
To the EGP member parties and partners 
To the EGP Council delegates, Berlin, 23-25 November 2018 
 
 
 
Manifesto working group chair’s note 
 
Thank you to all member parties and partners for submitting amendments to the draft European 
election Manifesto! With your contributions we will be able to make the draft even better. 
 
We all probably agree that the Manifesto is one of the most important documents for the European 
Green family in five years. There is a large number of amendments we will need to process in the 
short time we have available at the Council meeting in Berlin.  
 
I have tried to discuss some issues raised in the amendments both in this chair’s note and in the 
spreadsheet listing all amendments. This document has no official status and is only intended to 
facilitate our work to find common ground in Berlin. 
 
1) “Europe” or “the European Union”? 
The draft talks largely about “Europe” instead of “the European Union” or “the EU”. This is a 
conscious choice due to two reasons. First, “Europe” is considerably shorter than “the European 
Union”. Second – and more importantly – “Europe” is less institutional and more relatable than “the 
European Union” or “the EU”. 
 
(More theoretically, the usage of “Europe” in this context can be considered metonymy. As defined 
by the Merriam-Webster Dictionary, metonymy “is a figure of speech in which a thing or concept is 
referred to by the name of something closely associated with that thing or concept”. In this case, 
“Europe” is used as a shorthand for the European Union.) 
 
2) Why we want to keep the Manifesto (relatively) concise? 
The draft Manifesto is as short as it is not because we were unable to write a longer document, but 
because we chose not to do so. One of the principles agreed on in the very first stages of the 
drafting process was to aim at a concise text. 
 
The length of the document is not only a technical issue. The shorter the Manifesto is, the greater 
the chances that people will actually read it. The shorter the Manifesto is, the more accessible it is 
also to those people for whom EU politics are not (yet!) a passion. A concise document also shows 
our maturity as a political family: we are able to make choices about what to include and what not. 
 
Many of the amendments would lengthen the text by adding detail or background. Arguably none of 
the amendments (with perhaps the exception of one) would alone make the Manifesto significantly 
longer. But if one sentence is added here and another there, quite soon the document balloons by a 
page or two. 
 
The chair’s remarks in the spreadsheet tries to highlight where similar issues to the ones raised by 
the amendments are already discussed in the current draft. These may help parties to reconsider 
whether all the amendments adding length are absolutely necessary. Delegates may also want to 
consider if some of the amendments can be shortened or streamlined. 
 
3) Why are we so allergic to mentioning specific directives and structures? 
Among the principles jointly agreed to guide drafting the Manifesto were also that we wanted the 
document to be understandable, inspiring and empathic. Whether we like it or not, many average 
voters do not get fired up by specific directives, institutions or processes – unlike many of us. 



 
Many amendments would add technical detail to the Manifesto, making it more institutional and, 
arguably, less appealing. Delegates are invited to consider whether this is indeed necessary. 
 
4) What does “for instance” mean? 
In the draft we use extensively constructions such as “for instance” and, indeed, “such as”. They 
indicate that the cases that follow do not constitute an exhaustive list.  
 
Non-exhaustive lists are a rhetorical device that tries to colour the text without making it very long 
and difficult to read. If we say “for instance A, B and C”, this does not mean that we would not 
know or care about D and E. In fact, “for instance” does quite the opposite, suggesting that we do 
know and care about others as well.  
 
Many amendments try to add more cases to the lists. Not only would these amendments lengthen 
the text, they would not resolve the underlying issue. Even if we add D and E to the list, it still 
remains non-exhaustive. Actually making the list longer can make the situation worse; if we are 
already mentioning A–E, anyone holding F and G dear to their heart will be more concerned about 
not including them as well. 
 
It is, of course, up to the member parties to decide what we want to include in list-like passages in 
the Manifesto. However, delegates may want to consider if adding cases to the lists really helps. 
 
5) What is the value in focusing on what unites us? 
One of the adopted Manifesto principles is trying to make it unifying. Approaching the 2019 
elections we all know will be crucially important, we would want the Manifesto to bring us Greens 
together, not to break us apart. 
 
Based on the amendments, some issues seem to be controversial, potentially even divisive. For 
instance (see the previous point number 4!), member parties clearly have different perspectives on 
what federalism means and whether using that narrative when talking about Europe is helpful. 
 
It is not my role as the chair of the Manifesto work to take a stand on these issues from a more 
substantive point of view. However, it is my role to try to find common ground and, where possible, 
consensus. 
 
It is up to the delegates to consider what kind of a document they want to adopt. Is it better to 
compromise on language and even substance to allow as many Green parties as possible to feel 
ownership of the Manifesto? Or is it preferable to push for positions that are closer to what your 
own party advocates even if they have to be adopted through voting? 
 
 
Oras Tynkkynen 
chair of the Manifesto working group 
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