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INTRODUCTION



EUROPE WEATHERED CRISES BEFORE, BUT TODAY THE EUROPEAN Union (EU) is stretched beyond measure: Great Britain’s decision to exit the EU; devastating terrorist attacks in Paris; desperate refugees flooding into nations unable—or unwilling—to shelter them humanely; intricate currency issues shaking the foundation of a common market; belligerents like Russia and the Islamic State in Iraq and Syria (ISIS) promising fearful assaults. Never—not in all my years as Belgium’s prime minister and later on as a leader within the European Parliament—have I seen Europe standing so close to the brink.


Many see this crisis as proof that the European Union is broken beyond repair. Indeed, some may deem Great Britain’s vote foolish, but it was a response to very real threats. And yet, clearly no one country can address all of these threats alone. In the weeks immediately following the Brexit vote, we were already witnessing Great Britain’s struggle with its “independence.”


Without a powerful new vision for the continent as a whole working together, Europe will very soon be lost to itself—and to its principal ally, the United States, whose need for support in a multipolar world has never been greater. For we Europeans, and for our American friends, this really is our last chance.
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A UNITED STATES structured on the European model would be laughable. Imagine a US federation in which each state governor had veto power to block any decision from Congress or the president, an America where the governor of the smallest state could torpedo nationwide immigration reform or federal fiscal reform. Imagine a United States conceived as an asymmetric federation in which states could opt out of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Border Patrol, the Coast Guard, or the dollar, in which the states could say, We claim our right to join any of these federal institutions later, but for the moment we will simply observe and see how the rest of you cope. The world might believe the Americans had gone rogue, that it was impossible to safeguard a continent and build a world economy on the shaky foundations of voluntary participation.


Nevertheless, Europe finds itself in exactly that position today. There is no cooperation between the twenty-eight “member states” of the European Union—soon to be twenty-seven once the Brexit is set in motion. We have twenty-eight national intelligence services, which, each on their own, combat organized crime and terrorism. Yet the tragic 2015 events in Paris made it heartbreakingly clear that this fragmented strategy has failed. Following attack after attack, we learned that at least one of our national intelligence services had known of the terrorists but had been unable to pursue them across intra-European borders. Information exchange between our twenty-eight national intelligence services only happens erratically, on a voluntary basis, seriously weakening each country’s security.


The security services mandated to protect European citizens still respect old borders; terrorists and criminals assuredly do not.


It is time to speak the unthinkable. The 2015 Paris attacks culminated a decade of preventable terrorism in Europe. After the attacks in 2004 in Madrid, in 2005 in London, and in 2014 in Brussels, European leaders finally came up with the idea of a unified European record of passenger names to determine who flies in and out of the union. But this system is “European” in name only, because, in the name of sovereignty, it consists of twenty-eight unconnected national databases. But what is sovereignty when you cannot keep your citizens safe? Although we have free movement of people within Europe, we still don’t have a common system to secure our European space. The Europe we have instead is less than the sum of its parts.


And this state of affairs stems not just from terrorism. Twenty-eight member states hold veto power over almost every decision, from whether to rescue Greece’s plummeting economy to how to deal with the mass influx of refugees from Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq. Despite the continental importance of such decisions, it takes only one small party—like the extreme right True Finns, a junior partner in Finland’s coalition government, representing only half a million voters—to threaten the Greek deal and thus the future of the entire eurozone. It takes only a handful of prime ministers—from countries the size of New Hampshire—to block an agreement on the refugee crisis, stymying a desperately needed solution for the thousands of people arriving on European soil every day, looking for shelter and protection.


The Brexit vote provides only one example of how European nations fold back on themselves and increasingly look inward instead of to the outside world. While the world catches fire and our economy remains bogged down, we fan the flames by plunging ourselves into an institutional crisis. Member states’ hubris is the delusion that they can only regain sovereignty by splitting off from the European project and facing the great challenges on their own.


It is no exaggeration that, at this point, old nationalisms pose more danger to Europe than new threats. We might meet and overcome each of these fresh challenges—if only we could learn to pull together.
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THOSE WHO DOUBT that a continental democracy is possible—or, indeed, desirable—need only look to the United States. Unless Europe learns to emulate its American cousin, it is surely doomed.


Many Americans think Washington, DC, is broken. These citizens believe federal politics can no longer deliver because of polarization and gridlock. Well, the situation in the American capital is nothing compared with the European quagmire. Many Americans criticize their government’s response to the financial crisis, whereas from our perspective in Europe—where the crisis has never ended—America’s actions were shockingly successful. Eight years later, Europe is the only continent on the globe that has still not recovered from the economic meltdown. We “grow” at a pace to slow to create new jobs. We are economically weak. We have a common currency supported by a microscopic treasury that covers barely 1 percent of European gross domestic product. These concerns only exacerbate the existential catastrophe: ultimately, there is a real chance that the EU could break up.


Obviously, this state of affairs isn’t good for Europe. But it is no better for America. In a new and dangerous multipolar world—full of religious terrorism, humanitarian crises, escalating climate change, revanchist Russia, and rising China—America has learned the painful lesson that it can no longer stand alone.


If you subscribe to the view that America plays a unique role in defending democracy and human rights—like President Woodrow Wilson, who famously believed that the United States served as a blueprint for world peace—then losing Europe would entail the loss of one of the greatest pillars of Western civilization and democratic government.


But a weak European Union is equally problematic if you’re a hard-nosed pragmatist who believes the world is chaotic, violent, and structured around continuously changing alliances. The ultimate foreign policy realist, former secretary of state Henry Kissinger, idealized the “Westphalian order” (which structured seventeenth-century Europe around a couple of big powers) “as the path breaker of a new concept of international order,” believing that the division of nations promotes diversity and strengthens peace. Even in that case, a pragmatic America will have no easy time with a fragmented Europe presenting itself in the form of twenty-eight different interlocutors. It would mean dealing with a never-ending election cycle in twenty-eight countries instead of working with one head of state who held the same position for four years. We’ve already seen how Great Britain’s exit has only further complicated America’s delicate strategic plans. In Kissinger’s world, a disunited Europe in military and foreign affairs is an unstable and unpredictable factor.


With Vladimir Putin seizing land in Ukraine and Georgia, an increasingly aggressive China projecting new power in the Old World, and terrific fear that ISIS will use the continent as its next battlefield, the United States needs a weak Europe like a hole in the head.


No matter how idealistic, gloomy, or pragmatic your worldview, the United States benefits from a strong and united Europe. It can never be in Washington’s interest to confront a patchwork of twenty-seven or more European nation-states. Such is not a worthy alliance.
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BUT IT DOESN’T have to be like that. The European Union could have developed differently and still has the opportunity to do so.


In the 1930s and 1940s, the United States was the only sizeable democracy in the world. While large parts of Europe lived under the oppression of dictators—such as Francisco Franco in Spain, António de Oliveira Salazar in Portugal, Adolf Hitler in Germany, and Benito Mussolini in Italy—the United States overcame its economic crisis not by renouncing democracy but by doubling down on its democratic promise through the New Deal. The nation emerged from the crisis stronger not by conceding to populism but by adhering to its liberal values, and thus it remained a shining beacon of democracy throughout the twentieth century.


Europe took longer to arrive at a similar point. But when it did, the continent was ready to stand up for its historic values and transformative promise. In 1953, six countries—Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, France, Italy, and West Germany—agreed to form a tight federation. The representatives of the six states wrote and even agreed to an elegant yet concise constitution—a rarely seen consensus in European history, one whose promise we have yet to achieve.


Barely a decade after the most catastrophic war in European history, former adversaries took the extraordinary step of agreeing to joint democratic governance and a shared military. Yet this common defense notion deterred most French representatives and was the main reason the whole project was voted down 319–264. Due to this political accident, the federal constitution for Europe didn’t get ratified in the French National Assembly. The newly elected French prime minister, Pierre Mendès France, regarded the European constitution as an unimportant project of his predecessor, not worth defending. Because of this hiccup—this inattentiveness—the European constitution, and with it the entire political project, stumbled.


Finally, in 1957, the same six European nations approved a rump version of the 1953 constitution. The new project limited itself to an economic cooperation effort, focused mainly on a common market in transport and atomic energy. The so-called Treaty of Rome (1957)—the foundation for our own current European Union—was not the big success our history books proclaim. It merely recycled plans for a European federation aborted four years before.


This failed attempt laid the foundations for so many of our current ills in the European Union. With only an economic union, citizens feel the EU only when it touches their pocketbooks. Without a political union, citizens have no way to affect union-level policy; nor does the union itself have the tools to address such issues. Brexit, Grexit, the refugee crisis, the economic meltdown, cowardice before foreign foes: all these terrible outcomes are bound up in our missed opportunity to abandon artificial nationalism in exchange for a coherent and effective government of all Europeans.


Amazingly, America once faced nearly identical obstacles to its prosperity, security, and unity. The years after the Revolutionary War were hard, exacerbated by the terribly ineffective Articles of Confederation, which loosely bound the states together. In 1786—only three years after winning independence from the British Empire—the thirteen states concluded that the confederation was very inefficient at collecting taxes and defending itself against enemies, foreign and domestic. A convention called in Annapolis was far from successful: only five states bothered to send delegates. A new attempt, one year later, in Philadelphia was an improvement, with twelve of the thirteen states attending and fifty-five out of seventy-four delegates actually showing up. From such inauspicious beginnings arose the Constitutional Convention, which would redefine—and, indeed, save—the new nation.


The original plan was to update the existing confederation, but idealistic statesmen who dreamed of molding a mighty new government from the fractured individual states soon hijacked the convention: we know them as the Federalists under the leadership of James Madison. Only thirty-nine delegates signed a new compromise text, today’s US Constitution, a much less impressive buy-in than the near-unanimity the Europeans achieved in 1953. Yet this “Philadelphia moment” still shines brightly across all of subsequent American history.


The text was far from perfect. Benjamin Franklin, as many others, wasn’t exactly happy with the ultimate compromise: “I confess that there are several parts of this Constitution which I do not at present approve.” To nobody’s surprise, four states refused to ratify the document. Rhode Island resisted the longest, but despite all the opposition, the “thirteen colonies” finally agreed to make the giant leap together—to overcome their differences with the goal of forging a more perfect union.


Europe had its own “Philadelphia moment” but failed to carry the baton over the finish line. We should have used the historic momentum in 1953 just as the Americans did in 1787. We should have pushed harder, against France’s initial resistance, for a strong federation. All of the projects we still debate today—a common emigration or economic policy, a joint military command or pan-European elections—we could have implemented decades ago. The world would have been better for it.


With some impressive exceptions—such as the creation of a common market in 1992 and the launch of the euro in 2001—we still drag ourselves from microdecision to microdecision, never rising to the great challenge of 1953. But it is never too late to take up the baton again.
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AS THE FORMER prime minister of a small country of 11 million people who speak three different languages, I have seen firsthand how easy it can be to accentuate differences and pit people against each other. Even at this small scale, the schisms between neighbors can seem insurmountable, and brokering deals can take every ounce of political savvy one possesses.


And yet, all that I’ve seen in my own small but proud nation, and across the continent as a whole, convinces me more than ever that the cure for Europe’s ills is not less union but more. I met Putin when he was a Europe-friendly reformer and again after he had become the terrifying autocrat we know today. I flew into Libya after the fall of Muammar Gaddafi—with an EU mission in an effort to bring stability to our disintegrating neighbor—and landed in Athens at the height of the Greek fiscal crisis that promised to tear the EU apart from within. I’ve stood in the European Parliament as a candidate for president of Europe, and I’ve also stood with protestors against Putin in Moscow’s Pushkin Square and against oligarchy and despotism in Kiev’s Maidan Square. I advocated very vocally in the European Parliament for Great Britain to stay within the union.


Detractors wish to paint each of these crises as emblematic of a broader breakdown of the European project. Instead I see a great mass of people and institutions desperate to stay together. After decades in service to the European people, I can honestly say that, at every turn, the greatest threat to the safety and prosperity of Europe is a failure to finish the great project begun in 1953, to unite the seemingly disparate nations of the continent together into one grand federal project.


Accomplishing this grand objective will not be easy. But it represents Europe’s only chance to protect the diversity of its culture and the proud history of its civilization. Otherwise, at best, we sink into parochial oblivion as America, China, and Russia take the lead; at worse, we become a battleground for the next generation of extremism, racism, and violence.
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THE PAGES AHEAD will do many things: show how the delusion of nationalism still holds sway in Europe and threatens to fragment the union beyond repair; highlight the difficulties of governing a continent undermined by its very own national governments; reveal how America, despite its own considerable share of problems, ultimately overcame the financial crisis, while Europe sat idle; and offer a concrete path forward in which the member states must put aside their differences and accept an American-style federal government.


Again and again, I provide examples of European squabbles over the most trivial of details as the foundation of our society crumbles from within and erodes from without. But each setback offers an opportunity for us to see that this crisis is man-made. With fresh ideas and the proper resolve, we can set Europe—and the world—on the right path again.


Europe must stand united if it wants to survive in today’s world. Only in this way can the “old” continent reestablish itself as a worthy ally of the United States. Only if Europe and the United States can count on each other’s strengths can we make the world a safer and more prosperous place.















PART I





AT THE BRINK


















CHAPTER ONE



DIVIDED WE FALL


ON TUESDAY, DECEMBER 29, 2015, I DROVE IN THE LATE AFTERnoon along the A-13 highway from the direction of Rouen. As darkness fell, I entered the ever-animated city of Paris, the pleasure-loving capital of France, the world’s mecca of fun and entertainment. Before, people rushed to do their last holiday shopping, intoxicated with flamboyant wrapping paper and curled ribbon. As ever, we were taking our leave of the dying year by giving presents. This time, however, we were saying good-bye sans regrets, sans remords. Only a few weeks had passed since the most recent string of devastating tragedies in this wonderful city.


The past twelve months had been too cruel, too frightening, and above all too unreal: Charlie Hebdo. The Bataclan. January 7. November 13. Televised videos and images of beheadings had assaulted our eyes almost on a weekly basis. No one knew when this madness would end or when the next bloody attack would take place.


Paris was deserted. Here and there one saw a handful of tourists: Russians, Chinese, Japanese. One heard the rowdy chat of a few Americans. But hardly any French people were about. It seemed as if the Parisians had fled their beautiful city. There were no traffic jams; taxis roamed the streets, green lights on their roofs. And most of the cafés seemed empty too, but for a few stray tourists.


I had decided on an impulse to ring in the new year in Paris. I did not want to let the terrorists have things their way. I wanted to resolutely oppose the atmosphere of panic that the French media—intentionally or otherwise—had created. Above all I wanted to lend my symbolic support to the people of Paris, who had suffered so much in 2015.


I must admit, however, that I myself was not in a much better state. I still felt quite shaken by those attacks, still devastated, even more so than after the terror of September 11. A fervent supporter of the United States, I still remember the horror of those attacks aimed at the American people and their president: the Twin Towers, the Pentagon, the White House. But November 13 in Paris was completely different. That evening, terrorists attacked and murdered rock music, football, and Parisian night life—in other words, our way of life.


RULE OF LAW?


A few days later, sitting in a taxi on the evening of December 31, I listened to French president François Hollande deliver his New Year’s address in beautifully articulated French sentences designed to rally his compatriots. But his “fellow citizens” were thoroughly frightened, preferring to stay at home or, at most, to venture out to dinner with relatives or a few friends. The terrorists were winning: society was in disarray, and under the state of emergency then in force, the police could detain you, no questions asked, and put you behind bars for days, with no right of appeal and no defense. What had become of the rule of law? Which of our freedoms still applied? 


Habeas corpus is more or less the foundation of our European society, our gift to the rest of the world, much as the ancient Greeks gave us democracy and the Arabs gave us algebra. This legacy is now in jeopardy, being pushed aside without political opposition. On that night in Paris, it seemed as if only comedians and clowns on New Year’s shows were expressing dissent.


Politicians apparently have no problem with the changes that have occurred in the wake of terrorist attacks on European soil. They are caught in the stranglehold of a uniform mentality focused on what populists are calling the “new security culture,” a hierarchy of values that subordinates virtually all of our rights and freedoms to one overriding concern, “public safety,” as if we can buy and guarantee security by sending heavily armed soldiers to patrol the streets, passing new security laws, and setting up giant databases.


The great thinkers buried here in the Pantheon knew better. The inscription on Voltaire’s grave reads, “He fought the nonbelievers and fanatics; he inspired tolerance; he claimed the rights of man against the feudal servitude.” In much the same spirit, the battle against terrorism and fanaticism will be won in people’s minds—not by restricting our liberties.


But perhaps I have little right to say this. As head of the Belgian government in December 2007, I myself declared Anti-Terrorism Alert Level 4, restricted access to the Christmas market, and canceled the traditional New Year’s Eve fireworks in the Brussels main square. I did this in response to clear indications of planned attacks. Nizar Trabelsi, a former professional footballer who had reinvented himself as a terrorist, intended to escape from prison to create havoc with arms and explosives in the center of Brussels.


To be honest, I would likely respond in the same way today. When you are responsible for a country, you do not have much scope for considering whether liberal values or public safety should prevail. In that situation, all that counts is the well-being of the populace, which you must protect at all costs. Consequently, I do have some sympathy for President Hollande, who responded to an unprecedented attack in the heart of his country by declaring a state of emergency and perhaps allowing it to continue for longer than was strictly necessary.


But are all these emergency measures actually an effective way of combating terrorism itself? Or are they merely intended to calm the people and pull the wool over their eyes? In order to answer this question, we need to establish exactly what has gone wrong. How did we fail to see the attacks coming sooner and to prevent them? Was it because for years we neglected to cultivate a “security culture”?


However plausible it may sound, that theory does not stand up to the facts. All terrorists who have succeeded in launching effective attacks within European territory in the past ten years were already known to at least one intelligence or security service in one of our member states. So our governments and their administrative apparatuses did not lack information. They either did not share the information they had with the country where the attack later took place or they did so too late. It is hard to see how Great Britain will be any safer, having now lessened its chances of receiving even partial intelligence from other European countries.


Without a federal European government, there is no comprehensive system for storing and consulting intelligence. The terrorists, however, are not hampered by national borders.
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THIS ANALYSIS RESTS on a long list of facts. Jamal Zougam, who carried out the 2004 train bombing in Madrid, had come to the attention of the French, British, and Moroccan intelligence services three years previously. That Zougam had already appeared in court in France in connection with the 9/11 attacks did not guarantee his subsequent monitoring in Spain as well. If it had, the 2004 attack could perhaps have been prevented. A year later, on July 7, Mohammad Sidique Kahn blew up the Edgware Road metro station in London. He too was known to security services. Nicolas Sarkozy, then France’s minister of the interior, indicated that, as long ago as 2002, the French security services had placed members of the London terrorist cell under “partial arrest.” If we can believe Sarkozy, these criminals too had been known in advance and monitored by at least one security service, and they too had slipped through the net with dramatic consequences. The British parliamentary committee of inquiry that sought to shed more light on the case never received an answer to the questions it put to the French authorities. In 2014, Mehdi Nemmouche, armed with a Kalashnikov rifle, shot a number of innocent people at the Jewish Museum of Belgium in Brussels. The French authorities had entered his name into the Schengen Information System II, after the Germans informed them that he had returned from Syria in March. But again, there was no follow-up.


The same pattern crops up in connection with the January 2015 attacks on Charlie Hebdo and the Jewish supermarket in Paris. The Kouachi brothers managed to carry out their assaults despite being known to several intelligence and security services. Cherif Kouachi had been intercepted in 2005 before he could travel to Syria and then on to Iraq to fight against the United States. Three years later, he was convicted of involvement in a network conspiring to send yet more Muslim fighters to Iraq. Both brothers had been recorded in US databases as suspected terrorists and listed on the US no-fly list, a crucial item of information undoubtedly passed on to British intelligence. The other Charlie Hebdo terrorist, Amedy Koulibaly, had been sentenced to five years’ imprisonment in 2010 for his involvement in a series of attacks carried out by Smaïn Aït Ali Belkacem in Paris in 1995. This information never made its way to the right people in time.


In the case of the November 13, 2015, attacks on the Bataclan, the Stade de France, and several restaurants in Paris, several European national security services had again possessed in advance crucial intelligence related to the perpetrators. In the week before the attacks, the German police had discovered heavy weapons and ammunition in a car in Bavaria, concealed in a “professionally made” compartment. The destination on the car’s satellite navigation system was set to “Paris,” a piece of information not communicated to the French intelligence and security services. Nor did those services know that Abdelhamid Abbaaoud, the Belgian head of a Franco-Belgian terrorist cell, had returned from Syria until a foreign intelligence service finally tipped them off that he had been spotted in Greece. The Belgian state security service, on the other hand, knew that another perpetrator, Bilal Hadfi, had returned from Syria.


The pieces of this puzzle were highly dispersed, and communication between national intelligence services—insofar as it existed—was sorely inadequate. As a result, on the morning after the attacks, French police checked Salah Abdeslam, one of the men who had opened fire on café customers in Paris, at a roadblock near Cambrai. In Belgium, Abdeslam was a known terrorist suspect and convicted criminal. However, not having this information, the French police did not regard him as suspicious and, disastrously, permitted him to continue on his way.


We can draw from this and a whole series of other incidents an unequivocal conclusion: rather than monitoring all our citizens even more closely, we should follow up on existing intelligence better and, above all, share it with one another. Sporadic exchanges of information between national intelligence and security services within Europe are completely inadequate and obsolete for the purpose of combatting terrorism and organized crime. We can no longer rely on an “intelligence and security culture” that depends on the goodwill of national institutions, some of which have traditionally cooperated closely, as they continue to do, while others have virtually no contact due to mutual distrust.


And as each of the terrorist attacks of the past ten years makes clear, there exist severe problems even between the intelligence services of the so-called large member states. Borders do not constrain terrorists—either within the EU or elsewhere—and it is therefore no longer practical for them to separate our intelligence and security services.


SAFEGUARDING ALL OF EUROPE


We must cease to regard security as a national matter, as our ministers of the interior and their bosses, the leaders of the EU member states, do. Installing an antiterrorism coordinator alone will not defeat ISIS or al-Qaeda.


It makes no sense to create a single “Schengen” area—in which everybody can move freely—without organizing shared control of the external borders. It is equally absurd to create that common area without also building a common antiterrorism capacity. The attacks in Madrid, London, Brussels, and Paris demonstrate that we cannot continue to fragment our security policy.


I do not mean that we should abolish our national security services. On the contrary, when it comes to fighting terrorism, we must establish a single European intelligence and security capacity that operates in addition to, and in support of, national security services. It is not enough for European leaders to shed tears about terrorism if, when the chips are down, they are not prepared to surrender sovereignty to Europe in the field of security.


Here the United States serves as a good basis for comparison. In the late nineteenth century, the National Chiefs of Police Union established the National Bureau of Criminal Identification, which passed information about criminals to the various police and security services in the field. After the assassination of President William McKinley in 1901, however, people became increasingly convinced that anarchist terrorists wished to destabilize the American state, and the national bureau received more and more resources and powers. After changing its name a few times, in the mid-1930s it became the world-famous Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI).


What began as a tiny office with a few dozen officers, who did no more than pass information on to the various states, grew into a federal organization employing 35,000 people, with a budget of more than $8 billion, with powers to investigate two hundred categories of federal crimes throughout the United States. Together with the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the FBI today ensures that in the United States cross-border crimes and terrorism hardly stand a chance.


Here in Europe, despite all the attacks, we still have not reached that stage. Indeed, we cannot take even a modest first step toward a European FBI by introducing compulsory intelligence sharing, which could strike a decisive blow against terrorism and prevent fresh attacks. The latest wheeze in the fight against terrorism is no exception: the Passenger Name Record (PNR) system, designed to keep information (name, address, credit card details, family relationships, and dietary preferences, thus, in many cases, religion) about everybody traveling on scheduled flights to, from, and within Europe—an enormous invasion of the privacy of all European citizens that yields no demonstrable benefits.


To begin with, the vast majority of people travel within Europe by road or rail. PNR is a useful instrument primarily to track suspicious long-term travel patterns, such as those of drug dealers. As a way of tracking Syrian combatants or adherents of the Islamic State, PNR is useless—particularly because the member states decided to establish not a single European PNR database but twenty-eight national ones.


The assertion that PNR will protect us against terrorists is a cruel deception. Ministers of the interior took great pains to prevent establishment of a single European database. And even exchanges among the twenty-eight national databases will in fact not be compulsory, because they will not happen automatically. A country’s service will have to request data separately in each case from its foreign counterparts—by e-mail or telephone—once again raising the danger that crucial intelligence will languish. A terrorist suspect will still have no problem driving from Belgium or the Netherlands to Frankfurt in order to fly away, again without any serious difficulties, to Ankara or Antalya. It is now virtually certain that Salah Abdeslam used a similar escape route. PNR is a pointless system, reflecting merely the national opposition to a full-fledged European FBI or DHS.


PNR reveals the true concern of our heads of state and government: preserving the sacred cow of national sovereignty. But what use is national sovereignty if it does not guarantee citizens even the most basic form of security?
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IN 2001, WHILE still reeling from 9/11, European politicians had firmly resolved to take a different approach. And our security since would have been far better for it.


I remember well the debates within the European Council, which I chaired, in the months shortly after 9/11. We took a first step with the introduction of the European Arrest Warrant (EAW). We had observed that many terrorists and criminals managed to evade impending arrest simply by traveling to another jurisdiction. The EAW would definitively put a stop to that. At that time, too, the “sovereignty” argument received great play. Then, too, leaders from many member states climbed onto their high horses. And then, too, they resorted to the tried-and-true method of not torpedoing the plan themselves in the European Council but leaving the dirty work to their representatives in the Council of Ministers of Justice, who raised the most senseless practical objections in order to destroy the whole project.


I had to convene the European Council no fewer than three times in order to confirm the decision on the introduction of the European Arrest Warrant—until even the ministers of justice finally realized that there was no going back and that any further opposition would be a waste of time. Italian head of government Silvio Berlusconi was the last holdout, even though his own administration and the whole of the Italian Ministry of Foreign Affairs were in favor.


I never understood his attitude properly, but rumor had it that he feared Spanish examining magistrate Baltasar Garzón Real might use the new instrument against him personally. Thanks partly to help from Italy’s minister for foreign affairs, Renato Ruggiero, a believer in Europe, we managed to persuade the Italian government to support the proposal. Berlusconi insisted on a ten-year transitional period for his country, then dismissed Ruggiero for his treachery and assumed his post, serving simultaneously as Italy’s prime minister and its minister for foreign affairs—a true disaster for Europe and, of course, for Italy.


Difficult though its genesis was, EAW was a European solution, one that made Europe more secure: launched on January 1, 2004, it immediately made its impact felt on the ground. The EAW represented the opposite of the PNR, a sham solution that will have little or no effect precisely because it is not a European solution.


MORE UNION, NOT LESS


As a result of the wave of terrorist attacks, there is now a growing chorus to abandon Schengen and the European project. This time, fault lies not with nationalists, populists, or Euroskeptics but with our very own generation of national political leaders. As in any field, by continuing to opt for half-baked measures and solutions, they are encouraging people to think that we would be better off if we reinstated national borders—that the nation-state can do what Europe cannot.


In fact the opposite is true. By reducing “Europe” to a “coordinator of national administrative bodies” or by “coordinating national policy strategies better,” we shall never succeed in making our continent more secure or protecting it better. We must tackle this challenge at the European level with European policies and specific European instruments. If we are unwilling or unable to take that path, we will prove the Euroskeptics and critics of Europe right. In that case it would be better to pull the plug on the project.


In this globalized and interconnected world, logic might seem to dictate renationalizing everything: perhaps it would be safer for member states to withdraw behind their own national borders, politically and economically. At this point, not only nationalists and Euroskeptics but also leaders of traditional political parties have made that choice and given up on Europe. Nicolas Sarkozy, for example, in a recent speech before the Flemish Chamber of Commerce in Antwerp, Belgium, pontificated, “Schengen is dead. Schengen has never truly worked and never will, because we do not have a European migration policy.”


Such a stance, of course, turns Europe’s project on its head. We must formulate a common migration policy precisely in order to save Schengen and preserve freedom of movement. Sarkozy is right about one thing, however: it is not possible to have the one without the other.


A free trade area with free movement of persons can of course only survive if jointly guarded and—in terms of migration—jointly managed. And that calls for a single set of rules on migration and asylum rather than twenty-eight different ones. Anyone not prepared to go down that road is indeed signing the death warrant of a single free European area.


It therefore comes as no surprise that Sarkozy’s firm assertion on that evening in Antwerp received no applause; instead the audience—full of businessmen and -women running small and medium-sized enterprises—looked frightened. The last thing that they want is reintroduction of the customs checks and border queues of the past. The Brexit discussion has similarly revealed contradictory desires. Many “Brexiters” want to remain part of the European internal market without having to accept the free movement of people. But free movement is the cornerstone of the European common market. You simply cannot have the cake and eat it too.
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SECURITY IS JUST one aspect of the challenge presented by terrorism. Equally important, if not more so, is the lack of a common foreign and defense capability to eradicate the breeding grounds of that terrorism around the world.


It is bitter news, but the terrorism in Europe—now being nurtured in Syria—is largely our own fault. At the very least, we could have prevented it by acting correctly. Time and time again, we neglected to support the democratic, secular opposition to Syrian dictator Bashar al-Assad and thereby created a vacuum that sucked in the most extremist forces of Sunni jihad.


The jihad that raged through Europe in 2015 indicates a crisis not only in the European project but, to an even greater extent, in our European civilization. European values no longer inspire people, although they still possess the potential to do so, because the world perceives a cowardly, divided, and decrepit Europe that can no longer muster the courage to stand up for its ideals. Europe must unite to fight terrorism, even if that means surrendering national sovereignty. Because what we surrender nationally in terms of self-government we shall regain in the form of effective action at the European level. Only by adopting the wider view can we defend and disseminate our own European values credibly. Only if we adopt a strong united front can we tackle with confidence and determination other problems at the root of the terrorist threat at home: racism, inequality in the labor market, and discrimination in the rental market and, regrettably, in many other areas of society too.


These problems give rise to the most worrying facet of the terrorist attacks in Europe: they have been committed by young people who grew up among us, whose families have lived in Europe for two, three, and in some cases four generations. Until a few months before they left for Syria, these young people were drinking beer in Europe’s cafés and smoking weed with their friends, but in political Islam they found a cruel way to express their discontent with their treatment by society. Great Britain will be no safer with its newly “guarded” borders. So long as our continent spends its political capital in discussing the institutional aspects of our security services, there won’t be a lot of time and resources left to address the social ills that constitute the breeding ground of terrorism, and we will therefore largely continue to fail to get our society back on track.


The EU member states are not succeeding in keeping their citizens safe, whatever their origin, rank, or status. And so long as we have to keep going on about the structures of security services or about a defense community, we shall have no time or attention to spare for the far more complex phenomenon of social disaffection underlying terrorism, a phenomenon that raises the crucial question of how we can ensure that young people with a migrant background embrace our society and values instead of attacking them. That is the real challenge facing us, one that Europeans can only solve together.















CHAPTER TWO



UNITED WE STAND


THE ONLY SOLUTION FOR EUROPE IS TO REFORM THE EUROPEAN Union in the model of the American federal government. A “United States of Europe” will be better able to stop the next terrorist attack, to respond to the next economic downturn, to listen to the voices of the people before it’s too late. Fragmented as it is, Europe today can barely tread water as it fails to respond to the refugee crisis, the sputtering economy, and the rise of terrorism and xenophobic politics. Devastating internal divisions that limit our ability to respond effectively undermine even the seeming unity of scorned Europeans after the Brexit vote.


Many say that the European Union is at the breaking point, and they are right. Yet the solution is not less union but more. Europe desperately requires a new, federal government modeled on the United States, one that protects the remarkable diversity of its countries even as it doubles down on their values and strengths to stand tall in a changing world.
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WE CANNOT CONTINUE to stand separately and muddle along like this while globalization mercilessly batters our member states’ national sovereignty. Whether in relation to the banking crisis, global warming, international fraud, or organized crime, anyone seeking an effective solution to these issues inevitably concludes that one exists only at the European level. Thus we must opt for stronger European institutions and a federal European state.


In fact, globalization necessitates the advent of this sort of federal Europe. And globalization is only going to gather speed. After a dramatic drop-off in 2009, world trade is back at precrisis levels. In the political arena, too, we are seeing increasing international cooperation, with governments seeking solutions for more and more military and economic conflicts via informal international forums like the Group of Eight (G8) and the Group of Twenty. That the sanction causing Vladimir Putin the biggest headache was Russia’s exclusion from the G8 demonstrates how important this kind of international gathering has become.


These dual tendencies—globalization and international cooperation—are two sides of the same coin. Concepts like national territory are becoming increasingly eroded and less and less relevant politically and economically. Far-reaching structural cooperation between countries, by contrast, is becoming increasingly important. One sees how even “newly independent” Great Britain suddenly finds itself needing to “opt in” to many different international alliances and arrangements to maintain its prosperity—a fine example of the dangers inherent in thoughtlessly “going it alone.”


So the notion of a decision to promote the deeper integration of the European Union is actually already out of date. As a consequence of the world we live in, integrating is no longer an option; it is a necessity.


OLD NATIONALISM, OLD IGNORANCE


Although, from a rational point of view, a European federation is the only option, a strong countermovement has been on the rise for some time now: Euroskepticism. The latest variant of the populism and tribalism marching across our continent, this movement argues for a return to the nation-state as a solution to our political and economic problems.


Great Britain clearly held the latest high mass of tribalism with its referendum to leave the European Union. Euroskeptics do not just want their countries to leave the union; they want to see the whole project dismantled and push their cause with hollow rhetoric about the supposed “loss of national identity.” They attempt to frighten people about the ongoing unification of the European continent. They maintain that the retreat of each country behind national borders will solve the majority of our problems, which they posit the European Union not only fails to solve but actually makes worse. In their view the European Union is a scapegoat, not a solution.


Euroskeptics eagerly exploit all kinds of fallacies and emotional arguments. To counter the current economic uncertainty—which they attribute entirely to globalization and to Europe—they offer the false reassurance of national democracy, painting the nation-state as a safe haven against the vagaries of the modern world. They elevate traditions and symbols such as national flags and anthems to objects of sacred adoration once again. Whereas a few years ago national institutions—such as the United Kingdom’s National Health Service, a crucial though fraudulent tool in convincing voters to opt for “leave”—were depicted as decaying and outdated bureaucracies, they now sit once again on a pedestal as beacons of welfare and stability, as national bulwarks that will protect citizens from nefarious foreign influences. Toxic influences emanate from a “federal” Europe that does more than any other supranational body to emasculate and undermine our national identities: our languages, our cultures, our ways of life.


Yet a federal Europe actually offers us the best guarantee of cultural diversity. European values include the protection of multilingualism against the instinct of many nation-states to favor one dominant culture or national language. This is even more the case when it comes to protection of the wide variety of cultural, religious, and ethnic “minorities” who live on our continent and find themselves facing pressure to assimilate. A federal Europe is thus not a threat but, in fact, a safeguard against the imposition of a single cultural or religious norm.


If you look at the map of Europe, you will see that its linguistic and national boundaries are practically identical. For centuries the norm, linguistic diversity is now the exception as a result of two hundred years of nationalistic delusions. Outsiders looking in on our debates about European identity witness a strange scene: a continent unique in that it is no longer growing—either geopolitically or economically—but where once again discussions about language, culture, flags, anthems, and other national symbols rage. As we know, it is not these elements, but democratic accountability and the effectiveness of social and political institutions, that determine the prosperity and well-being of a people.


WHAT MIGHT HAVE BEEN


Many Americans won’t know it, but once there was another option. On September 10, 1952, six foreign ministers met in Luxembourg. On behalf of France, Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy, and the host country, they signed the first European constitution, which seventy delegates of the six countries approved six months later at what became known as the “Ad Hoc Assembly.” The following year, on August 30, 1954, the French Assemblée Nationale voted 319–264 not to ratify a significant part of the deal, the proposed European defense community.


Since then, the text of this constitution has been largely forgotten, although it is remarkable in several respects—first and foremost in its length: in marked contrast to the hundreds of pages of treaty texts that now lay the ground rules for the European Union, the first European constitution was barely thirty pages long. And uncluttered by today’s political jargon, it was also a very simple read. It comprised only 117 articles, with no litany of exceptions and nuances.


Even more remarkable, however, is the content. The text approached Europe not as some kind of anomaly in need of ad hoc construction but as an ordinary state. Instead of talking of an “ever closer Union”—whatever that means—its intention was clear: the formation of a European federation and the advent of a new, supranational sovereignty in Europe, legitimized and underpinned by democratic institutions. A quarter century before the first elections to the European Parliament (1979), this first constitution already envisaged directly elected representatives of the people at the European level. It represents a breathtaking vision and a colossal missed opportunity.


The European citizens did not partake directly in the European project for another twenty-five years, and so, thirty-five years later, we are still suffering from a big hangover in the form of a democratic deficit whereby Parliament struggles against other, nondemocratic institutions. The European Parliament still has no say whatsoever over the union’s foreign policy. And it remains deprived of the right to raise revenue by levying taxes—a terrible offense to the only democratically elected assembly for all of Europe.


The author of this first, mold-breaking European constitution was Heinrich von Brentano, a German politician and lawyer of Italian-German background, who was also intimately involved in the creation of the constitution—or Grundgesetz—of the Federal Republic of Germany. The similarities between the two texts are thus no coincidence. Like every constitution, it began with a preamble, in this case setting out the vision and purpose of the federation as “a living, united free Europe” that contributed to culture and peace, secured prosperity, and safeguarded “the dignity, freedom and fundamental equality of men of every condition, race or creed.” The opening section contained much more than vague aspirations and empty promises. Article 4, for example, stipulated that the union “shall have juridical personality” and that “in international relationships [it] shall enjoy the juridical personality necessary to the exercise of its functions and the attainment of its ends.” The federation thus would have had at its disposal all the resources it needed—including a shared defense program—to exercise a full-fledged foreign policy.


In relation to home affairs, too, the federation would have received the greatest possible authority to safeguard the fundamental rights of its citizens directly. In the territories of the member states, the constitution stipulated, the federation “may acquire …  movable and immovable assets and may sue.” The document even provided a procedure whereby member states could implement measures to maintain “constitutional order and democratic institutions within their territory.” The European Parliament would have further defined and refined the precise conditions—based on the premise that the various national constitutions would have to demonstrate scrupulous respect for European values. Thus the constitution left no room for a Silvio Berlusconi to enact laws to suit his own ends or for a Viktor Orbán to attempt to introduce the death penalty. Our values would have formed the core of our politics.
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THE BRENTANO CONSTITUTION also proposed simple and transparent institutions light years away from what we know today. European politics might be notoriously opaque to Americans, but the large majority of the Europeans also has a hard time understanding who is responsible for what in the union.


The European Commission, the EU’s executive body, is the only institution that can take legislative initiatives, and yet it is weak. It comprises twenty-eight commissioners, each appointed by his or her national government, making it a large and politically inconsistent group unable to act forcefully. The European Parliament, counting more than seven hundred members, is the EU’s only directly elected body, but it cannot take any legislative action not first initiated by the commission. Nor does it have a full say on the European budget. We have turned the rallying cry of the American Revolution on its head: representation without taxation.


And then there is the European Council, comprising the twenty-eight heads of state and government. Technically it is the union’s least powerful institution, but in practice it has the final say on everything. Or more correctly, it is where legislative proposals go to die. Most of the time, the council members cannot reach a consensus. One could easily characterize the council as the graveyard for much legislation proposed by the commission and approved by the parliament.


The Brentano constitution structured the union much more simply, as a normal federal state. The European political community would have stood on a purely federalist footing and might have developed into a respectable counterpart of the United States. A federal Europe would have spared us untold grief and heartache over the decades.


THE UNITED STATES DID IT, AND SO CAN WE


Anyone familiar with the Brentano constitution will understand straight away that a democratic and efficient union on the US model—with clearly defined powers and transparent institutions—is no pipedream. We simply need less bloated, more effective institutions; a small, efficient European government whose members stand up for all European citizens, not just for those who belong to their own national support base; a government accountable, as in any democracy, to a directly elected, fully empowered parliament able to initiate proposals and initiatives itself.


Anyone who claims to see in this the creation of a superstate is either acting in bad faith or willfully blind. A federation would also put an end to the “à la carte Europe,” whereby each member state picks and chooses its own form of European Union via opt-ins, opt-outs, earmarks, and enhanced cooperation. This kind of cherry-picking would become a thing of the past because the practice not only weakens the union as a whole but also renders it unworkable. The expectation of enjoying a thriving internal market while refusing to participate in basic tasks necessary to its operation is no longer acceptable.


This leads to the idea—also found in the Brentano constitution—of introducing a two-tier membership: full and associated. This would immediately answer the question of how Great Britain will leave the union: as an associated member, as member of the internal market, or merely as a country with which the EU has concluded a trade agreement. Britain’s departure and the need to redefine its relationship with the union is the ideal occasion to put two-tier membership back on the table. But we must also define exactly what these two types of membership entail. In other words, Brexit could provide the groundwork for a complete overhaul of the European project.


Having a two-tier form of membership gives all member states the same option. Full membership entails participation in both the internal market and the political governance of the united continent. Any state choosing associated status—which guarantees only participation in the internal market—would no longer be involved in all the union’s decisions.


A GOLDEN AGE OF UNION


A good historical illustration of the power of a federation—demonstrating that political unity and economic and cultural openness are not opposites but rather reinforce each other—is the Netherlands in the seventeenth century, an era, known as its golden age, of tolerance and migration, of openness to the rest of the world. At that time, the Netherlands was a safe haven for political and religious refugees from the southern Netherlands as well as from France and Portugal. Those refugees brought with them tremendous intellectual gifts. The period was also one of unprecedented economic growth and produced many cultural and intellectual luminaries—painters like Rembrandt and Vermeer and thinkers like Spinoza.


It was also the era of the Dutch East India Company, whose story illustrates perfectly how in a world where both competitors and foes impose themselves on a global scale, only integration and consolidation can save you. In the 1600s, the Netherlands were called the Republic of the Seven United Netherlands. Its constituent provinces had their own merchant fleets, each separately under heavy pressure from Spain and England.
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