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Introduction

The launch of the Conference on the Future of Europe comes in the year in which federalists are
celebrating the 80th anniversary of the Ventotene Manifesto (drawn up in 1941 on the Mediterranean
island where Mussolini imprisoned his opponents), and which will also see Glasgow hosting the
COP26, the UN conference that will have to take crucial decisions to stop the human species
plunging headlong into an irreversible environmental crisis. These three events taking place in 2021
present significant structural elements in common, not just a simple scheduling coincidence. This
collection of short essays aims to illustrate the connections between these events and their political
implications.

The European Union is facing numerous challenges. Here we will focus on the two that will
decide its future. The first is the internal front - i.e. the issue of achieving greater political and social
cohesion among European citizens, still viewed by their governments as national citizens who are
members of a Union with an unclear identity, neither confederal nor federal. European internal
politics have been given a welcome boost by the Next Generation EU plan, the Commission's
generous stimulus package funded by European public debt, in response to the pandemic. The
Conference must now decide whether this policy is to be considered exceptional or structural. If the
latter is true, the Union must be granted its own "fiscal capacity" to enable its budget to guarantee the
ongoing sustainability of the European public debt. Greater own resources would strengthen the
current policies for social and territorial cohesion and ensure sufficient support for the European
Green Deal, which represents the backbone of Next Generation EU.

The second front — or challenge — that the Conference will have to face concerns the means of
European foreign policy. The Cold War ended with the fall of the Berlin Wall and the break-up of the
USSR. Since then, little or nothing has been done to ensure that the demise of the bipolar system of
world governance translated into a process of pacification between old and new powers. Today, it
must be acknowledged that the new multipolar international system is increasingly under threat from
dangerous nationalistic tensions and rivalries between major powers, none of which can be called
superpowers, though they would like to be. The era of superpowers is over. Yet people are unwilling
to accept that these tensions between powers can be lessened, by actively working towards forms of
peaceful coexistence. As a consequence, there is a sort of passive acceptance of the fact that this
precarious equilibrium could break down at any time, with dramatic effects on world peace, the
environment and the well-being of the world's citizens.

To prevent international relations degenerating further, the European Union must undertake
two crucial reforms to counter the risk of a serious international crisis and support the uncertain path
towards peaceful global governance. The first concerns the international use of the euro, which is
already a currency of global importance, but not yet on a par with the dollar and the currencies that
aspire to that role, such as the Chinese renminbi, the Japanese yen or the pound. To achieve this, the
European capital market has to become as attractive as that of the dollar. As well as accomplishing a
monetary and financial reform of the euro, the Union also needs to overhaul its security system. For
the time being, the Union has the purported aim of defending its "strategic autonomy", but lacks
suitable means to do so, as demonstrated by the failures in the Mediterranean area, where Russia and
Turkey have muscled in, as evidenced by the continuing tension between NATO, Russia and the
European Union due to turbulent relations with Ukraine, Belarus and various Eastern European
countries, some of which have already joined the Union, while the rest sit precariously between
Russia and the European Union. The issue of security and a European defence force independent
from NATO cannot therefore be ignored by the Conference.

The reforms that will have to be proposed and discussed during the conference — the aims of
which are not yet clear — are beyond the scope of this introduction. Yet the short essays gathered here
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contain numerous pointers on the action needed to enable the Union to equip itself with a democratic
government capable of working to increase the well-being of European citizens and planning a
peaceful future for Europe and the rest of the world. Here, I would like to recall the political line that
has inspired federalists since the days of the Resistance to Nazi-fascism, and the post-war
reconstruction: the campaign for the election by universal suffrage of the European Parliament, and
the reform championed by Altiero Spinelli during the first European legislature, which resulted in the
draft Treaty for the European Union. Since then, there have been many attempts to reform the Union,
but none have succeeded in endowing it with a stable structure, namely the situation of power that
Machiavelli defined a "state". There are signs that this line of action can now be pursued once more.

In the European Parliament, two main factions have emerged during this legislature: on the
one hand, a set of forces that call themselves progressive, in favour of more Europe; on the other, a
current that describes itself as sovereignist, in favour of less Europe. This binary opposition emerged
during the first legislature, when the Crocodile Club, led by Altiero Spinelli, proposed the first
radical reform of the Union, and it reappeared when the Convention on the Future of the European
Union opened in 2002. The relative failures of these initiatives should serve as a warning to those
who will have to accept the institutional consequences of the Conference on the Future of Europe: the
failure of the Spinelli Project and the Treaty for a European Constitution is one of the main causes of
the rise of Euroscepticism and sovereignism.

My focus here, however, is shedding light on the ambiguities concealed behind the labels of
progress and conservatism in the European context, a dividing line that does not coincide with the
usual distinction between right and left in national contexts. European reforms regard a process of
"supranational” integration, therefore those who want "more Europe" wish to strengthen the Union's
supranational powers of governance, leading to a democratic European government legitimized by a
two-chamber Parliament, one chamber representing citizens and one where national governments are
represented. Those who want "less Europe" intend to stand in the way of progress in the direction
indicated by the federalists and, in some cases, demand that various national powers that have already
been entrusted to the Union be revoked: in short, they are pursuing a confederal project, a 'Europe of
nations', as de Gaulle would have liked.

When it comes to the distinction between left and right, Norberto Bobbio made some
illuminating observations. Bobbio argues that "the criterion most frequently used to distinguish
between the left and the right is the different attitude that people living in society adopt with regard to
the ideal of equality. Together with liberty and peace, equality is one of the ultimate goals which
people are willing to fight for". In addition to this clear distinction between left and right, Bobbio
highlights some of the significant points in the contemporary issues championed by the left. "The
three principal sources of discrimination, class, race and sex, have never before been challenged as
they are in our own times. The gradual recognition of equality between men and women, first within
the limited confines of the family, and then in the wider civil and political society, is one of the
clearest signs of humanity's inexorable progress towards equality”. Lastly, there are signs of "a
possible extension of the principle of equality beyond the confines of the human species, founded on
the awareness that animals are equal to human beings at least in their ability to suffer.'

In his discussion of these issues Bobbio recalls that some of his considerations were inspired
by an older essay by Luigi Einaudi, in which Einaudi recalled how the democratic structure of the
state allowed the forces of liberalism and socialism to strike a balance between the values of liberty
and equality, so that both sides could carry out the reforms, such as the first structures of the welfare
state, indispensable for guaranteeing internal peace and improving living conditions, especially for
the poorer members of society. These observations of Einaudi's, which concern the progressive phase
of the nation state, can obviously be applied to the current disputes in the European Parliament,

1. The quotes are from N. Bobbio, 1996, Left and right: the significance of a political distinction, translated from the Italian by
Allan Cameron, Chicago, University of Chicago Press.



because the distinction between right and left, liberty and equality, remain valid when it comes to
resolving a number of Europe-wide issues, such as the measures to establish a European minimum
wage, or policies to help young people and women enter the world of work, in a continental market.

There is therefore an inevitable overlap between the "left-wing/right-wing" issues that are
debated in the national framework and those that are debated at a supranational level, when it is
necessary to divide some competences that are more effectively managed on a supranational scale,
according to the principle of subsidiarity. In this case too, however, we need to bear in mind the
distinction between progress and reaction (or conservatism) formulated in the Ventotene Manifesto,
because the defence of national interests and the anti-democratic unanimous vote is often a front for
holding onto privileges. In short, the partially confederal structure of the Union is a smokescreen for
conservative policies. This anomaly was generated with the founding of the Union, done without a
constituent process leading to the creation of a federal Constitution submitted for the approval of the
citizens, as in the United States of America. The Schuman Declaration paved the way for an
approach based on gradualism and realism. The founding of the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC) was a historical innovation. Jean Monnet had the great merit of clearly identifying both the
minimum conditions for starting a process of political unification between nation states, and its point
of arrival: a European federation. However, after the first European crisis - the defeat of the European
Defence Community (EDC) - in the Treaties of Rome this point of arrival was replaced by the vague
expression "an ever closer union". Since then, national governments have exploited the ambiguities
of Europeanism, an expression that conceals the desire to weaken the Union when they want to
protect their national interests.

With the Conference on the Future of Europe, the time has come to return to the crucial
political objective indicated in both the Schuman Declaration and the Ventotene Manifesto, which
reads: "The dividing line between progressive and reactionary parties no longer coincides with the
formal lines of more or less democracy, or the pursuit of more or less socialism, but the division falls
along a very new and substantial line: those who conceive the essential purpose and goal of struggle
as being the ancient one, the conquest of national political power, and who, albeit involuntarily, play
into the hands of reactionary forces, letting the incandescent lava of popular passions set in the old
moulds, and thus allowing old absurdities to arise once again, and those who see the main purpose as
the creation of a solid international state, who will direct popular forces towards this goal, and who,
even if they were to win national power, would use it first and foremost as an instrument for
achieving international unity".

The dividing line between progress and reaction indicated in the Manifesto shows the political
forces present in the European Parliament how their ideals of liberty, democracy and equality can be
combined at various levels, from local communities, to the regional, national and European levels,
and how the Union can become a decisive political vehicle - a solid international state - to spread the
ideal of political unity among peoples, in short, international peace on a world scale.

There is one final ambiguity to clear up, in the terms progress and progressive forces, an
ambiguity that risks fuelling dangerous illusions. The philosopher Henrik von Wright makes a solid
argument as to how this ambiguity — which he calls the "Myth of Progress" — came about and became
a universally accepted assumption. In the modern age, thanks to the extraordinary developments in
scientific thought and the rise of industrialization, the idea of progress became associated with the
economic exploitation of new technologies. Yet technologies can have multiple uses: nuclear energy
can be used to produce electricity or build atomic bombs; bioengineering can make it possible to cure
hereditary diseases or create super-strong, super-intelligent human beings; artificial intelligence can
be used to facilitate human labour or design deadly remote-controlled weapons. More generally,
industrialization has led to the indiscriminate exploitation of natural resources, and the destruction of
landscapes and biodiversity. The philosophers of the Enlightenment discussed the conditions needed
to further the moral progress of humanity, an idea which clearly differs from that of material
progress, though of course the latter has also led to improvements in the human condition that cannot
be underestimated. “The modern idea of progress — von Wright asserts — thus exhibits two main
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divides, partly of different historical origin. One is the idea of progress through the accumulation of
knowledge and advancement of science and technology. The other associates progress with the
perfection of man and the civil order"”.

Von Wright's clarification highlights another topical aspect of the Ventotene Manifesto, the
first chapter of which is entitled "The crisis of modern civilization" and opens with the statement:
"Modern civilization has taken the principle of freedom as its basis, a principle which holds that man
must not be a mere instrument to be used by others, but an autonomous centre of life." This brief
statement reveals how those who wrote the Manifesto did not consider the European federation as
concerning Europeans alone, but as a prelude to addressing and overcoming the crisis of modern
civilization. The Second World War was a glaring sign of a dramatic civil regression. Although there
is inaccurate talk nowadays of a clash of civilizations, politics should aim to encourage dialogue
between the many civilizations that have taken root on all continents; a dialogue that must have as its
point of arrival the universal, peaceful coexistence of all the world's citizens, a cosmopolitan
civilization.

This is the ideal that should guide the work of the Conference on the Future of Europe. There
are two major dilemmas facing the current international system that prevent a cosmopolitan
civilization coming about. The first concerns the challenge of climate change, a threat looming over
the future of the coming generations and humanity itself, because the human species is not immortal
and the system of industrial production, which began with the exploitation of coal and mechanical
energy, is no longer sustainable. The 17 Global Sustainable Goals approved by the UN in 2015 bear
witness to the fact that the risks are known and have to be addressed. Young people have finally
started protesting against the inactivity of national governments, which fear losing votes in the short
term due to the costs of decarbonizing the biosphere, thus passing the onus of and responsibility for
reforms onto future generations.

The second major obstacle to the creation of a cosmopolitan civilization consists in the obtuse
pursuit of power politics by the main actors in the international system. Power politics condemns
humanity - if we consider the community of the world's citizens as a community of destiny - to
unforgivable wastage. The arms race absorbs as many resources as an effective global plan to
decarbonize the planet would. The space race to plant a national flag on the Moon or Mars, is
indicative of an urge to colonize that reproduces the European imperialism of the past on a cosmic
scale. Advances in science and technology are exploited to annihilate other human beings, destroy
the planet that hosts us and pander to the vanity of one head of state or another.

These nefarious tendencies in international politics should be raised at the Conference on the
Future of Europe, which could be the start of a new era for Europeans and citizens of the world. After
the Second World War, exhausted, impoverished, suffering peoples hoped for a new world without
walls or barbed wire, without wars, genocides or forced emigration. These hopes have been largely
disappointed. The crisis of modern civilization remains an open wound: this is the message of the
Ventotene Manifesto.

GUIDO MONTANI

% G. Henrik von Wright, 1993, The Tree of Knowledge and Other Essays, New York, Brill: 221.

10



1. Time for Global Democracy

ANDREAS BUMMEL

Democracy is under pressure across the world. According to the latest annual report by Freedom
House, a United States-based non-partisan think-tank, the balance is shifting further “in favour of
tyranny”. In the report’s assessment, 2020 was the 15th consecutive year of declining global freedom.

This dire picture is confirmed by other studies. In the 2020 edition of its Democracy Index, The
Economist Intelligence Unit recorded the worst state of global democracy since the index was first
published in 2006. V-Dem, another leading research project, reported today that in 2020,
autocratisation accelerated and “turned viral” across the world. V-Dem’s study points out that “the
level of democracy enjoyed by the average global citizen” is down “to the levels around 1990”. Last
year, its researchers concluded that for the first time since 2001, a majority of states are no longer under
democratic rule.

The COVID-19 crisis has been used by authoritarian governments to strengthen their grip on
power and to stigmatise democracy as feeble. They not only attempt to crush opposition at home, but
increasingly interfere beyond borders At the United Nations, representatives of authoritarian regimes
sit on the Committee on Non-Governmental Organizations to undermine civil society participation, and
on the Human Rights Council to prevent criticism of human rights abuses. On the Security Council,
China and Russia are misusing their veto power to stop action against governments for their gross
human rights violations, Syria being the most infamous example.

Sidestepping the dysfunctional Security Council, Liechtenstein and Qatar successfully led an
initiative in the General Assembly to establish a UN investigation that has already collected massive
evidence for war crimes and mass atrocities committed in Syria. Likewise, UN investigations of crimes
committed in Venezuela and against the Rohingya Muslims in Myanmar were pushed through by
groups of states.

Nonetheless, democracy has not been a prominent item on the in- ternational agenda for many
years. The global trend of democratic backsliding and rising authoritarian influence makes it clear that
a counter-strategy is urgent. In theory, democratic countries working together could muster substantial
economic and political leverage.

Yet when in 2020, in response to China’s increasing influence across the world, then-United
States Secretary of State Mike Pompeo entertained the idea of “a new alliance of democracies”, it
received little attention. The credibility of the Trump administration had already reached a low point.
The presidency of Donald Trump in the US was one of the worst expressions of anti-democratic and
nationalist populism across the world. Trump’s “America First” ideology, his disregard of democracy,
his attraction to autocratic rulers and his effort to overturn the results of the presidential election caused
massive damage. The attack on the US Capitol on January 6 made the US system look weak and in
considerable demise.

Now a window of opportunity seems to be opening. In his election campaign, President Joe
Biden pledged that during his first year in office, the US will host a global “Summit for Democracy” to
“renew the spirit and shared purpose of the nations of the free world”. An interim national security
strategic guidance, published March 3, says that reversing the anti-democratic trend in the world was
essential to US national security.

In a similar vein, the European Union’s representative on foreign affairs, Josep Borrell, has said
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that the EU should deepen its cooperation “with fellow democracies to counter the rise of
authoritarianism”. A new action plan adopted in November puts a high priority on democracy
promotion. The United Kingdom has been pursuing the idea of expanding the membership in the Group
of Seven (G7) bloc of states to Australia, India and South Korea, in order to form a so-called D10 “club
of democracies”. This club, in the UK’s view, should help lessen reliance on Chinese technology.
Reportedly, the UK as host of this year’s G7 summit plans to give full access to these three new
partners.

As Biden has noted, renewing democracy at home is a precondition for regaining credibility as a
promoter of democracy abroad. This applies to all countries that consider themselves democratic,
requiring a reckoning with their shortcomings on both fronts. Surveys indicate that large majorities of
people in all world regions continue to believe in democracy. However, there is strong dissatisfaction
with how it operates in practice. Governments are perceived to be failing to address major issues such
as corruption, inequality, the needs of ordinary people or the threat of global warming.

The attack on the US Capitol prompted German Foreign Minister Heiko Maas to call for a “joint
Marshall Plan for democracy”. He commented that it was necessary to look into “the roots of the so-
cial divisions in our countries”.

Indeed, a club of democracies could help identify common challenges and solutions. As many
issues have a cross-border dimension, a transnational perspective would be vital. The criteria for
membership in such a club is a crucial question. It is not obvious why a club of democracies should be
limited to the G7 countries — Canada, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the UK and the US — plus
Australia, India and South Korea.

In the new Freedom House assessment, India has slipped into the category of a “partly free”
country. France, Italy and the US are rated as “flawed democracies” in the index published by The
Economist Intelligence Unit. From the perspective of democratic performance, the club should be open
to many dozens of countries rated similarly or better. A red line should be drawn with regard to
countries that are clearly authoritarian and not free.

It should not be forgotten that the G7 has drawn massive criticism in the past, not least because
of a perceived lack of legitimacy and transparency. The G7 format is not the right starting point. It
lacks a permanent secretariat and a formal structure. For a club of democracies, a different approach
should be taken.

Instead, what may be considered is ramping up the existing Community of Democracies (CoD),
which has been around since 2000. Except for Australia, Germany and France, all “D10” countries are
already among the CoD’s 29 member states. In any case, an honest assessment of how to reinvigorate
and de- fend democracy cannot be made by diplomats and political leaders alone. Biden said that civil
society representatives standing on the front lines in defence of democracy will be invited to the US-
hosted summit. In this spirit, a network of civil society organisations should be connected to the club.

In addition, it is of vital importance to involve elected representatives. The club should host a
permanent global network of parliamentarians from pro-democratic parties. This could tie in with ex-
isting pro-democracy efforts at the interparliamentary level and the UN. The club should also consider
convening a transnational citizens’ assembly to produce recommendations on how to strengthen
democracy. At the national level, there are good examples of this format to draw upon. The club and its
member governments should commit to fund these activities and implement proposals that find broad
agreement. The club should not operate in a silo that is detached from foreign relations and multilateral
action. Turning outwards, it should be a platform not only for coordinating democracy promotion but
also for establishing and coordinating common value-based policies, including joint smart sanctions
against gross human rights abusers.

The China-EU Comprehensive Agreement on Investment shows that this is a major challenge.
It was concluded last December, despite the fact that China is brutally crushing dissent, waging a
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genocidal campaign against Muslim Uighurs in Xinjiang, and step- ping up its military intimidation of
Taiwan. Observers complain that the agreement does not include any human rights obligations and
sends the wrong signal.

The club cannot replace or compete with existing mechanisms of global governance. Working
with governments rated unfree is necessary to address major global issues. For the time being, it will
remain an ongoing challenge to find a balance between promoting democracy and human rights and an
urgent need to collaborate. A primary purpose of the club should be to pursue common policies in
intergovernmental organisations, in particular the UN. The investigations mentioned earlier show that a
lot can be done if the political will exists. The group should coordinate a UN democracy caucus to push
back against authoritarian influence and help the UN step up its democracy assistance.

Finally, as globalisation increases the need for global coordination and decision-making,
democracy needs to be expanded to global institutions. Leading proposals include a UN Parliamentary
Assembly, the instrument of a UN World Citizens’ Initiative and the creation of a UN Civil Society
Envoy. Ultimately, a club of democracies will only be credible if it helps to promote democracy at this
level, too.

From Al Jazeera, 11/03/21
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2. Europe and the Ecumenical Movement

ALESSANDRO CAVALLI

1. A symbolic event

Should the measures to contain the Coronavirus pandemic allow it, the foundation stone for a
temple that will combine a synagogue, a mosque and a Christian church in one building complex
will be laid in Berlin before the summer of 2021. The idea dates back to 2009. Since then, a
competition between Architect studios has been held and a winning project has been selected,
which envisages a large central entrance and meeting space from which one has access to three
separate but united spaces for prayer and meditation following the three monotheistic religions
that have dominated the history of Europe for more than two millennia.

This event is bound to have great symbolic value, as religious beliefs in Europe have been
a powerful factor of divisions and conflicts, between and within religions. The ecumenical
movement has made considerable progress in recent decades, but the presence of a single temple
where believers of different faiths can together, and at the same time each on their own, pray and
celebrate their rites, is an event deemed to have great symbolic value, perhaps, we hope, marking a
turning point not only for Europe, but for the whole world.

If we gave ourselves the task of arousing some form of "European nationalism" we would
have no difficulty in recalling many elements in the history of the last 2-3 thousand years that
make Europe, as we rhetorically say, a "beacon of civilization". This is not the task we want to
undertake. Rather, we want to shed light on those aspects for which Europe is, and has been, a
negative example and in respect of which Europe can, perhaps, today, show the way to overcome
them.

2. Religious wars

One of these aspects is certainly identifiable in the long history of religious wars. A history
that starts from far away, at least from the events of the successive destructions and
reconstructions of the temple of Jerusalem, from the history of the crusades to terrorism, and the
attack on the Twin Towers that marked the beginning of the third millennium. It is significant that
the Berlin Temple provides for the meeting, together but distinct, of the three great monotheistic
religions. All three postulate the belief in a single god, but his word is manifested through
prophecies and therefore conflicts arise around the question of what is the "true" word of God.
What they have in common, starting from the belief in a single god, has not prevented in certain
phases of history and in certain areas of the world their more or less peaceful coexistence, but
more often they have produced wars of unprecedented violence. According to Jan Assmann, one
of the major scholars of the origins of monotheism, people who recognize themselves in their
belief in one god inevitably give rise to conflict, to violence, because "my" god cannot be
compatible with "your" god, there is only “one” truth.

The history of relations between Christians and Muslims, between Jews and Christians and
between Jews and Muslims, even without adhering to the theory of the inevitable "clash of
civilizations", is more a history of wars than of peaceful coexistence.

Religious beliefs are undoubtedly a component of the identity of the peoples of the earth,
they are a factor of inclusion and at the same time of exclusion and therefore they can be both
causes and consequences of conflict. Conflicts of the most bitter kind, however, have developed
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within each monotheistic religions and even within those that have preached universal
brotherhood.

In 1598, King Henry IV issued the Edict of Nantes, which put a temporary end to the war
between Catholics and Huguenots (Calvinists) that had devastated France for almost half a
century, recognizing freedom of worship and other rights. A little less than a century later, the
edict was revoked, this time at Fontainebleau, by Louis XVI, reopening an issue that would be
overcome only with the Revolution. The history of Germany in the seventeenth century is also
characterized by religious wars between Catholic and Protestant states: estimates say that the
Thirty Years' War caused from 3 to 9 million deaths in a population estimated at 15 to 20 million.
The war ended with the Peace of Westphalia that sanctioned, on the one hand, the definitive
affirmation of the principle that subjects had to follow the religion of the prince who governed the
territory ("cuius regio, eius religio") and, on the other hand, sanctioned the principle of absolute
sovereignty of the state, cancelling any claim of a superior imperial instance. Even today, in
German-speaking regions, the territorial distribution of religious practices between Catholic and
Protestant regions reflects that which was established at that time.

3. The connection between religious and political conflicts

The wars of religion, as is evident, were not only motivated by religious reasons. In
history, the relationship between religion and political power has passed through the most diverse
configurations, ranging from coincidence, to commingling and mutual influence, to separation and
mutual hostility. Sometimes it is the political power that uses religion for its own ends, sometimes
it is the religious institutions that use the alliance with the political power to affirm and spread
their faith.

One cannot fail to remember, for example, that the expansion of Christian religions, and in
particular the influence of the Catholic Church, went hand in hand with colonial expansion of the
European powers. Missionaries often accompanied or followed colonial armies, and many times
the conversion of entire populations was forced and imposed at gunpoint. The memory of
colonialism extends long after the era that marks its end and even today has left deep traces in
relations, for example, between the West and the Islamic world.

If it can be said that the wars of religions in Europe ended with the Peace of Westphalia
and that, with different times and forms from country to country, conditions of greater tolerance
among the Christian religious denominations were affirmed in Europe, the history of anti-
Semitism and anti-Islamism is by no means over, indeed it has had well-known dramatic
developments throughout the 20th century and up to the present day.

Religious wars are not, however, a prerogative of Christian Europe. Even within Islam,
armed conflicts of unprecedented violence have been fought, and are still being fought today. For
example the war between Iran and Iraq from 2002 to 2011 that reopened ancient hostilities
between Shiites and Sunnis dating back to the time of Muhammad's succession, or even the war
between Yemen and Saudi Arabia where religious motives, though not dominating, are certainly
not absent. There have been no real religious wars within Judaism, due to the dispersion in the
diaspora in scattered communities. The scattered diffusion has meant that sometimes followers of
the Jewish religion belonging to states at war with each other have found themselves having to
fight against their co-religionists. Nonetheless, tensions between orthodox, reformer and
nonbeliever Jews are quite frequent in the state of Israel, where however the conflict with the
Palestinian population of Islamic faith is the prominent trait.

There are not only monotheistic religions in the world. In Eastern religions we find
polytheistic variants (for example, in Hinduism) and animistic and spiritualistic religions, such as
Buddhism and Shintoism. Significantly, it has been predominantly contacts with peoples of
monotheistic religions that have generated religious conflicts with religions of the East, although
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there is no shortage of examples, as recently in Sri Lanka, of conflicts between peoples of
Buddhist (Sinhalese) and Hindu (Tamil) faiths.

4. Believers and non-believers

Since Europe has been the real theatre of religious wars, it is to be hoped that the new
temple in Berlin may symbolically signify their end and at the same time the beginning of a new
era in which the different religious faiths can coexist in mutual respect, but also in a non-hostile
relationship and dialogue with the great mass of those who do not believe.

Europe, together with China and Japan, has the highest percentage of atheists and agnostics
in the world. Many studies have tried to explain the reasons for the eclipse of the sacred, or the
rise of the process of secularization, in modern and contemporary Europe. Some trace the
disenchantment with religion in Europe back to the cultural currents from the Renaissance to the
Enlightenment, from the spread of scientific thought to the emergence of nineteenth- and
twentieth-century ideologies (liberalism, Marxism, nationalism) as functional substitutes for
religion, as secular faiths. Secularization would be an aspect of modernity. These theses, however,
encounter a difficulty in explaining how the process has not reached in particular the United
States, which, in many respects, seems to be an extreme example of modernity.

In a Gallup survey in 2009, the population of 150 countries around the world was asked
whether they attributed importance to religion ("Is religion important in your daily life?"), and all
the countries in which negative responses exceeded positive ones were, with few exceptions,
European or Asian countries (Japan, Hong Kong, Vietnam, Australia, New Zealand, Cuba,
Canada, South Korea, and Taiwan). The only European countries where "yes" responses prevail
are, in the order of frequency of positive responses, Ireland, Austria, Croatia, Greece, Portugal,
Italy and Poland. With the exception of Greece, all the European countries where "secularized"
orientations are in the minority are countries of Catholic tradition. It should be noted that in other
Catholic countries like Spain, those who do not give importance to religion in their daily lives
prevail only by a small margin. More recent research conducted within the EU by Euro-barometer
confirms more or less the same picture.

The United States ranks just behind Austria and ahead of Croatia, thus, compared to
Europe, among the countries with higher levels of religiosity. Scholars have wondered whether the
anomaly is widespread European secularization, or the persistent religiosity of the United States.
Religious pluralism, in a situation where there has never been a "state religion" and, on the
contrary, where the separation between the two powers, secular and religious, has been established
from the beginning, are factors that have undoubtedly contributed to the spread of tolerant
attitudes towards those who believe and practice a faith different from one's own. However there
have been in the United States, especially in recent times, strong anti-Islamic movements and
sporadic episodes of anti-Semitism.

From the religious point of view there is no doubt that pluralism significantly favors
peaceful coexistence among different kinds of believers. The panorama of religiosity in Europe,
however, does not only concern the plurality of the faiths present, but also the great diversity of
ways of approaching faith and practicing it. It is one thing to believe in God, quite another to
believe that this belief is relevant to one's daily life, and quite another to assiduously follow the
prescriptions that religious practice entails (for example, attendance at Sunday Mass). Then there
are those who do not believe in a specific divinity but recognize in themselves some form of
spirituality, those who deny the existence of any divine/transcendent entity and finally those who
are completely indifferent to religious issues.

For Christians, Mass attendance in Europe varies from countries where about a third of the
population regularly attends Sunday services (Ireland, Poland and Italy), to countries where it is
around a quarter to a fifth (Austria, Spain, Greece) and all other countries where it is less than
10%. The share of those who are and/or declare themselves to be atheists or agnostics also varies
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greatly. The line between atheism and agnosticism is difficult to draw, both conceptually and in
the consciousness of individuals. Atheists are those who deny the existence of God and of any
divinity, agnostics are those who claim that there is no proof that God exists or does not exist, but
often believe in the existence of a dimension of the spirit that does not take divine form.
Approximately one European citizen out of four belongs to these last two categories, with great
variability from country to country: half of the Swedes, 40% of the French, 1/3 of the British, but
only 13% of the Italians and 3.5% of the Greeks. Atheists and agnostics, however, are not to be
confused with those for whom religion has no relevance to their daily lives, that is, with those who
are indifferent to the religious dimension. Rather, the indifferent lurk among those, whether
believers or non-believers, for whom religion is in any case irrelevant. Indifferent people cannot
be counted on even in an ecumenical perspective, while dialogue is possible among atheists,
agnostics and believers.

A very promising anticipation in this direction was the inauguration in 1987 in Milan of
the "chair of non-believers" by Cardinal Martini, who expressed himself as follows on that
occasion: "I believe that each one of us has within himself a non-believer and a believer, who talk
to each other inside, question each other, continually send pungent and disturbing questions back
to each other. The non-believer who is in me troubles the believer who is in me and vice versa".
The fact of not believing in the existence of god or gods (atheist), or of not finding any reason to
affirm the existence or non-existence of god or gods (agnostic) does not mean that those who
belong to these two categories do not ask themselves what the meaning of life is, by what criteria
we distinguish good from evil, why suffering is distributed unequally among living beings, where
we come from (who was there before us?) and where we are going (who will be there after us?).
These are all questions with respect to which human societies have often sought answers in
religion.

Ecumenism 1is therefore not only a current of thought that promotes dialogue between
different faiths, but also between believers and non-believers.

5. Modern Science and Religion

It is true that religions have often been used to establish, reinforce and legitimize power
relationships between the dominant and the dominated. There is a long tradition in European
culture, from the Enlightenment to Marx and Nietzsche, that thinks of religions as forms of
superstition, as "opium of the people"”, but there are others that see religion as a factor of
redemption and emancipation.

In Europe, the relationship between science and religion, between scientists and doctors of
the Church has always been, to say the least, problematic. Everyone remembers the trial of
Galileo, the controversies around the Copernican concept and the diatribes between heliocentrism
and geo-centrism, the rejection of Darwinian theories of evolution and, more recently, the disputes
around stem cell research and the end of life. The list could be lengthened at will. Science has
certainly challenged and refuted many religious beliefs, but this does not sanction an irreducible
incompatibility between science and religion.

Empirical research data tells us that scientists are one of the categories in which atheism
and agnosticism prevail, yet there are many who do not consider religious faith incompatible with
trust in science. These people believe, in my opinion correctly, that science is not able to answer
all the questions to which religions, in historically different ways, have tried to give an answer. It
is true that there are also those who have transformed Science, with a capital S, into a faith, who
"believe" in Science. But often they are not real scientists. True scientists know the limits, the
fallibility, the provisionality, the incompleteness, of scientific knowledge: they have confidence in
science rather than faith in science. Those who want certainty are better off going to church, not to
a laboratory. Science is a path of approach to a truth that can never be reached, on the contrary, the
progress of knowledge continuously discovers realities (both in the extremely small and in the
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extremely large, both in the field of physics and psychology) which we were previously oblivious
of, so science continually makes us aware of how ignorant we are. Think of quantum physics that
allows us to cast a glance into the immensity of the cosmos or psychoanalysis that allows us,
again, to cast only a glance into the depths of the unconscious.

6. Conclusion

During the recent pandemic, policy makers have often hidden behind the supposedly
objective judgment of science, but since science is never able to give absolute certainty and
scientists themselves cannot often reach the same conclusions, people have begun to doubt, and
trust in science and scientists has begun to be questioned. Even the "faith in science", as well as
the great ideologies that claimed to have an answer for all problems, have undergone the same
process that happened to the great religions, they have been partially "secularized". But it is
precisely because certainties have disappeared that dialogue between religions and between
believers and non-believers has become not only possible, but also desirable. Dialogue is difficult
among those who claim to have the "truth" while it is promising for those who only have the will
to seek it.

Europe has been the place where some of the most atrocious conflicts in the history of
mankind have been fought, from religious wars to wars between nations and wars between
ideologies. Perhaps it is from Europe that the message for coexistence and cooperation between
different peoples, religions, cultures and ideas can come, for a more united world.

At the time of the discussions on the Treaty for a European Constitution (2003-2005) it
was proposed to include in the preamble a reference to the "Christian roots of Europe", arousing
lively reactions from the representatives of millions of Muslims living in Europe as citizens of
member states and the Jewish minority who survived the Holocaust and did not emigrate to Israel
or America. In the end, a compromise was reached indicating "the cultural, religious and
humanistic heritage of Europe." As is well known, after the French and Dutch referendums, the
Constituent Treaty was archived and replaced by the Treaty of Nice which includes the Charter of
Fundamental Rights of the European Union where reference is made to the "spiritual and moral
heritage" without expressly mentioning the religious dimension.
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3. Lessons for the Conference from Brexit

BRENDAN DONNELLY

Little attention has been paid in the United Kingdom to the forthcoming Conference on the Future
of Europe. The piquant news that the former British MEP Richard Corbett had been nominated by
the European Parliament to the Secretariat of the Conference caused only the smallest ripple of
interest in the mainstream media. In so far as opinions have been expressed in the UK, they tend to
fall into two camps, first that the Conference is an expensive waste of time, which will produce
nothing of significance; and second that it will mark another step along the sinister road of
centralisation and oppression from a European Union increasingly dominated by Germany. These
two poles of analysis reproduce neatly two central motivations for Brexit, namely contempt for
and fear of the European Union.

British public and elite opinion has always underestimated the cohesive capacity of the
European Union and its institutions. It did so when the Treaty of Rome was first signed, it did so
in regard to the creation of the single currency, it did so in its opposition to the Eurozone’s fiscal
pact and it did so most egregiously in its expectation that European divisions would lead to an
outcome for the Brexit negotiations uniquely favourable to the United Kingdom. The economic
and political heterogeneity of the present European Union and the need for unanimity in any later
treaty change will indeed make agreement in the Conference extremely difficult. British
predictions that the Conference will be simply an elaborate waste of time and money should
provide however at least some encouragement to those who wish for a more substantial outcome
from the Conference.

Coexisting in the United Kingdom with this contemptuous underestimation of the
European Union there is another strain of British opinion that will be determined to see in the
results of the Conference, however modest, a further significant step towards a “federal
superstate.” Any increase in majority voting, any reinforcement of the Eurozone’s institutions, any
strengthening of capacity for external action by the Union will be seized upon some British
commentators as proof positive that the centralising Brussels conspiracy continues. Those
integrationist-minded observers in continental Europe who may already fear a meagre outcome of
the Conference should expect a very different reaction from some British quarters when the
Conference concludes. The supposedly “centralising” outcome of the Conference will be
presented by some (perhaps most) of the Eurosceptic British media as a massive step towards a
“United States of Europe” and demonstration of the narrowness of the escape from foreign
domination offered to the United Kingdom by Brexit.

In a further paradox, there will also be yet other British commentators and voters who wish
the Union well but, in their heart of hearts, hope that the Conference will not take the Union too
far down the road of further integration. Their reasoning is dictated by purely British
considerations. It is widely accepted among those who wish for the eventual reversal of Brexit that
any return to the European Union for the UK will be less acceptable to British voters if the EU
they are being asked to rejoin is one significantly more integrated than it is today. If the British
electorate could not tolerate, the argument will run, membership of the EU with the British opt-
outs, exemptions and rebates that were available to it before, how can it be expected to tolerate
renewed membership of a more tightly-knit Union in the future? That such a defeatist thought can
be present in the consciousness of many pro-Europeans in the UK is indicative of the confused
intellectual and political background to the European discussion in the UK which led to Brexit.
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The likely reaction of the British government and electorate to its conclusions will
probably weigh little with most of the Conference’s participants. Projected British reactions and
even Brexit itself may however occasionally be cited by some participants in the Conference as a
makeweight reason to reinforce their case for minimal change. It may be argued at the Conference
that further distance and division between the EU and its previous member on the other side of the
Channel should be avoided as far as possible: the Union should be especially cautious in taking
further integrative steps that might make unfeasible a reintegration of the UK into the EU in the
medium-term. Any such arguments would be wholly misplaced, both from the British and
European sides of the argument.

It was during the forty five years of British membership in the EU a recurrent mistake of
many among those British commentators and politicians favourable to this British membership
systematically to misrepresent the nature of the European Union in the hope of making it more
palatable to British opinion. The sovereignty-sharing through central institutions which is central
to the Union was rarely discussed honestly by British politicians, with the Commission in
particular frequently represented as a power-hungry group of unelected bureaucrats eager to
monopolise decision-making. British politicians prided themselves on the widespread “opt-outs”
they had achieved from the integrative process and were happy to speak disparagingly of those
“federalists” who sought a “United States of Europe.” Depending upon the political orientation of
the speaker, this United States of Europe was presented as a jungle of liberal deregulation or a hell
of Socialist over-regulation. It was the job of British politicians to ensure that the United Kingdom
confined its participation in the European Union as far as possible to its strictly trading aspects. It
was only in this way that British public and political opinion could be brought to accept
continuing British membership of the EU.

The counter-productivity of this approach was demonstrated perfectly in 2016. In the
referendum of that year, British voters decided that if the European Union and its institutions
posed such a threat to British interests as to need constant resistance against its expansionist
pretensions, it would be safer for the UK to shake off entirely the burden of continental
entanglement. The leaders of the two largest political parties, David Cameron and Jeremy
Corbyn, had long records of denunciation against the EU, albeit for polar opposite reasons. It was
impossible for them to erase in the ten weeks of the referendum ten years of abuse and
misrepresentation which they had themselves either encouraged or at least acquiesced in. The
catastrophic result of the referendum in 2016 was only partly a judgement upon the EU, about
which British voters know very little, and that little often false. It was much more a judgement
upon the incompetence of successive British government theoretically committed to British
membership of the Union but always eager to tell Eurosceptic voters most of what they wanted to
hear because they could do so without immediate political penalty. Little lies and evasions have
long legs. The Leave campaign finished its marathon race in 2016 being help to reach the
finishing-line from the unenthusiastic and equivocal rhetoric of its opponents.

Against this background, there can be little credibility for those who claim that the British
electorate will be more easily reconciled to the European Union if the Union’s integrative
momentum has been slowed. The attempt to remain a member of the EU while demonstratively
standing aside from the sovereignty-sharing at the EU’s heart and the integrative momentum
arising from this sharing is a tactic which has been tested to destruction in the UK. There is no
chance that the emotional and political effort necessary to bring the United Kingdom back into the
EU can be mobilised in the future on a basis of half-truths about the real implications of EU
membership. If the United Kingdom is ever to rejoin the EU, it can only be on the basis of future
full participation in the Union’s policies and philosophy. How far the EU will have proceeded in
five or ten years down its integrative road will make at most marginal difference to this reality. A
change of public and political attitudes in the UK towards European integration will certainly be
necessary and (in the long term) probably sufficient for British reentry into the Union. Whether
and over what timescale this change will happen is a question on which, given the volatility of
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British politics, it is possible to hold different views. But the anti-integrative philosophy of semi-
adherence to the EU, of wishing the end of EU membership without accepting the means of
sovereignty-sharing” has been shown to be a calamitous failure, which can never be repeated.

As a direct result of this calamitous failure, it will be difficult, if not impossible for the
United Kingdom to be any kind of stable partner for the EU in the years to come. The intellectual
dishonesty of all on the Leave side and of too many on the Remain side of the argument before
2016 has generated a paradox, whereby no satisfactory equilibrium can ever be established in
UK/EU relations. The British state is now forced to choose between an economically distant and
damaging relationship with its closest trading neighbours, which would be the logical outcome of
British reluctance to share sovereignty in the Single Market; and a more intimate and beneficial
economic relationship with the Union, which will reproduce many of the sovereignty-sharing
features of the EU that were supposedly so uncongenial to British opinion since 1973. British
policy since 2016 has oscillated uncertainly between these twin contradictory approaches. Some of
the criticism directed against Theresa May and Boris Johnson for their inconsistency is misplaced.
There is no answer to the dilemma with which they are confronted. British rejection of
sovereignty-sharing with its European partners creates a labyrinth of disastrous choices from
which no British Prime Minister can escape.

The lesson of Brexit for the remaining European Union is by no means, as some assert in
the UK and elsewhere, that European integration has proceeded too far and too fast. It is rather
that in an ever more interdependent world isolation leaves few good choices to middle-sized
countries that pursue it, but that national leaders and opinion-formers need vigorously and
consistently to explain this reality to their electorates. Successive British governments often found
themselves throughout the period of British membership in the EU in the position of doing good
deeds by stealth, facilitating the process of European integration, but either denying to its
electorate that any such process was taking place or claiming that the UK was uninvolved in the
process. This created the worst of both worlds whereby the British electorate was vaguely aware
that it was participating, even with all the British opt-outs and special arrangements, in an
integrative European endeavour, the justification and necessity of which was only intermittently
explained to them by their political leaders. This was a profoundly damaging configuration of
political circumstances, particularly acute in the UK, but one with echoes in some remaining
member states of the European Union. The Conference on the Future of Europe will be an
opportunity, but also an obligation for Europe’s leaders, both to make the practical and political
case for European integration but to consider ways in which that theoretical commitment can
better be translated into reality.

It has often been claimed by British commentators over the past fifty years that other
member states of the European Union used the United Kingdom’s institutional hesitations as a
pretext behind which to conceal their own reservations about European integration. The history of
the Euro, in which the United Kingdom did not participate, suggests that there was some justice in
this claim. Again and again the members of the Eurogroup showed themselves incapable of
taking the radical decisions necessary to correct the design flaw of the single European currency.
Their persistent willing of the end of a single currency without wishing the means to bring it about
was strikingly reminiscent of the British reluctance to internalise and implement the institutional
and integrative consequences of its EU membership. The Conference will direct a possibly harsh
spotlight upon the ability of the European Union to emancipate itself from such incoherence.

To this outside observer, there are appear four main institutional issues which the
Conference needs to review, the future governance of the euro, the Union’s external role, the
Union’s democratic credentials and the disciplining of lawless states within the Union. There are
of course important policy challenges facing the Union such the social, environmental and digital
spheres, the impact of Artificial Intelligence, new sources of energy and relations with Russia,
China and the USA. But the Union will be better placed to confront these challenges if its
institutional structure is sound and responsive. Those favouring the institutional development of
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the Union need to do a better job than they have until now of explaining the link between the EU’s
institutions and decisions taken at a European level which directly benefit or make safer European
citizens.

For all the four cited issues, there are solutions which are intellectually straightforward but
politically difficult. The Recovery Plan and its philosophy of fiscal transfers must form a
permanent part of the Eurozone’s governance; national vetoes must be abolished in the external
relations of the European Union; the European Parliament must enjoy an enhanced role as a
guarantor of European democracy, not least by Europe-wide lists and the election of the
Commission President; and there must be real negative consequences for members that regard the
rule of law as simply an optional extra in their financially beneficial membership of the Union.
All these are issues that in different ways have undermined the prestige of the Union in the eyes of
its citizens and provided ammunition to its critics. Addressing them will be difficult in the short
term, but not addressing them will generate a range of much worse problems for the Union in the
medium and long term.

From a purely British perspective, it is worth stressing that such a further reinforced Union
would be, ironically, the form of Union most likely to attract the United Kingdom into renewed
membership of the Union. Those British observers described above who secretly hope for only
modest results from the Conference are mistaken. An important component of the Brexit vote was
the perception that leaving the European Union was a choice without penalty, given the divisions
and disparities within the Union. Many of those who supported Brexit in 2026 have been given
pause for thought by the solidarity and effectiveness of the Union’s negotiating tactics during the
Brexit negotiations. But it should be recalled that the United Kingdom’s original membership of
the EU arose from a time when the UK was politically and economically at a low ebb and the
European Community seemed an anchor of prosperity and stability to which the buffeted British
state could attach itself. It may well be that in the coming years the British state will be heading
into stormy waters, both economically and constitutionally. If the Conference can be the start of a
process whereby the Union is once again seen as a powerful and challenging neighbour from
association with which the UK could benefit, the calculus of sovereignty-sharing may rapidly
change for the British electorate. It will become impossible for the Eurosceptic press and
politicians plausibly to paint their deceptive picture of a liberated United Kingdom bravely
reclaiming its leading place in the world after years of subservience to Brussels. A more coherent,
a more effective and a more democratic European Union is not merely one that will benefit the
citizens of the present 27 member states, it will benefit and act as a pole of attraction for an
embattled United Kingdom as well.
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4. Europe after the Brits

ANDREW DUFF

1. Brexit I1

The European Union has still to come to terms with Brexit. Clearly, the business of managing the
secession of the United Kingdom has been very costly in terms of time and effort since Prime
Minister Cameron launched his renegotiation of the terms of British membership in 2015. But
there are important lessons to learn for the future of Europe. The unprompted departure of a rich
and powerful member state marks the end of the EU’s classic strategy of widening and deepening
in parallel, first articulated at the summit of The Hague in 1969. Brexit has confounded the
historic mission of the Union. “Ever closer union among the peoples of Europe” is now
impossible. The British remain a European people but have chosen the path of disintegration.

During the secession negotiations, many ‘Brexiteers’ argued that no deal would be better
than a bad deal. That was, of course, nonsense, and at the last minute, on Christmas Eve 2020, a
deal was done. But the Trade and Cooperation Agreement (TCA) turns out nonetheless to be a bad
deal. It will not endure. There are no tariffs on goods, but supply chains are badly disrupted by
tightened rules of origin requirements, the imposition of border checks on tax and customs, and
controls on health and safety. The problems of doing business across the Channel are compounded
by the erection of a veritable frontier between Great Britain and the province of Northern Ireland,
which remains inside the EU’s customs union. The TCA does virtually nothing for trade in
services, for mobility of people, or for cooperation in foreign and security policy. Fisheries remain
a bone of contention, especially with France.

The UK is highly likely to ask the EU for a comprehensive renegotiation of its Trade and
Cooperation Agreement, starting in 2024. One may imagine that by then the Conservatives will be
turfed out of office, although the capacity for incompetence and internal division within the
opposition parties in the House of Commons should not be underestimated. Even a new
Conservative government will be back in Brussels as demandeur. The renegotiation agenda will
be centred on measures to improve British access to the single market of the type that Michel
Barnier dismissed as unacceptable “cherry-picking” during the process under the secession clause
(Article 50 Treaty on European Union (TEU)). While the cohesion of the EU 27 has been
impressive in the course of Brexit I, will it continue to be so in Brexit II? Will other member
states, such as Hungary and Poland, seek to emulate the British and try to improve their own terms
of EU membership?

Renegotiation will give rise to the same thorny issues which complicated the conclusion of
the initial deal. How will reciprocity and mutual recognition be defined and applied to EU UK
trade in services? Can the new British regulatory framework be trusted by the Commission across
the spectrum of the internal market, from environmental protection to state aids? There is a strong
case for a return to free exchange with the vast pool of capital liquidity and expert financial
services in the City of London, but equivalence needs to be supervised. European arts and sciences
will certainly benefit from a restoration of former links with Britain, but on what terms?

The likely outcome of Brexit II will be a Ukraine-type association agreement based on a
deep and comprehensive free area. Over time, however, this may prove to be too meagre a basis
for the EU’s British partnership, especially if the appetite grows for closer political cooperation in
security and defence. There will be no British application to re-join the EU as a full member state.
But one might expect the UK to seek a new form of affiliate membership of the Union, involving
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at least partial engagement with the EU’s institutions. As such a membership category does not
exist under the present treaties, the request from London would add to the pressure on the Union
to embark on a new round of treaty change.

If the UK were to lead the way towards developing the concept of affiliate status, other third
countries would surely follow, including Norway. Adoption of a second tier class of EU
membership would also make sense for the Western Balkans, Ukraine and, ultimately, Turkey. As
further enlargement of the Union has already become practically and politically impossible, the
additional option of affiliate membership would relieve the Union of an intractable neighbourhood
problem.

The prospect of treaty change terrifies the Union. But the departure of the irredeemably
eurosceptic British makes it more feasible for others to move forward in a federal direction.
Affiliate membership would act as a safe haven, like a voie de détresse on an Alpine pass, for any
current member state which chose not to take the federal route.

2. Fiscal union

The other main driver towards federal union is the common fiscal policy which begins to
emerge perceptibly in response to the devastating impact on the European economy of the
coronavirus pandemic. The EU’s decision to raise common debt on a large scale to aid economic
recovery is unprecedented and must be managed well. Both the revenue and expenditure aspects
of the Next Generation recovery programme should be delivered in as federal a manner as
possible. In particular, the €672.5bn Recovery and Resilience Facility — of which €312.5bn is in
the form of grants — should be disbursed by the Commission only to investments aimed at
producing real added value with a European dimension. The experiment in common debt issuance
will be quickly discredited if the Commission surrenders to short-term, pro-cyclical projects
favoured by national party politicians. Although the debt initiative has been sold to ‘frugal’ states
as one-off, never to be repeated, if the launch of eurobonds on this scale is successful there will be
no reason whatsoever not to repeat it in the future.

Ideally, too, the holders of these eurobonds should be paid not from the proceeds of
national GNI contributions to the EU budget but only from genuine own resources raised by EU
taxation. This requires a compartmentalisation of the EU budget into federal and confederal
sections, a reform which will not only save national treasuries money but will also connect
directly the EU citizen as a taxpayer with the government of the European fiscal union. An EU
Treasury Secretary will then be established within the Commission, leading logically to other
necessary reforms to consolidate the banking and capital markets union, including the full
integration of the European Stability Mechanism. The job of the Commission will then be to run a
common economic policy of the Union and not merely to try to coordinate national economic
policies, as it does now.

The Article 50 (TEU) process succeeded in concentrating executive authority on the
Commission, and this trend should be continued in the fiscal field. Treaty amendment is needed to
codify the changes already in train and to reform the fiscal rules of the eurozone. Fortuitously,
there can be no better advocate for the completion of fiscal policy reform in the European Council
than Mario Draghi.

3. European Security Council

Left to their own devices, neither the EU nor NATO has proved itself capable of delivering
the effective, intelligent security that Europe needs. Indeed, until today the division between the
two Brussels based organisations has made synergy impossible. Many people doubt that the EU
will ever develop a coherent common foreign and security policy. NATO is still in search of a
post-Cold War strategic concept, and struggles to keep the Americans engaged. The election of
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President Biden and the departure of the British from the EU open up an opportunity to think
afresh about the architecture of Western security. The need for new institutions is self-evident: if
EU enlargement has stopped, new organic linkages must be invented to cater for the security
needs of the whole European neighbourhood.

President Macron has been the foremost intelligent critic of the present arrangements. If he
gets re-elected in 2022 he will be in a good position to propose an overarching security concept
which breaks down the barriers between the EU and NATO. A joint meeting of the North Atlantic
Council and the European Council could decide to establish a regular system of meetings of
defence ministers, including those of the US and UK. Jens Stoltenberg retires as NATO Secretary-
General in 2022. His successor should be an EU defence minister appointed as the permanent
dual-hatted president of the new ministerial body.

4. Treaty change

Such innovations for the European Union in the field of membership, fiscal union and
defence policy will require changing the Treaty of Lisbon. That exercise must be well prepared.
There is talk of the Conference on the Future of Europe — but in truth there is no sincere
agreement within the EU institutions let alone between them about the purpose, organisation or
leadership of such a Conference. The governance proposed for the Conference looks to be clumsy
and over-weight, its deliberative processes confused and objectives unclear. The President of the
Commission, the conservative Ursula von der Leyen, is unwilling to take the lead in the
Conference. Charles Michel, President of the European Council, appears to have washed his hands
of it. Needless to add, the constraints imposed by the Covid-19 pandemic do not help the
Conference. The imminence of the German and French elections will further blunt the force of
reform.

In any event, there will have to be a Convention in advance of treaty amendment, and it is
here where pressure from federalists will be most pertinent. Setting the target date of 2029 for the
new constitutional settlement to enter into force seems reasonable. That year will be the 50"
anniversary of the introduction of direct elections to the European Parliament. Is it too much to
hope that to celebrate that occasion some MEPs will be elected from transnational lists for a pan-
EU constituency? Federal political parties are badly needed to realise the dream of Altiero Spinelli
and to make our new European polity better governed and fully legitimate.

Unfortunately, electoral reform will only be postponed by the submission of the matter to a
talking-shop Conference. The European Parliament already has the full right of initiative to initiate
transnational lists. There is no case whatsoever for granting MEPs an extended right of legislative
initiative unless and until they use the right they already have with respect to electoral reform.
Once reform has rendered the Parliament authentically European, however, MEPs should be
granted the right to vote on the federal part of the Union’s revenue.

More generally, we must make an effort to render the Treaties less prohibitive and more
permissive, enhancing the EU’s capacity to act. QMV in the Council should be extended to
decisions on taxation, own resources revenue and the multi-annual financial framework. The
Commission and not the Council should represent the eurozone in international monetary affairs.
Other Council functions, such as fixing agricultural prices and fisheries quotas, should be
transferred to the Commission. If the more differentiated, wider Europe we foresee is to hold
together, the centre must begin to act and look like a federal government.

Prerequisite for such a transformation is to reduce the size of the college of Commissioners
at the time of its next composition in 2024. Of all the items crowding the Union’s agenda, this is
the most pressing — and can be achieved under the terms of the Lisbon treaty (Article 17(5)
TEU). The search for von der Leyen’s successor should be starting now.
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5. The European Model of Transnational Governance

JAAP HOEKSMA

The name of the Dutch historian Johan Huizinga (1872-1945) does not figure prominently among
the intellectual protagonists of European democracy. As a conservative by heart, he appreciated
the value of national states and cultures. In his capacity of rector magnificus of the Leyden
University he ordered a delegation from Nazi-Germany in 1933 to leave an academic meeting' He
actively participated in the transnational interbellum debate about the future of Europe and warned
in an almost prophetic way against the impending dangers for European civilisation. After the
invasion of The Netherlands by Hitler-Germany he was taken as a hostage to the hostage camp of
St Michielsgestel and subsequently condemned to internal exile in the hamlet of De Steeg.
Huizinga did not live to see the liberation of his country, but his legacy contained the blueprint for
the construction of a post war-Europe, which was published after his death in 1945.

1. Curbing absolute sovereignty

The political will of the historian Huizinga contains a striking similarity with the Manifest,
that was written eighty years ago in the Italian internment camp of Ventotene by Altiero Spinelli
and Ernesto Rossi. The aged Dutch conservative and the young Italian communists agreed on the
maxim that absolute sovereignty destroys absolutely. The conclusion, which the authors of the
Ventotene Manifesto drew from this unsustainable state of affairs, was that the division of Europe
in national sovereign states had to be abolished. They envisaged the creation of a ‘solid
international state’. As a cultural philosopher Huizinga displayed a somewhat more cautious
approach. He argued that the peacemakers of 1919 had missed a historic opportunity to secure a
stable world order. “When they had the chance to renew the system of global governance, they
failed to see that the concept of absolute sovereignty had become obsolete.” As a result, the peace
of Versailles had sown the seeds for politics of revenge, aggression and, ultimately, a second
world war. Looking ahead in the final chapter, Huizinga suggested that permanent peace should be
achieved through law. In his view, the only way for the small states of Europe to obtain safety and
security was through integration in a new legal order with the larger ones. So, while the authors of
the Ventotene Manifesto wanted to address the problem of absolute sovereignty by abolishing the
sovereign states altogether, Huizinga preferred to reign in the sovereignty of those states by the
creation of an overarching legal order in post-war Europe.

2. The Kantian dilemma of statehood and international law

The differences of view between these authors concerning the strategy to curb absolute
sovereignty illustrates the Kantian dilemma of statehood and international law. The German
philosopher Immanuel Kant (1724-1804) was the first scholar to investigate the possibilities for
states to create a situation of lasting peace. On the eve of the Napoleonic wars he suggested in his
essay ‘Zum Ewigen Frieden’, which was forbidden by the Nazi’s in the Third Reich, that states
wishing to attain perpetual peace could either merge into a federal state or agree to form a
federation of free states.’ In the first option, sovereignty would be transferred by the participating
states to their common creation; in the second option sovereignty would remain with the states

* 1. Kant, Zum Ewigen Frieden, 1796, Konigsberg.
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involved. As they would be guided by their shared desire for peace, war would no longer be
justified as a last resort, but rejected as morally condemnable.

In his essay, which contained a severe critique on the Western norms and civilisation of his
time, Kant explored the limits of the so-called Westphalian system of International Relations. The
Westphalian system emerged in the aftermath of the Middle Ages as a code of conduct between
modern states. Its name stems from the German region of Westphalia, which formed the scene of
comprehensive peace negotiations in the 17" century. Ambassadors from almost all European
states and the Holy See had gathered in the cities of Miinster and Osnabriick with a view to bring
an end to both the devastating Thirty Years’ War in Germany and the Eighty Years’ War between
Spain and The Netherlands. The outcome of their deliberations, which were informed by the
works of Grotius (1583-1645), constituted the basis for modern international law. In this system,
war is the ultimate means of the resolution of conflicts between states. It may not be conducted at
whim but requires both a formal declaration and a serious cause (casus belli).

At present, the Westphalian paradigm underlies the functioning of the Organisation of the
United Nations, in which regional organisations of states are playing a more significant role than
in previous times, notably with respect to the maintenance of peace. Two centuries after Kant, the
dichotomy between sovereign states and organisations of free states has only sharpened. Seen in
this perspective, the differences of view between Spinelli and Huizinga accentuate the Kantian
dilemma of statehood and international law. Spinelli chose the federal option by transferring the
sovereignty from the belligerent states to the new one, whereas Huizinga preferred to curb the
absolute sovereignty of the European states through the voluntary creation of a new legal order.
For theorists and politicians of the day, other options were not available. Tertium non datur!’

3. The Conference on the Future of Europe

The Westphalian paradigm proved to be so dominant that it has seriously hampered the
evolution of the EU. Generations of students in Europe and abroad have been educated with the
idea that its predecessors and the EU were an organisation sui generis, that could neither be
identified nor categorised. The late Michael Burgess even coined the phrase that the EU works in
practice, although it cannot function in theory.” Seventy years after the start of the process of
European integration the Conference on the Future of Europe offers an excellent opportunity to
come to terms with the own and distinct character of the European Union. The challenge for the
participants is to demonstrate that the EU can work in theory and to improve its functioning in
practice.

One of the greatest mistakes the participants in and stakeholders to the Conference could
make would be to take the concept of EU democracy for granted. Quite some commentators and
activists argue that democracy is under threat in various parts of the world, that the USA has
narrowly escaped a coup d’état, that the military have staged a successful takeover in Myanmar,
that several Middle-European EU member states are flouting the rule of law and that democracy in
the EU itself is also under serious threat. Such an approach would give rise to major conceptual
mistakes. It notably overlooks the fact that the EU is still a young and consequently imperfect
democracy. In fact, the EU is giving the democratic idea a major boost by establishing itself as the
first-ever transnational democracy in the world! In the process it has to overcome considerable
hurdles. The most recent obstacles are Brexit and the EZB-Urteil of the German Constitutional
Court.’ In his notorious Bloomsberg-speech of January 2013, in which he announced his decision
to organise a referendum about British membership of the European Union, David Cameron
criticized the EU as undemocratic organisation since only the member states could be democratic.

4 P. Magnette, 2005, What is the European Union?, London, Red Globe Press.
° M. Burgess, 2006, Comparative Federalism, Theory and Practice, London, Routledge.
6. Hoeksma, 2020, The Case BundesVerfassungsGericht versus EU Court of Justice, Oisterwijk.
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It followed in his logic that the EU should return to Westphalia and reform itself into a
traditional organisation of states. In a similar vein, the German Constitutional Court has developed
the view in a series of subsequent verdicts that EU citizenship is not a ‘real’ status, that the
European Parliament is not a ‘real’ parliament and that it is also impossible for the EU Court of
Justice to be regarded and respected as a judge of last resort. The EU needs to make a considerable
theoretical effort to counter this kind of criticism, if it wants to establish and present itself as a
European democracy. It is therefore most timely and appropriate that the signatories of the Joint
Declaration on the Conference on the Future of Europa have expressed their determination ‘to
seize the opportunity to underpin the democratic legitimacy and functioning of the European
project’. The purpose of the present essay is to respond to the call of the presidents of the
European Parliament, the Council and the Commission by

a) identifying the EU as a new subject of international law,

b) presenting an own and distinct political philosophy for the EU and

c) demonstrating that the EU has replaced the Westphalian system of International

Relations with an own model of governance, which will be introduced as the European

Model of Transnational Governance.

The conclusion, which will be drawn towards to end of the essay, is that the combined
endeavour of Spinelli and Huizinga to curb the absolute sovereignty of states in Europe has
resulted in the emergence of the EU as a new subject of international law (a democratic regional
organisation) with an innovative system of governance (the European Model of Transnational
Governance).

4. From union of democratic states.....

Looking through the lens of Spinelli, Huizinga and all the others who wanted Nie Wieder
Krieg, the evolution of the European experiment may be described as a deviation of the
Westphalian paradigm.” In contrast to the Council of Europe, which was established in 1949 with
a view to promote human rights and democracy all over Europe, the six founding members of the
present EU (France, the FRG, Italy and the Benelux-countries) agreed to make the renewed
outbreak of war between them not only unthinkable, but also virtually impossible. The means
through which they intended to achieve this goal consisted of the sharing of sovereignty. In order
to ensure the prevention of mutual war, the participating states transferred their sovereignty in the
fields of coal and steel to a higher authority. Although this decision implied a revolutionary
rupture with the Westphalian system, the member states of the 1952 ECSC learned in practice that
the sharing of sovereignty in a limited field was a reasonable price to pay for peace.

Encouraged by the success of their experiment the six decided to proceed on their path
towards a new model of transnational relations by extending the practice of shared sovereignty to
the whole of the economy. In 1957 they established the EEC with a view to further the prosperity
of their nations and citizens. They expressed their determination to lay the foundations for an ever
closer union among the peoples of Europe and aimed to create an internal market. The Court of
Justice of the Communities found in 1963 that the member states had indeed created a new and
autonomous legal order between themselves and ruled a year later that the law of the Communities
has direct effect and - in case of conflict- precedes national rules and regulations.® Taking stock of
the turbulent developments the newly founded European Council described the Communities after
the first enlargement in 1973 as a ‘Union of democratic States’.”

" W. van Gerven, 2005, The European Union: a polity of states and peoples, Stanford, Stanford University Press.
8 Cases Van Gend en Loos, ECLI:EU:C:1963:1 and Costa vs EN.E.L., ECLI:EU:C:1964: 66.
? Declaration on European Identity, Copenhagen 1973, EC Bulletin 12-1973.
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5. ...to democratic regional organisation

From a conceptual point of view the Communities formed a more or less regular regional
organisation, albeit that the member states had to comply with certain democratic criteria and the
organisation possessed an autonomous legal order. In hindsight, however, the qualification of the
Communities as a ‘Union of democratic States’ implied the start of a paradigm clash inasmuch as
the Westphalian system holds that organisations of states cannot be democratic, whereas the
democratic principle suggests that there is no point in governing an organisation of democratic
states in an undemocratic manner. In line with their aspiration to create an ever closer union
among the peoples of Europe, the members of the European Council decided to give their
organisation democratic legitimacy too. Consequently, the first direct elections for the European
Parliament were held in the spring of 1979. For the first time, the citizens of the member states
were entitled to elect candidates from their country as Members of the European Parliament!

The subsequent evolution of the EU can no longer be explained by theories embedded in
the Westphalian system. The theory of democratic integration offers a fresh perspective by
suggesting that, if two or more states agree to share the exercise of sovereignty in a number of
fields with the view to attain common goals, the organisation they establish for this purpose
should be democratic too. From the viewpoint, the decision of the European Council to establish a
citizenship of the Union was of fundamental importance.'’ Although the Council envisaged to
complete the internal market, the introduction of EU citizenship by virtue of the Maastricht Treaty
laid the foundation for the emergence of a European democracy. After the Danish voters had made
clear during their first referendum about the Treaty on European Union (TEU) that they did not
want to give up their national status in favour of EU citizenship, the Council emphasized that EU
citizenship is an additional status, which does not replace the national status of the citizens
involved (art 9 TEU).

The 1997 Amsterdam Treaty formed another step away from the Westphalian system
towards an alternative model of governance. It included ‘democracy’ in the core values of the
Union proper and introduced a procedure to guarantee the respect for the EU’s values by the
member states (art 7 TEU). In doing so, ‘Amsterdam’ accentuated the concept of dual democracy,
which has become a hallmark of the Union. Meanwhile, the member states participating in the
Economic and Monetary Union were preparing the introduction of the euro as single currency of
the Union. This implied a major deviation from ‘Westphalia’ too as unions of states are not
supposed to administer and support their own coins. The 2000 summit of Nice saw the
proclamation of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the Union, which was hailed as the ‘Magna
Charta’ of the newly created citizens of the Union. It was integrated in the treaties through the
2007 Treaty of Lisbon, which came to replace the ill-fated Constitution for Europe after its
rejection by the French and the Dutch electorates in the spring of 2005.

The novelty of the Lisbon Treaty is that it construes the EU as a democracy without
turning the Union into a State. Title I TEU contains the democratic principles of the EU and
underlines that ‘citizens are directly represented at Union level by the European Parliament’ (art
10, para 2, TEU).''The far-reaching consequences of the new construction were illuminated
through the case law of the ECJ, notably with respect to the status of EU citizens, who are now
entitled to say ‘Civis Europaeus sum’.'> Moreover, the ECJ established in two recent verdicts that
the EU has an ‘autonomous democracy’."> On the eve of the Conference on the Future of Europe it
may therefore be concluded that the EU has evolved to a Union of democratic States, which also
constitutes a democracy of its own. As a ‘democratic Union of democratic States’ the EU forms

19 J. Hoeksma, 2018, The Theory of Democratic Integration, Oisterwijk.

' From the conceptual viewpoint, it should also be noted that the treaty gave the EU legal personality!

K. Lenaerts, 2012, ‘Civis Europaeus Sum’, from the Cross-border link to the Status of Citizen of the Union, in:
Constitutionalising the EU judicial system, Cardonnel, Rosas & Wahl, Oxford.

13 Cases Puppinck and others, ECLI:EU:C:2019:1113 and Junqueras Vies, ECLI:EU:C:2019:1115.
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neither a state nor a union of states. Instead, it may be identified with a new term as a democratic
regional organisation.'*

6. The European Model of Transnational Governance

Although the EU has reached its constitutional destination as a democratic Union of
democratic states, its evolution towards an ever closer union continues. The introduction of a rule
of law mechanism in the granting of EU subsidies to individual member states may be regarded as
the ultimate confirmation of the new model of governance beyond the Westphalian system, which
has transformed Europe over the decades. The characteristics of the traditional Westphalian
system and the emerging European Model of Transnational Governance may be contrasted as
follows:

Westphalian system European model
Sovereignty Absolute Shared
War Not excluded Impossible
Borders & Customs National External
Market National Internal
Citizenship National Dual
Currency National Single
Democracy National Dual
Internal Affairs Non-interference Rule of law Mech
Global stage irrelevant major player

7. Messages of hope

The transformation of Europe from a war-torn continent to a democratic regional
organisation may contain two messages of hope for the global community. On the long run, the
introduction of EU citizenship may inspire the United Nations to create a UN citizenship. In a
comparable way as EU citizenship had laid the basis for a European democracy, the citizenship of
the United Nations may result in the emergence of a system of democratic governance at the
global level. In a more immediate future the evolution of the EU into a democratic regional
organisation may serve as a symbol of confidence for other unions of states with democratic
aspirations. Obviously, each continent has to follow its own path, but the emergence of
transnational democracies in other parts of the world will not only contribute to the realisation of
the goals of the United Nations, but also to an improvement of the present system of global
governance. "

' J. Hoeksma, 2019, European Democracy, Tilburg.
S M. Telé (ed), 2020, Reforming Multilateralism in Post-Covid Times, FEPS, Brussels.
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6. The European Union and Global Governance

GUIDO MONTANI

The European Union has launched an inquiry and a debate with the aim of identifying the main
objectives for its foreign policy, and therefore also the means for achieving those objectives.
Among these means, defence is obviously a priority. The “Strategic Compass” is expected to be
adopted in the first half of 2022. This initiative is timely, and indeed necessary, on condition that it
succeeds in identifying the long-term objective of European foreign policy. The function of a
compass is to indicate the cardinal points: what will the North Star of the European Union be?

This article aims to pinpoint a key objective grounded in the identity of the Union; just as
the United States and the Soviet Union did at the end of the First World War, when the former set
out to build a world order "safe for democracy", while the latter spearheaded the global socialist
revolution. International politics always has an ideological element; to be effective, political
subjects must join forces behind a flag. If the European Union merely sets out to navigate the vast
ocean represented by the old post-war international order based on the Westphalian system, it will
continue to remain under the sway of the other world powers. This is borne out by the first
comments on the Strategic Compass' more focused on ways to survive than on building a peaceful
future for European citizens and the citizens of the rest of the world. European foreign policy
should not transform the European Union into a superpower, but is needed to neutralize the
conflicts between the major powers globally.

If foreign policy is focused on military means, we will continue to be faced with the choice
between peace and war, us and them, friends and enemies. Nationalism is the inevitable
ideological complement to politics based on military force, and while different peoples entertain
relations of a cultural, social and economic nature, these are normally subordinated to the
international balance of power.

International politics is no longer governed by the two former superpowers. The bipolar
world order is over and in its place a multipolar system is haphazardly emerging, with major new
players like China, India, Brazil, Australia, etc. coming onto the scene. In this multipolar world,
the so-called major powers continue to act like the old sovereign states in the Westphalian system.
That is to say, they view the others as potential enemies, but are forced to keep any conflicts low
key so as not to undermine the global system of production and circulation of goods, services and
people that we all depend on. The alternative to today's globalized economy is a future of isolation
and poverty.

The pandemic has brought this contradiction to the fore: consolidated human and economic
bonds have prevailed over vaccine nationalism, as evidenced by the intense international scientific
and technological cooperation involved in developing and distributing the vaccines, now seen as a
common good of humanity. Ultimately, although the goal of peaceful international cooperation is
being challenged by sovereignist world leaders (such as Trump, Putin and Bolsonaro, but not Xi
Jinping), the global economic system continues to survive, albeit in a state of perpetual
uncertainty, amidst verbal friction and politically correct meetings at global summits, which the
various nation states see more as an opportunity to flex their muscles for the benefit of their own
citizens, than to actually tackle the global threats to peace and the environment.

'D. Fiott, 2021, The EU's Strategic Compass for Security and Defence: What Type of Ambition is the Needle Pointing
to?, CSDS, Policy Brief, March 9th.
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Given that the balance of power of the multipolar world system thus oscillates dangerously
between cooperation and conflict, with rival powers - mainly the USA, China and Russia —
jockeying for global hegemony, the European Union must carve out a specific role of its own. It
will not be easy. As Josep Borrell recently pointed out: "The weight of Europe is shrinking. Thirty
years ago, we represented a quarter of the world's wealth. It is foreseen that in 20 years, we will
not represent more than 11% of world GNP, far behind China which will represent double that,
below the 14% of the United States and on a par with India"*. A European Union that remains
resigned and incapable of taking action will soon turn into a global Switzerland, subordinated to
the major powers.

The Union therefore stands at an existential crossroads. If it wants to weigh in as a world
power on an equal footing with the other major powers (USA, Russia, China and, in the future,
India), it must equip itself with military weapons worthy of a great technological power, including
nuclear weapons, and accept the ideology of nationalism, in short becoming the European nation-
state. Or else, while not giving up on the idea of having its own military force, as per its principle
of strategic autonomy, it must strive to play a unifying role, in the construction of a peaceful
international order. The EU has the power to neutralize the hegemonic aspirations of the great
powers. By championing a multilateral approach it can foster the equal participation of all states in
the handling of common affairs, in the quest for solutions to the pressing issues currently facing
our planet: the climate crisis, economic convergence between rich and poor countries, a fair
system of commercial relations, and reining in international finance, which is now so powerful
that it represents a threat to the independence and stability of all the world's states, including the
largest ones.

This strategic objective can be termed global governance, i.e. a peaceful, cooperative post-
Westphalian order, based essentially on the same international institutions created by the United
States after the Second World War, but with the adjustments necessary to replace the hegemonic
power of the US with a system of equal participation of all states in the management of global
interdependence: a peaceful coexistence no longer of two superpowers, but multipolar in nature.
The European Union was forged by peoples who, after the Second World War, said “no more
wars”. Now the time has come to extend the Europeans' commitment to peace - as enshrined in the
creation of European citizenship and the Charter of Fundamental Rights - to the rest of the world.

In this article I will not be considering all of the EU's foreign policy issues in detail, just
those concerning the USA, China and Russia. I will explore two interesting cases to critique the
current passive acceptance of the Westphalian system, and illustrate reforms that could lead
towards global governance. This point of view differs from the proposal formulated by Haas and
Kupchan® for a "New Concert of Powers", a sort of Council of Vienna. Their aim is to preserve
the equilibrium of the existing Westphalian system, while my aim is to propose reforms to forge a
post-Westphalian order.

Let's start by looking at the question of NATO and European defence, where the principle
of strategic autonomy appears to give rise to an impossible dilemma: either we go along with
NATO directives, formulated by the strongest military power, or we have to question the very
existence of NATO, because a "western" military alliance should not be opposed to peaceful
global governance. The proposal advanced by Secretary General Stoltenberg, to extend NATO
into Asia, taking in Australia, New Zealand, Japan and South Korea as "contact countries", is an
attempt to contain Chinese expansionism using European military means. President Biden recently
proposed a summit of democracies and, with regard to Asia, attended another round of the so-
called “Quad”, the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue between the USA, Japan, India and Australia.
Neither an alliance of democracies against China nor a Euro-Asian NATO is aligned with
European interests and perspectives.

2 J. Borrell, EUdebates.tv, 2021, European Strategic Autonomy, March 8th.
3 R.N. Haas and Ch. A. Kupchan, 2021, The New Concert of Powers, in "Foreign Affairs", March 23rd.
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If the European Union wants to initiate a policy of world pacification it has to change the
meaning and contents of a military alliance established during the Cold War to contain Soviet
expansionism. European governments should remember that in 1994 they convinced President
Clinton to give Russia the opportunity to participate in the Partnership for Peace (PfP) within
NATO, thus launching an opportunity for economic cooperation between Russia and European
countries, with a view to full participation in NATO. Unfortunately, NATO's policy of eastward
expansion triggered a crisis with Ukraine, disputed between East and West, and Russia, a situation
that now appears to have become an irreconcilable rift. Yet article 2 of the North Atlantic Treaty
states that, alongside military cooperation, economic collaboration between allies is to be
encouraged. The European Union could therefore propose creating a vast free trade area from
Vancouver to Vladivostok, involving Russia in a project for economic cooperation (like the PfP)
which in the long run could lead to a lasting political/military detente. Russia is currently facing
serious economic problems and energy-related issues and would no doubt be seriously interested
in a proposal for peaceful economic cooperation that would improve the well-being of its citizens
and improve relations with China and the other countries in the Euro-Asian area. To date, the lack
of an effective European foreign policy has allowed Russia and Turkey to extend their influence
into the countries of the Caucasus. Establishing a free trade area from Vancouver to Vladivostok
would show that there is a pacification process under way between major powers, the beneficial
effects of which would be felt throughout the Mediterranean area.

The second question is that of the proposals for the Glasgow climate conference, COP26.
This event could represent an opportunity to show that all countries of the planet are committed to
averting an ecological catastrophe, which science bleakly predicts if the 2015 Paris agreement is
not respected. The rising average global temperature is already having devastating consequences,
from melting polar ice to forest fires, cataclysmic storms and the extinction of countless animal
species. One of the aims in Glasgow will be to come to an agreement that establishes targets for
reducing CO, emissions for each country, and this could also be accompanied by a policy for the
provision of global public goods, in short, a Global Green Deal that, in addition to measures to
contain pollution, also presents initiatives for more effective solidarity between countries, rich and
poor countries in particular. The European Union has already added the Next Generation EU plan
to the European Green Deal.

European leaders have launched a proposal that can be viewed as a first step towards
global governance. Emmanuel Macron, Angela Merkel, Charles Michel and Ursula von der
Leyen, together with UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres and the Chairperson of the African
Union, Macky Sall have stated that they are in favour of an extraordinary issue of Special
Drawing Rights (SDRs) by the IMF, to overcome the pandemic crisis and fight global warming®.
For the time being this proposal remains vague, but it could represent a genuine breakthrough in
international cooperation. Normally, only one third of SDRs are allocated to emerging countries;
in an emergency situation, the entire issue could be assigned to the UN to set up an extraordinary
fund, part of which could be used to fund a Global Health System as per the Monti Report,” with
the rest allocated to the Global Green Deal, to fund research into renewable energy and mitigation
measures for poor countries. The citizens of the world would then understand that international
solidarity can be translated into effective policies.

Given that SDRs are based on a basket of currencies that includes the dollar, the euro, the
Japanese yen, the Chinese renminbi and the sterling, it follows that an initiative like the creation of
an extraordinary fund for the UN would represent a key step towards global governance. The
major world powers (the ruble is as yet excluded) could begin to cooperate openly on a plan to
recover from the pandemic crisis and save the planet from environmental collapse. Furthermore,

4 E. Macron, A. Merkel, M. Sall, A. Guterres, Ch. Michel, U. von der Leyen, 2021, Multilateral cooperation for
global governance, in "Project Syndicate", in "Project Syndicate", Feb. 3rd.
A call to action: national governments and the global community must act now, 2021, WHO, March.
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the extensive use of SDRs, a sort of world currency, would help stabilize the international
monetary and financial system, now dominated by a vast flow of stateless capital. Lastly, other
continental unions such as the African Union could also begin to use SDRs as a currency of
account to stabilize their internal markets and particpate in international trade without fear of
sudden monetary and financial storms. A closer relationship between the European Union and the
African Union would represent a model of supranational cooperation for equitable and sustainable
development.

To conclude, policies designed to forge global governance would not only produce
substantial fruits on the economic and social relations front, but would also foster a higher degree
of peaceful cooperation among the major powers. The process of European unification began with
the "Schuman Declaration" on 9 May 1950, which reads: “Europe will not be made all at once, or
according to a single plan. It will be built through concrete achievements which first create a de
facto solidarity. The coming together of the nations of Europe requires the elimination of the age-
old opposition of France and Germany. Any action taken must in the first place concern these two
countries". In 2021, this "Declaration", which was all but overlooked in international politics,
could be rewritten by the leaders of the major world powers as follows: "A cooperative, peaceful
world will not be made all at once, or according to a single plan. It will be built through concrete
achievements which first create a de facto solidarity. The coming together of the nations requires
the elimination of the age-old opposition between the major powers. Any action taken must in the
first place concern the major powers". World leaders must not pursue short-term gains for their
citizens at the expense of the planet's other inhabitants. They must patiently and resolutely seek
ways to achieve permanent, peaceful cooperation. European citizens know that a war between
European states is impossible today. If steady progress towards global governance is made, the
day will come when there will no longer be physical, ideological or political barriers separating
the citizens of the world.
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7. European Defence Policy and Political Union

UMBERTO MORELLI

1. The EU polycrisis

The EU has long been experiencing not only an economic crisis, but also an existential one. This
polycrisis is made up of different elements that have come to light almost simultaneously.

The flow of immigrants has called into question the principle of free movement of people,
one of the four freedoms of movement guaranteed under the treaties. The request that Greece be
excluded from the euro, and the will expressed by Eurosceptic leaders to have their own countries
leave the single currency, have compromised the principle of the indissolubility of the monetary
union. Brexit has undermined the idea of the irreversibility of EU membership. The economic
crisis, and deregulation, has increased inequalities between and within countries, which the EU
has been unable to counteract due to its limited resources. These elements have occurred in an
unstable, unpredictable, and aggressive international context in which the weakness of the
common foreign and defence policy has been confirmed, as accurately evidenced by a report of
the European Court of Auditors on the state of Europe's defence. The EU is surrounded to the East
and South by areas of war and instability and from which come threats of terrorism and
uncontrolled migration. Poland and Hungary have been violating the EU fundamental values for
years, tarnishes the image of the EU as a bulwark of democracy.

2. The crisis of the national sovereignty

Globalisation has undermined the three constitutive elements of the state: sovereignty,
whose scope has been reduced by global interdependence and by the establishment of international
and regional organisations; territories, which have been devalued by the deterritorialisation of
many activities; and peoples. With regard to this latter element, it must be understood that popular
consensus legitimises government actions, and therefore that this legitimacy is lacking whenever
government decisions impact on third countries whose peoples had no say in choosing the
decision makers. Furthermore, the homogeneity of the population, a myth belonging to nationalist
ideology, has been weakened by the processes of hybridisation favoured by migratory flows.

3. Reforming the EU

In order to reform the EU, it is usually thought that small steps, pragmatic and realistic
adjustments are needed because unanimously accepted. This means settling for reductive and
minimalist measures incapable of solving problems. The effectiveness of the solution should be
assessed on the basis of its capacity to solve the problem on the agenda, not on the basis of its
acceptability to states, which are the cause of the EU's difficulties due to their refusal to transfer
the necessary powers to address challenges. The solution must correct reality, not adapt to it and
leave it unchanged. Pragmatic measures are not small steps forward, but band-aids, the
continuation of the mistakes of previous policies. Small steps make sense if they are part of an
overall project that includes a series of stages planned with precise, progressive deadlines that lead
to change. The euro came into force in 1999 according to a plan agreed in the Maastricht Treaty,
which provided for progressive, pre-arranged, timed, mandatory stages.
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Daring and disruptive reforms are needed to save the European project in the face of the
disintegrating forces of nationalisms. Schuman and Monnet had the courage to propose a
revolutionary solution in 1950: “By pooling basic production and by instituting a new High
Authority, whose decisions will bind France, Germany and other member countries, this proposal
will lead to the realization of the first concrete foundation of a European federation indispensable
to the preservation of peace.” The decisions of the High Authority would be binding for member
states, i.e. the Community would enjoy supranational powers. This was the innovative,
revolutionary aspect of the declaration that was to change the history of Europe by initiating peace
between France and Germany. Schuman and Monnet did not bother to obtain the prior consent of
the various countries to their proposal. Only those countries willing to accept binding decisions,
i.e. to accept the supranational perspective, would be able to join the Community.

4. A single European defence
Today it is essential that the EU has a unique defence. Why?

The nature of the EU: 27 countries, 446 million inhabitants, produces just under a quarter
of the world’s GDP, a major importer of oil and gas, the leading commercial power, the most
important donor of aid to developing countries. It can’t be just a market, inevitably is a global
player.

The new international scenario. From the 1990s, the strategic interests of the US and
Europe, having converged throughout the Cold War, diverge: the Pacific became the focus of
America’s strategic objectives, and Europe was left marginalized. The EU had to start looking
after its own security, rather than simply relying on that produced by others. It is surrounded by an
area of instability, from the Eastern border to the Middle East, North Africa and the area
encompassing the Sahel and the Horn of Africa, which is a source of threats (wars, instability,
terrorism, crime, illegal migration).

The costs of Europe’s absence in the defense field. The EU member states have 27 armies,
23 air forces and 21 navies. In 2016, Europe had 178 weapon systems (compared with America’s
30); 17 tank models (versus 1 in the US); 20 infantry fighting vehicle models (versus 2); 29 types
of destroyer and frigate (versus 4); 20 types of fighter plane (versus 6); 12 types of anti-ship
missile (versus 2), and 13 types of air-to-air missile (3 in the US). More than 80% of investments
in research are carried out at national level; European cooperation is an exception. This situation
translates into duplication, lack of economies of scale, increased production costs, low levels of
interoperability, overcapacity in some sectors, poor competitiveness of European industry, lack of
European champions capable of competing with US and Chinese multinationals, and
fragmentation of the defense market, which, is excluded from trade liberalization rules. This non-
Europe in defense field is a politically and strategically penalizing state of affairs, economically
unsustainable, and unreasonably costly.

Weaknesses of the national armed forces. The interventions of the European countries
during the war in Libya in 2011 would still have been impossible without the support of the US,
which took care of 80% of in-flight refueling, 75% of the hours of air surveillance, and all of the
electronic warfare missions. Even today, without the support of American strategic capabilities,
Europe would be unable to take care of its own security. It has critical capability shortfalls in a
number of areas, such as strategic enablers, unmanned aerial vehicles, transport aircraft, precision
munitions, air-to-air refueling, anti-access area-denial capabilities, suppression of enemy air
defense capabilities, satellite communication, autonomous access to space, command and control
capabilities, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, cyber warfare, artificial intelligence,
submarines and modern armored fighting vehicles. Europe’s strategic autonomy is limited to low-
intensity operations (European Court of Auditors’ report).
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The limitations of CSDP. The EU’s missions have been the target of criticisms, which have
highlighted their limitations: its operations have been modest in scope, low in