988    23,5

Finland     1987    20,7

            1990    21,5

France      1979    29,7

            1984    29,6

Ireland     1980    36,0

            1987    35,2

Netherlands 1983    24,7

            1987    26,8

Norway      1979    22,2

            1986    23,4

Portugal  1980/81   32

          1989/90   31 

Spain     1980/81   32,1

          1990/91   30,7

Sweden      1981    19,9

            1987    22,0

United King.1979    27,0

            1986    30,4

SOURCE: OECD (1995)

        For the case of Ireland, the data come from Callan and Nolland (1993). In Spain, 1980/81 data were offered by M. Mercader, DELTA, Paris and those for 1990/91 by INE, Madrid. Rodrigues provided those of Portugal (1993).

If we go now to table 4 to evaluate the convergence conditions set up by the Mastricht Treaty, we can see that only Germany and Luxembourg have reached the conditions required; Denmark, France and Ireland  have not achieved just one of them, therefore there are great chances that these countries can reach the final stage. Spain, Italy, Greece and Portugal, however, have not achieved any of the requirements.

We can observe too that some of the more developed countries do not have an easy way. This is the case of Italy and Belgium where it is almost impossible to reduce the deficit and the public debt in the fixed period. In the case of Sweden, it has to be questioned if that country will reduce the social benefits it offers, in order to fulfil the requirements, and, if so, if the tensions caused in the economy, as it has already happened in some EU countries, will be accepted by the public.

TABLE 4: INDICATORS OF CONVERGENCE CONDITIONS (1995)

COUNTRY    INFLATION (%) INTEREST    PUBLIC DEFICIT PUBLIC DEBT                            RATE(%)     (%GDP)         (%GDP) 

Austria      2,5           7,30          5,5           68,0

Belgium      1,6           7,90          4,5          134,5

Denmark      2,2           8,60          2,0           73,6

Finland      1,3           9,40          5,4           63,2

France       1,7           7,80          5,0           51,5 

Germany      2,2           7,10          2,9           58,8

Greece       9,9          18,40          9,3          114,4

Ireland      2,6           8,50          2,7           85,9

Italy        4,7          12,30          7,4          124,9

Luxembourg   1,9           6,40          2,1           10,0 

Netherlands  2,2           7,20          3,1           78,4

Portugal     4,2          11,70          5,4           70,5

Spain        4,7          11,50          5,9           64,8

Sweden       2,6          10,70          7,0           81,4

United King. 3,3           8,40          5,1           52,5

LIMIT        3,0          10,40          3,0           60,0

Education is, in our opinion, another important aspect in order to measure the capacity to foster development by a country. The formation and improvement of human capital is based on high educational standards and, through it, economic growth is achieved. The most representative indicators are shown below, in table-5.

This table shows how Spain is placed at a lower level than that of the most developed EU countries, as far as per capita expenditure and student expenditure is concerned. However, if we look at the  enrolment figures, the percentage shown is similar to the rest of the UE countries. Therefore, the information gathered shows the possibilities that Spain has in order to increase the funds allocated to education.

TABLE 5. MAIN EDUCATION INDICATORS (1992)

 Country      Expend.per Expend./   Enrolled (%)

                capita    Student   Primary  Higher education

                           (*)       and 

                                   secondary

 Austria         ---      5820      41,2       9,3

 Belgium         ---      6850      46,2       7,5

 Denmark         6,7      6710      45,6       9,4

 Finland         7,9      8650      50,4      10,4 

 France          5,9      5760      48,1       9,0 

 Germany         4,9      6550      42,1       7,7

 Greece          ---      ----      45,1       4,9

 Ireland         5,7      7270      51,1       5,1

 Italy           ---      5850      42,1       7,8

 Luxembourg      ---      ----      ----       ---

 Netherlands     5,0      8720      47,0       7,4

 Portugal        5,2      ----      ----       ---

 Spain           5,2      3770      48,0       8,6

 Sweden          6,8      7120      42,7       7,5

 United Kingdom  4,2     15060      47,7       4,2

(*) Refers to higher education. In USA dollars converted according to the purchasing power parity.

SOURCE: OECD

Another one of the many aspects we could consider in order to highlight differences among EU countries, is the expenditure distribution carried out by the central government. These figures are shown in table 6 for those countries where there is information available.

It can be observed that most of the countries spend part of their resources in housing, security and welfare and "others" because they account for about 80% of the total expenditure. However, education and defence show a decreasing trend. In the case of Spain, the general trend is followed except in education which has gone up in the last years. This may be an explanation for the favourable evolution of the HDI.

TABLE 6: CENTRAL GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE (1993)

 Country    Defence Educa.  Health Housing    Economic  Other

                                   amenities  services

                                   social

                                   security

                                   and welfare

 Austria      2,3   9,4      13,4   47,5        8,9      18,9 

 Denmark      5,0   9,8       1,1   41,3        7,2      35,7

 Finland      4,4  13,2       0,1   51,9       17,6      12,8  

 France       6,0   7,0      16,1   45,5        5,0      20,4

 Germany      6,4   0,8      16,8   45,9        9,7      20,4            

 Greece       8,9   8,5       7,4   14,7        9,4      51,0

 Ireland      3,2  12,8      14,0   30,3       12,8      26,9

 Netherlands  4,2  10,2      13,7   41,5        5,6      24,7

 Portugal(*)  5,3  12,0       8,0   28,0       10,5      36,2    

 Spain        4,2   4,7       6,1   38,8        8,9      37,4

 Sweden       5,3   7,3       0,4   53,3       16,2      17,4 

 United King. 9,9   3,3      14,0   32,5        6,6      33,7  

(*) 1992 data.

Economic services include expenditure related to the support and more effective practice of commercial activities and the economic development.
Other expenditures includes public services in general, interest payments and expenditure not included in other items.

SOURCE: World Bank, 1995

We will finally refer to other social aspects shown in table 7. The first one refers to suicides. It can be seen that central countries show, in general terms, a higher level, whereas Greece and Spain show the lowest level of the EU. In newspapers, Spain is at a very low level, only above Portugal and at the same rate as Italy. On the contrary in television sets, Spain is in the average. Lastly, in urban population, Spain presents a high degree of concentration, although no great changes can be expected for  the future century.   

TABLE 7 : OTHER INDICATORS

           Suicides    Newspapers Televis. Urban

           (100.000hab)(100hab)  (100hab)  population

           1989-93      1992      1992     (% total)

           Men  Women                     1992  2000

 Austria    32   11     40        48       55   56

 Belgium    28   11     31        45       97   97

 Denmark    29   15     33        54       85   86 

 Finland    45   11     52        51       62   65

 France     30   11     21        41       73   73

 Germany    23    9     33        56       86   88

 Greece      6    2     14        20       64   68

 Italy      11    4     11        42       67   67

 Ireland    17    3     19        30       57   59

 Luxembourg 25    8     38        27       88   91

 Netherl.   14    7     30        49       89   89

 Portugal   12    4      5        19       34   38

 Spain      11    4     11        40       76   78

 Sweden     22   10     51        47       83   83

 United Ki. 13    4     38        44       89   90

 SOURCE: UNDP, 1995 

All these indicators bring home the idea, firstly, that there is a great variety of social situations in the EU; secondly, that the variety of socioeconomic indicators is not in itself a danger at the moment of putting together common policies, for some of these variations tend to have a compensation effect (let us remind ourselves the HDI); and thirdly, that these differences ought to be addressed in order to elaborate communitarian platforms and agendas that make sense within the context they are supposed to operate.

If we focus on the Spanish scene, we'll have to point out, as we will refer to it next, that the apparent communitarian tan of certain of the above mentioned indexes is not the result of a purposeful political agenda, but, on the other hand, the outcome of traditional social forces operating in society along a sustained culture of distrust of government action.  
THE MAIN POINTS OF THE SPANISH AGENDA
Undoubtedly, it is when we leave the cold and, to a certain point, heartless world of figures and economic forecasting, when we encounter, examining the situation of the Spanish family as such, what is really relevant for the setting of a local communitarian agenda. It has been said that in Spain, in spite of the recent socioeconomic achievements, what has been in place sustaining society at large has been a welfare family and not a welfare state. 

If we examine the scope of public family policy in Spain we cannot but wander about the impressive role the family plays in Spanish life. As Marta Fernández points out ("El gasto en protección social en los países de la UE durante el período 1980-1991", Revista de Economía y Sociología del Trabajo,n.21-22,1993), the public funding and tax policy in favour of the family, is the weakest in the UE. Nevertheless families cope, not only with the high unemployment rate and, as a consequence, with the highest emancipation mean age of the UE, but also with gloomy socioeconomic forecasts.

A quick comparative view of the Spanish family would focus on the following high marks: Spain has the highest proportion of family dwellings in the UE, and the second highest (93.2%), after Portugal, of people living in family units; the largest number and the second highest proportion, after Ireland, of large (four or more children) families; a high increase of the number of single parent families from below 5 to 8,2% in the last 10 years (cf. Eurostat, Statisques en Bref, 1995/5).In addition to this we should point out that the divorce rate is just below 10%, that the average size of the family unit has gone from 3,8 in 1970 to 3,1 in 1991 and that the average age of the first birth for women has increased from 25,2 years in 1970 to 26,7 years of age in 1990.

In spite of being the country with the lowest fertility rate in the world due to the harsh economic situation, public opinion is strongly pro-family, regardless of age, income, sex, and religious and political views. In most surveys the family usually comes first among the most valued aspects of quality of life, as in the 1995 survey of youth conducted by the Ministry of Social Issues. For Spaniards between 15 and 29 years of age, the family comes top of the list ahead of, in this order, friends, boy/girlfriend, dwelling, leisure, job orientation, studies, and work.

Due to economic pressure and a policy of social assimilation with the EU, the Spanish family is, nevertheless, under harsh strains. In our understanding, the basics of a communitarian platform for Spain should focus on claiming social sovereignty for the family. In this, the concept of empowerment seems to us of great importance.

Undoubtedly, the family is suffering in contemporary societies (as we have already shown in the Spanish case) a lack of institutional protection, which implies not only legal aspects, but also cultural and political ones. If we take into account the historical development befallen during the last two centuries, we will notice that this lack of protection is due to interests that originated from its roots from the same cultural design that lies at the base of modernity.

In effect, the concept of sovereignty in contemporary societies has gradually become a closed shop, fiercely guarded by two subjects that arrogate with exclusivity the monopoly of it to themselves. These two subjects are the great protagonists of modern culture: the individual and the state. The distribution of power, the freedoms allowed, the legal and penal system, wisely reflect the fact that in superstructure modern societies there is no living place for third sovereigns. Both the different proclamations of Human Rights, and the constitutions of most countries defend, respectively, this monopoly of sovereignty by the individual and the state. Within this context, the family, as a cultural and social reality, steps ahead only with great difficulty.

A similar stand to the defence we propose of family sovereignty is the one advocated by P. Donati (La Famiglia come relazione sociale, Milano, F. Angeli, 1991) as he speaks about the family’s necessity of recovering its condition of autonomous social subsystem. According to Donati, modern society is polarised by the axle formed by two social subsystems, the state and the market, to the detriment of autonomy of other subsystems like the family and associative communities that shape what we usually call civil society. A well balanced society should also recognise the family’s own ambit, its power and its sovereignty.

The family possesses  its own mechanisms of interchange and communication, away both from the market’s (money) and the state’s (law and punishment). Within the family, individuals are rewarded by social reciprocity, and not by money nor sanction. But here, we are fiddling with power. Certainly, the public recognition of freedom and power for the family would imply distribution of sovereignty. And that is something that both the individual and the state cannot comply with, since it effectively dissolves their monopoly of power granted to them by the Enlightenment’s project.

At this stage we want to bring up the term empowerment (Spanish: "empoderizamiento"), meaning the action of recovering shares in power, held either by collective forces, or by the system itself. This recovery does not happen to be required by the loss of something previously possessed. It is the mere confirmation of the continuous creation of new spheres of power by technological progress and the world’s narrowing due to the process of economic globalization. These new spheres of power  are under democratic control only in a very indirect way. Hence we understand the future of democracy and democratic institutions in a context under continuous change, as a dynamic concept. This way, new-born powers are continuously being immersed in the democratic bath, in order to prevent the consolidation of anonymous structures  power. In theory, then, a democratic system would be the one continuously working in order to distribute power among individuals and social institutions, which are its active or passive subjects.

This implies two main lines of action, in order to allow a minimum of empowerment: the one pointing at a general democratisation, also of systems not strictly political, like economic ones (companies); and the one implementing inclusive democratic forms among all kinds of entities (national or foreign, individual or collective) affected by decisions alien to them, and this is the sense in which family can be empowered, acquiring shares of power over that kind of decisions.

All this leads us, in turn, to briefly mention the issue of collective responsibilities, so dear to communitarians (Etzioni), and to other defenders of the family. We will just say that collective responsibilities can only be exercised collectively, as far as genuine forms of power sharing  exist. Only as far as power of autonomy is held, responsibility is possible, which, translated to the language of contemporary democratic culture, means that participation is the access gate to co-responsibility.

Hence, in our opinion, the recognition of family as a sovereign subject, leaves the road open to a reconciliation of all social actors in the task of building a better society. The study of the Spanish case seems to us, in this sense, particularly relevant.

THE COMMUNITARIAN AGENDA IMPLIES A NON-INDIVIDUALISTIC PROGRAMME

We will finish our exposition with the following diagram meant to show the parameters we consider important in order to start a social recasting towards the public recognition of family sovereignty. In the diagram we draw a contrast between what we think that summarises the family rationality of individualism (considered by us as representing the majority in the academic world), and what we think that would constitute a minimum status for the understanding of the reality of the family, in social terms, as sovereign family, that is, as an autonomous social subject.

 METHODOLOGICAL INDIVIDUALISM                       
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Methodological individualism has become in our understanding a sort of privacy that excludes interdependency, which seems to us a serious starting-point error. On the long run, that conception of the individual subjects’ autonomy, deadly wounds the conception of society itself. 

On the contrary, a vision of privacy or autonomy including interdependence with the others, with nature, even with tradition and projection into the future, underlines the social and relational character of the individual subject. It is within this vision that it can be spoken about collective approval for the  intermediate groups. Dependencies are, thus, socially legitimated, and this is the sense in which we can speak of family sovereignty or of family as a subject. In order to recognise to this basic human group a minimum social presence, we think we ought to allow for a right to initiative, a tacit and explicit public support, and a freedoms’ charter (among which we see as indispensable those not recognised now to femininity). The recognition of these rights and the exercise of these responsibilities will conform what we understand by communitarian family.

This social conquest, would undoubtedly replace for the benefit of all, the contract signed between autonomous individual subjects that legally represent many contemporary family situations. This contract places in an apparent equal level both signatory parts, who can “normalise” their own private dominion; but condemns to instability or lack of protection the resulting group, and particularly their most vulnerable parts (children).

Here there is a latent conflict between individualism and communitarianism. If the normalisation of family unions does not change the consideration of individual as subject of rights and does not take away individual rights in order to add collective rights, then the family has no place in this unredeemed conflict of sovereignties between the individual and the state. Both have to yield power to the family, so it may find its social place, not only legitimated by costume, but also by law, in such a way that it may further initiatives, protect itself and, what constitutes its purpose, serve the global common welfare.

In this context, it seems clear that the family needs protection. Trespassing on the area of family discretion are multiple. The duty to protect the family today demands, firstly, the exercise of a special effort in order to guarantee the freedom to decide responsibly the dimension of the offspring. Secondly, the genuine freedom of education; thirdly the recognition of household jobs as active work and its labour equalisation with other occupations held outside home. And lastly, the conceptualisation of filial debt, a key piece in order to obtain a genuine generation equality: concern for the elder must also have a formal recognition. All these steps are  gradual goals that have to be undertaken through active family policies in order to consolidate the sovereignty of the family.

But family policies do not exhaust in themselves. It is also necessary to carry a policy from the family. That is, to orient global, economic, exterior, social policy (and others) to the conditionings imposed by the recognition of family sovereignty. This is the sense in which the “familiarisation” of society may be impregnated with a genuine communitarian spirit. Because of that, we propose that the first point in a communitarian agenda based on the Spanish case, must underline the importance of the recognition of family sovereignty for the deepening in democracy, that we understand not only as a system for the political co-existence, but as a cultural form that must provide the setting for all kinds of interpersonal relations.

___________
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