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         About the book

         Die EU befindet sich in einer Krise, die durch Umbrüche in den internationalen Beziehungen
            verschärft wird. Wie die Konflikte in der Ukraine und in Syrien zeigen, läuft sie
            Gefahr, zum Spielball geopolitischer Auseinandersetzungen zwischen den USA und Russland
            zu werden. Die EU muss zu einer ausgewogenen und selbstbewussten Politik finden, will
            sie ein wichtiger Akteur sein. Dabei bietet eine Verbindung der Konzeptionen von Kerneuropa
            und Greater Eurasia Chancen für den Abbau politischer Spannungen sowie zu einer Rückbesinnung
            auf eine interessengeleitete Russlandpolitik der EU und ihrer Mitgliedsstaaten. Diesem
            Ziel würde ein gesamteuropäischer Wirtschaftsraum dienen, der auf den Säulen von Energie-
            und Transportinfrastruktur beruhen könnte.
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         Foreword
         

         Peter W. Schulze

      

      In 2016, two interconnected events unleashed the potential to change or even deconstruct
         major trends which have shaped the configuration of international actors for decades.
         Brexit could undermine the economic and political unity of the European Union and
         bring both its enlargement and its objective of being regarded as a relevant geopolitical
         actor to a standstill. Additionally, the election of a US president whose “America
         First” policy oscillates so extensively between more protectionist and less interventionist
         goals, without any strategic concept at the centre, will weaken Washington’s globally
         hegemonic position.
      

      Nonetheless, the “New World Order” cheerfully announced by the Bush administration
         after the collapse of the USSR put an end to the bipolar system and ended threats
         of Europe’s nuclear annihilation in a case of war. In retrospect however, Eastern
         and Western experts both agree that neither the bipolar order nor the United States’
         subsequent unipolar hegemony have succeeded in creating a peaceful world. The inclusion
         of most former Warsaw Pact countries within NATO and the EU factually eliminated the
         danger of European interstate warfare; but a unified security order encompassing all
         European states has not emerged. Pushing aside the opportunity offered by the Charter
         of Paris, Europe has been divided into several spaces of security. While Western Europe
         has enjoyed security and economic wellbeing, institutionally enshrined in NATO and
         the EU, the majority of the CIS countries have only been limply regulated by Russia
         in security arrangements, the Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO), and
         the Eurasian Economic Union (EEU). Moreover, the space stretching from the Baltic
         Sea to the area in between the Black and Caspian seas, Europe-in-between, is composed of states too politically unstable, economically weak, and torn apart
         socially by ethnic strife to guarantee either the welfare or the security of their
         citizens. The present crisis in Ukraine is indicative of the complexity of internal
         problems and their exploitation by outside forces.
      

      Undoubtedly, the last decade of the twentieth century and the first decade of the
         new millennium witnessed fundamental shifts in the power constellation of international
         actors. So far, transformations have been influenced by the interplay of Washington,
         Moscow, and Beijing, and, less significantly, by the European Union: The current global
         order, established by the hegemonic US and founded on liberal institutions and universal
         values, is now being challenged by nascent counter forces. If successful, these forces
         will eventually create a multipolar or polycentric global order. Nevertheless, the
         central question remains unanswered: can the emerging polycentric global order provide
         security and welfare for the international community?
      

      In the midst of these changes on a global scale, the European integration process
         has run into an impasse of internal contradictions and external challenges. The EU
         is undoubtedly in dire need of reform; some European perestroika and glasnost are required. The debate on deepening versus widening which dominated the 1980s has appeared on the agenda again, but has been addressed
         differently.
      

      Given the economic and political turbulence since 2009, widening seems to be out of
         the question for the foreseeable time. But deepening is subject to harsh populist
         reactions. Core Europe, the democratisation of the EU, and/or the regression to a
         commonwealth of nation-states that reduces supranational authority, are fiercely debated
         concepts. The issues are complicated by the impasse of EU-Russia relations which had
         already started nine years ago but escalated to reciprocal sanctions during the Ukraine
         crisis. Antagonistic narratives on both sides have caused the destruction of a formerly
         high-level and intensive network of interest-based, cooperative, multilateral and
         bilateral relations. But the question is: how to reach a negotiated and peaceful solution,
         agreed by both sides, on the Ukraine crisis?
      

      Time is running out because we are seeing a change of paradigm on both sides. Frustrations
         about Brussels are growing, and nourish the shift towards a Greater Eurasian concept.
         Russia is tilting to the East, to the Pacific Rim and China. The EU is no longer the
         sought-after partner, but has been reduced to the status of a neighbour. Yet without
         the common and shared responsibility of Brussels and Moscow, the potential for explosive
         conditions in Europe-in-between cannot be resolved.
      

      Quo Vadis Europe? Further, can the European Union and Russia build a common and shared understanding
         for creating welfare, peace, and stability in Europe? The main issues addressed in
         this book were debated in two DOC workshops in Rhodes and Berlin in 2016.
      

   
      
         Introduction: Quo Vadis Europe— The End of a Dream?
         

         Wendelin Ettmayer

      

      
         
            The Diplomatic Revolution in Europe
            

         

         During the last two generations, the legitimacy, goals, and means of diplomatic relations
            among European states have totally changed. What have also changed are their attitudes
            towards war and sovereignty. The legitimacy of foreign policy, throughout the centuries,
            had been based on the increase of the power of the state and the glory of the monarch.
            Foreign policy was power politics. The history of diplomacy was the history of wars,
            and peace negotiations, followed by other wars (Simms 2013).
         

         During the last two generations, a revolution has taken place. In today’s Europe,
            the legitimacy of foreign policy is found in the promotion of the welfare of the people:
            improving living standards; the observation of human rights; the promotion of commerce
            and culture; the creation of jobs; and the protection of the environment. The Welfare
            State has an international dimension, and this is especially true in Europe. The welfare
            of the people, not the increase of the power of the state, legitimises foreign policy
            in today’s Europe (Ettmayer 2016).
         

         The traditional goals of foreign policy—the increase of the power of the state—are
            still taught in our schools; Metternich, Bismarck, and Kissinger are still presented
            as the great heroes of diplomacy. This corresponds to the traditional way diplomacy
            was conducted. After the 1648 Peace of Westphalia, a system of states emerged in Europe
            where mutual relations were upheld by the principles of state sovereignty and territorial
            integrity. States were not subject to superior authority and the national interest
            was the driving force of foreign policy. Diplomacy concentrated on the maintenance
            of the balance of power. The soldier and the diplomat constituted a unified whole.
            Diplomacy reflected the art of the possible; war was seen as the continuation of politics, albeit by other means (Windelband
            1922).
         

         Why has all that changed? After the horrible suffering of the Second World War, European
            countries began the process of integration, based on economic cooperation and the
            establishment of supranational institutions. The promotion of the welfare of the people
            became a component of foreign policy worldwide. Within the framework of the United
            Nations, special agencies were established like the United Nations Conference on Trade
            and Development, the United Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund, the United
            Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, the United Nations Development Program, and
            the World Food Program (Schurmann 1974).
         

         However, in Western Europe some countries went much further. With the establishment
            of the Council of Europe, the protection of human rights, pluralist democracy, and
            the rule of law became generally recognised principles, monitored by an international
            organisation; and with the foundation of the European Coal and Steel Community, the
            supranational management of central parts of national economies was to prevent wars
            in future. The thinking behind those initiatives was that economic integration would
            push back national interests and promote political cooperation and integration.
         

         The result was that in Europe we not only established a new manner of legitimacy for
            foreign policy and new goals for diplomacy, but also new means of safeguarding peace
            and security. The traditional means of foreign policy were realpolitik, raison d’ État, and war. That meant that a state was allowed to do everything to increase its power;
            a state was entitled to practice behaviour forbidden to private individuals: to kill,
            to destroy, to wage war. Contrary to those traditional means, the new means of safeguarding
            peace and security in Europe are cooperation and integration. Today we follow a new
            logic. The logic of war has been replaced by the logic of values: democracy, human
            rights, and the rule of law (Moussis 2007). It has become unthinkable for European
            countries to wage war against one another. In Europe, war is no longer considered
            an extension of politics by other means. The logic of maintaining peace by a balance
            of power, established on the basis of confrontation, has been replaced by the concept
            of cooperation. That is how we have achieved sixty years of peace in Western Europe.
         

         The sovereignty of the state, which used to be absolute, has been drastically diminished
            in many fields. The traditional way of guaranteeing peace was through respect of national
            sovereignty, combined with the principle of non-interference regarding the internal
            affairs of a sovereign country. This approach has also totally changed. Today, peace
            is built on the respect of basic values like human rights, democracy, and the rule
            of law. And the implementation of those values is subject to international monitoring
            by organisations like the Council of Europe, the European Union, and the Organization
            for Security and Cooperation in Europe (OSCE). Those organisations have the right
            to interfere in the internal affairs of all member states to safeguard the implementation
            of those values.
         

         To demonstrate the changes that have taken place I would like to take the example
            of a few figures who have been regarded as great throughout history. Rulers like Alexander the Great, Caesar, Charlemagne, Peter the
            Great, and many others went down in history as great heroic figures, because they
            succeeded in establishing empires, and increased the power of their kingdoms regardless
            of the extent of sacrifice and number of human casualties. Today, their methods would
            not be considered great; they would make rulers today candidates for a war crimes
            tribunal (Huber 2011).
         

      

      
         
            Achievements and Crises
            

         

         The achievements of European integration since the Second World War are remarkable:
            Western Europe has enjoyed two generations of peace and prosperity—this had never
            been the case in 2,000 years of prior European history. Old hereditary enemies have
            become friends, like France and Germany; centuries of confrontation have been replaced
            by cooperation. So why would difficulties such as the Euro crisis arise all of a sudden?
            In my opinion, the basic failure is the following: European nations gave up exclusive
            sovereignty in several fields: some countries gave up their national currencies; many
            countries opened their borders or have given up national border control. The problem
            is this: countries gave up essential parts of their national sovereignty, but no European
            sovereignty has been established instead (Menzel 2015).
         

         When the Euro was introduced as a common currency in 1999, it brought many advantages:
            for travellers it was no longer necessary to exchange money; all member countries
            experienced low interest rates, which stimulated borrowing and economic growth, although
            it also allowed countries like Greece to accumulate enormous debts. An optimistic
            language was supposed to pave the way for a better reality. In this sense we talked,
            and still talk, about the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU) as the basis for the common
            currency, but in reality the European Economic Union has never been created. The creation
            of a monetary union (the introduction of the Euro) has not been accompanied by an
            economic union. It is not clear if such an economic union could ever be organised;
            the differences among the political and economic cultures of the Eurozone’s members
            are too great. There are plenty of contrasts that demonstrate this: Austria cuts the
            number of civil servants, but 60,000 new teachers are hired in France; the retirement
            age is raised in Germany, but lowered in France; in times of economic crisis, the
            political parties in Finland competed to impose more austerity, whereas in Greece,
            most political parties have campaigned to oppose austerity policies.
         

         All in all, one can say that the European project has been too optimistic. The protagonists
            were convinced that monetary union would lead to an economic union, and eventually
            to a political union. Certainly, some common rules have been established—it has been
            decided that national budget deficits should not be higher than 3 percent of GDP,
            that national debts should not exceed 60 percent of GDP, and that in all member countries,
            inflation should be kept low. However, other rules show the impracticality of the
            Euro project: It has been stipulated, for instance, that no assistance should be granted
            to countries in need; and that states which do not obey the rules should be punished.
            But when we consider the billions of dollars given in subsidies to Eurozone members
            that have run into major financial difficulties, we can see how useless these rules
            have been.
         

         Considering all these developments, the fundamental difficulty with the EU is as follows.
            The basic question of whether the EU should become a real political union or remain
            a confederation of nation-states remains unresolved. It is not clear how much political
            sovereignty member states want to keep, and how much they are willing to give up.
            This question does not only concern currency, but also other areas, like whether there
            should be a European army or Europe should rely on NATO for its defence. There is
            certainly a strategic partnership between the EU and NATO as far as crisis management
            is concerned (the so-called Berlin Plus agreements), but the basic question, of to
            what extent Europe should have unified armed forces under a unified European command,
            has not been addressed (Diehl 2008).
         

      

      
         
            The Common Security and Defence Policy (CSDP)
            

         

         According to the EU treaty, military matters and national defence remain the responsibility
            of the nation-state. Accordingly, the EU can only act in these fields with the unanimous
            support of all members. On the other hand, Europe should be active towards the outside
            world, spread its values, and participate in crisis management. In this sense, the
            Common Security and Defence Policy (formerly the European Security and Defence Policy),
            a foundational structure for European military union, is not about great armies and
            great wars, but about participation in conflict management. The Lisbon Treaty, which
            came into force on 1 December 2009, established the post of High Representative of
            the Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. Political and military solidarity
            among EU member states was also stipulated in the treaty by a mutual assistance clause
            and a solidarity clause (Schmidl 2005).
         

         The European Security Strategy (ESS) (Solana 2003) is a doctrine which should provide
            a framework for actions abroad. It was adopted in December 2003 in order to implement
            EU values and objectives in the fields of foreign and security policy. The ESS contains
            an analysis of global threats and challenges to European security, including: terrorism;
            the proliferations of weapons of mass destruction; regional conflicts with international
            impacts; failing states; and organised crime. The ESS sets out three instruments for
            maintaining security and promoting EU values:
         

         
            	
               Conducting a policy of conflict prevention (by way of civilian and military capabilities);

            

            	
               Building security in the European neighbourhood;

            

            	
               Promoting multilateralism through international law and the United Nations.

            

         

         The main activities in the ESS framework are the so-called Petersberg tasks (a list
            of military and security priorities under the Common Security and Defence Policy),
            and crisis management. The Petersberg tasks concentrate on humanitarian and rescue
            operations, peacekeeping, crisis management, and peace-making. Police activities should
            also contribute towards ensuring the rule of law in an area of crisis, strengthening
            civil administration, and protecting civilians. Some examples of Common Security and
            Defence Policy (CSDP) operations include the following: among military operations,
            the EUFOR Concordia peacekeeping mission in the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
            (FYROM), deployed in 2003 in order to enforce stability for the implementation of
            the Ochrid Agreement; in 2003–2006, EUFOR Operation Artemis was deployed in the Democratic
            Republic of Congo. Its mandate was to secure refugee centres in its area of operation,
            to secure the airports, and to provide safety for NGOs; and in December 2004, EUFOR
            Operation Althea in Bosnia-Herzegovina replaced NATO’s SFOR as a guarantor of the
            1995 Dayton Agreement (Bjola and Kornprobst 2013).
         

         As far as civilian cooperation is concerned, the EU police mission in Bosnia and Herzegovina,
            of 2003, can be mentioned, as well as the police mission in the FYROM (Macedonia)
            of the same year. A mission in Georgia had the goal of improving the rule of law in
            that country; the same goal was shared by the police mission in the Democratic Republic
            of Congo. All in all, CSDP operations are aimed at conflict management, preventing
            crises from unfolding, and stabilising post conflict situations.
         

         To a considerable extent, the notion of a Common Security and Defence Policy remains
            wishful thinking, and does not correspond to reality. Defence matters stay within
            the exclusive responsibility of the member states. Actually, it is quite evident that
            the more powerful states continue to follow their own security interests: the United
            Kingdom, for example, joined the United States in the Iraq War of 2003, whereas Germany
            and France strongly opposed the war. The larger powers have followed their own policies
            concerning Moscow and Beijing; there are different approaches regarding Kosovo, and
            the possibility of a Palestinian state, and different attitudes were taken when a
            no-fly zone was imposed upon Libya. However, some European protagonists hope that
            in future, the notions used in this policy document, and the objectives outlined in
            it, could create a new state of mind, and eventually, a new reality.
         

      

      
         
            Repercussions upon Transatlantic Relations
            

         

         The ESS stipulates that the transatlantic relationship with the United States is irreplaceable:
            “Acting together, the EU and the United States can be a formidable force for the good
            in the world … Our aim should be an effective and balanced partnership with the USA”
            (Solana 2003). Cooperation with the US is certainly an essential reason for the EU
            to build up its defence capabilities and to increase its level of collective coherence.
         

         At the same time, we should not forget that quite significant differences have developed
            between the European and American states of mind. We have developed different attitudes
            towards war as a policy instrument, and towards the outside world in general. The
            use of military force in order to implement policy goals among European countries
            has become unthinkable. At the same time, perspectives on using military force towards
            the outside world have also changed. Within Europe, as a rule, the military is no
            longer deployed in support of national diplomacy. No matter how great the differences
            are over Greek debt in Brussels, no European country would rely on its army to further
            its cause.
         

         At the same time, echoing an eighteenth century sentiment ascribed to Friedrich the
            Great, an American scholar recently stated that “a Foreign Policy without the backing
            of the military is like a baseball game without the baseball bat” (Jensen and Miller
            1997). This way of thinking does not exist in Europe anymore. Furthermore, Europeans
            have developed different attitudes concerning the essential challenges of our time:
            how to cope with the environment (agreements such as the Kyoto Protocol); the important
            role of the International Criminal Court; the role of the UN in a multipolar world;
            and state sovereignty in general.
         

         All in all, we can say that the European project has achieved fantastic goals in only
            two generations: peace, security, the new European diplomacy which does not rely on
            war, and a foreign policy that concentrates on the wellbeing of the people. However,
            some fundamental questions remain unresolved, the most important being whether Europe
            should become a federal state, or remain a confederation of national states.
         

      

      
         
            Conclusions
            

         

         As long as this fundamental question remains unresolved—the question of to what extent
            the European Union should become a real political union—it will be very difficult
            to find solutions to existing problems. And as this question has been unresolved since
            the beginning, the prospects for solutions are rather dim.
         

         The founding fathers of the EU (back then, the Common Market), stipulated that member
            states should form ever closer union, apparently meaning that a supranational European
            state should eventually be created. But, since the beginning, there has been no unanimity
            as to what that really meant.
         

         When the British joined in 1973, they made it very clear from the outset that they
            did not want to give up their national sovereignty, and would prefer a customs union
            or a free-trade area. As these differences with the views of the European Supranationalists
            could never be resolved, and new challenges like the migration crisis could not be
            met, Brexit was only a logical consequence.
         

         Most countries have agreed to “European solutions” whenever technical questions have
            arisen; from agricultural subsidies to telecommunications; from the harmonisation
            of norms for educational standards to trade agreements. But they have remained very
            hesitant when issues arose which touched on national sovereignty, like foreign policy,
            national defence, or matters of internal security.
         

         After the people of France and the Netherlands had rejected a European Constitution,
            which would have been the basis of a United States of Europe, several compromises
            were found which worked as long as fair weather conditions prevailed. National sovereignty
            was given up, but no European sovereignty was created. That was the case concerning
            the common currency, the Euro; but also for the migration policy formulated by the
            Dublin agreements. In the European Union of today, we therefore live in a time of
            divided sovereignty; and this means that there are no clear solutions for the foreseeable
            future. The crises will be prolonged.
         

         The following conclusion can therefore be drawn: during the opening decades of its
            existence, the unification of Europe brought about the solution of the existing problems:
            peace and security on the continent were established. As the process of supra-nationalisation
            was pushed further by some, but not wanted by others, the EU increasingly became the
            cause of new problems, rather than the solution, and member states became more and
            more divided: Germany, alongside other states, was convinced that hard work, rather
            than more debts, was the basis of the common currency; some countries were open to
            and even welcomed the influx of migrants, whereas others opposed this policy; and
            some countries, like Austria, want to establish a partnership with Russia, whereas
            others demonstrate an antagonistic attitude towards Europe’s great neighbour. Brussels
            would therefore be well-advised to solve these problems before advancing on to new
            supranational adventures.
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            Part I:
            

            A Comprehensive Peace Order in Europe: Myths, Narratives, Mistakes, and Perspectives

         

      

   
      
         
            The Future of the EU: What Is at Stake?
            

            Walter Schwimmer

         

         In September 2016, the President of the European Commission, Jean-Claude Juncker,
            gave his State of the Union speech, and started, I quote, “I stood here a year ago
            and I told you that the State of our Union was not good. I told you that there is
            not enough Europe in this Union. And that there is not enough Union in this Union.
            I am not going to stand here today and tell you that everything is now fine. It is
            not” (European Commission 2016a). That was in September 2016. Three months later his
            wording became more critical, speaking about a “polycrisis” burning all over the place
            (in the German original: “Es brennt an allen Ecken und Enden”). And that applied not
            only to Europe and the Union, but to the whole world, with global flames reaching
            to Europe as well (ZDF 2017).
         

         No less a figure than the former President of the European Parliament also once said
            in an interview with a German newspaper, “I am deeply concerned about the state of
            the EU.” And he added in a crude manner, which I quote first in the German original:
            “Ich glaube, dass uns der Laden um die Ohren fliegen kann” (Krupa and Ulrich 2015).
            It is difficult to translate literally, but he believes the store could “fly past
            our ears”, meaning that the “store”, namely the European Union, could blow up in our
            face!
         

         Two of the highest representatives of the European Union, the presidents of the Commission
            and the Parliament, see the Union, and beyond it the whole world, in flames; even
            pointing towards the Union blowing up. Is that a future of the EU that we should seek
            to explore and discuss?
         

         Indeed, not only the European Union, but Europe as a whole has never in its history
            been confronted with so many serious problems, which one could even call existential
            risks. Could it be that the United Kingdom is simply the first to leave a sinking
            ship?
         

         The economic and financial crisis 2008 had its origin in the United States but its
            implications for Europe have been tremendous. It began in 2007 with a crisis in the
            subprime mortgage market in the US, and developed into an international banking crisis
            in 2008. The International Monetary Fund concluded that it was the worst global recession
            since World War Two. In 2009, the Eurozone crisis, or the European sovereign debt
            crisis, emerged as a multi-year debt crisis. Greece, Portugal, Ireland, Spain, and
            Cyprus were no longer able to pay their debts, and not only these states but the European
            Union as a whole survived the financial crisis only thanks to large contributions
            from richer countries, i. e., from taxpayers, and institutions such as the European
            Central Bank and the International Monetary Fund. But as a consequence the economy
            declined, and even today it has not yet really recovered. Economic growth is still
            very slow and unemployment, particularly among young people, is high. The European
            Central Bank, which has to be optimistic by profession, has only recently spoken about
            a moderate recovery (European Central Bank 2016).
         

         The single currency of the Union (which is not really a single currency, as everybody
            knows), came into a crisis because of the foreseeable financial misbehavior of some
            member countries; and the problems are not yet over. It was the result of creating
            a monetary union without creating its pre-condition, a financial union. Budgetary
            discipline of member countries is still the exception rather than the rule.
         

         The EU’s free trade relationships with important partners are at stake. CETA, with
            Canada, was the cause of a ridiculous tragicomedy and may still be subject to weird
            obstacles in a number of the 28 parliaments. In addition, the example of the Wallonian
            regional parliament demonstrated that giving in to the demands of member countries
            and their political structures for more rights is not the solution, but it is understandable
            so long as there are democratic shortcomings in the decision making process of the
            EU! There are still diverging interests among member countries, and there are sometimes
            very different expectations of what the Union should be and do. The main aims of the
            Lisbon Treaty were, with that in view, improved decision making, democratisation,
            and clear distinctions between the competences of the Union and its members. The goals
            were only partially reached. Despite the Lisbon Treaty, the image of the Union still
            looks like the sum of 28 egos.
         

         Since the Treaty of Maastricht, the European Union has—or to put it better, its member
            states have—tried to transform the economic community into a political union. Attempts
            to give the Union a constitution and thereby to strengthen the attitude of this entity sui generis as a kind of (super) state failed in the referenda of France and the Netherlands,
            although the outcome of these votes had very little to do with the content and aims
            of the constitution, but had more to do with domestic issues. This behavior was no
            different from the behavior of voters in the Dutch rejection of the association agreement
            with Ukraine, or the general attitude towards European Parliament elections. To escape
            from this referendum dilemma, or trap, decision makers created the “reform” treaty
            of Lisbon. Some called the Lisbon Treaty a constitutional treaty, but that was pure
            euphemism. The Lisbon Treaty is just a treaty amending the original treaties of Rome
            (1957), and Maastricht (1992), not replacing them. It represents another compromise
            among member countries; what else could it be? Nevertheless, the treaty was better
            than it was perceived by critics and euro-sceptics. A compromise, even a fair one,
            can never satisfy everybody.
         

         So what was achieved by the Lisbon Treaty, and which improvements are still missing?
            The Union after the Lisbon Treaty is certainly more democratic than before; one may
            argue how much more democratic, but there has been significant progress. The European
            Parliament received more co-decision-making rights, particularly regarding the budget
            and international agreements. But the main democratic deficiency still remains. The
            main legislative and executive powers are still with the European Council. The European
            Parliament is not a fully-fledged parliament, nor is the European Commission a real
            government. But what is the European Council?
         

         The Council is the body consisting of the heads of state and government of the member
            states. One strong argument for this situation is that the European Council is the
            representation of member states, which is true as far as their governments are concerned.
            Those who are clearly not represented in this body of legislative power, in contrast
            to the European Parliament, are the national opposition forces. So there is still
            a democratic deficiency within the Union. If a state organised like the European Union
            applied for European Union membership, it would be rejected due to non-compliance
            with the Copenhagen criteria.
         

         The democratic deficiency of decision making in the EU creates mistrust; the perception
            of CETA and TTIP may serve as examples here. TTIP, because it was negotiated behind
            closed doors, is certainly dead, and we will see that the position of the new US administration
            seems not to be in favour of free trade at all. Trump seems to rely on protectionism
            and trying to divide Europeans, instead of forming a partnership with the European
            Union. The EU has a huge stake in preserving a rules-based global system. A relapse
            to a world dominated by protectionism, power politics, and competing nationalisms
            would undermine the EU’s foundation as a transnational union that seeks collective
            solutions to its members’ problems. But as Stefan Lehne also advises the EU, “The
            EU should take Donald Trump’s arrival as U.S. president as a major wake-up call to
            upgrade its foreign and security policies” (Lehne 2017). Europe should not expect
            Washington to take the lead in responding to any emerging crisis, as generations of
            European politicians have thus far been conditioned to expect. But that requires more
            common sense and more solidarity among EU members!
         

         There are certainly chances to gain elsewhere what may be lost in trade and exports
            to the US. When the Trump administration opts out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership
            (TPP), with strong economies such as Australia, Japan, New Zealand, and Singapore
            and emerging economies like Vietnam; and when the new president even wants to dismantle
            NAFTA, Europe can fill the gap left by the US. But again, common action and coherence
            are needed, as Trump may try to divide Europe.
         

         The Union does not only face external problems. There are also conflicts between the
            European Commission and member countries on matters of violations of fundamental rights
            such as independence of the justice system, or freedom of the media. On 27 July 2016,
            the European Commission adopted a Rule of Law Recommendation on the situation in Poland,
            setting out the Commission’s concerns and recommending how these can be addressed.
            The European Commission’s First Vice-President Frans Timmermans commented on the recommendation:
            “Despite the dialogue pursued with the Polish authorities since the beginning of the
            year, the Commission considers the main issues which threaten the rule of law in Poland
            have not been resolved. We are therefore now making concrete recommendations to the
            Polish authorities on how to address the concerns so that the Constitutional Tribunal
            of Poland can carry out its mandate to deliver effective constitutional review” (European
            Commission 2016b).
         

         Regarding Hungary, the European Commission has been concerned about constitutional
            amendments, media policy, and latterly at the treatment of refugees. Luxembourg’s
            Foreign Minister Jean Asselborn even called for Hungary to be suspended or even expelled
            from the European Union because of its “massive violation” of fundamental EU values
            (“Exclude Hungary”, 2016).
         

         Relations with Turkey, a country with an already contested candidate status, have
            been at stake since the repression of the opposition and the free media after the
            failed military putsch. So far, Europe has been very patient with the Turkish government, and we all clearly
            condemn the attempt of parts of the army to overthrow the democratically legitimate
            government. But in the meantime, it is much more than a feeling that the failed putsch has been used to eliminate all critics of the government and particularly critics
            of the president. With the arrests of the HDP party leaders and of the journalists
            of Cumhuryet, in my view, Turkey has crossed a red line, not only for the European
            Union but also for the Council of Europe. And I am scared that Erdogan is pushing
            for the re-introduction of the death penalty, provoking harsh reactions from not only
            the European Union but also from the Council of Europe, an institution Turkey has
            been a member of since 1949. Recent developments are certain to stoke tensions between
            Turkey, the European Union, and certain member states. Turkey is blaming the EU for
            “fostering terrorism” by permitting (peaceful) demonstrations organised by groups
            allegedly close to the PKK, as well as educational institutions close to the Gülen
            movement; President Erdogan has also called Germany a “haven for terrorists” (Winter
            2016). Tensions have already risen between Turkey and Greece, after a court’s decisions
            not to extradite Turkish soldiers who fled to Greece after the putsch. Another conflict is emerging with Germany, where 40 Turkish officers serving on
            NATO staff have applied for asylum because they fear being arrested and tortured upon
            return to their homeland.
         

         On the other hand, Europe seems to be dependent on Turkey in handling the refugee
            issue. This is a clear dilemma. The way the European Union and its member countries
            have tackled the Turkey case thus far does not enhance the EU’s credibility!
         

         And nor does the refugee issue itself demonstrate a well-functioning Union. Member
            states were neither able to develop a common policy nor a distribution of asylum seekers
            based on solidarity, nor could the theoretical agreement on better protection of the
            external borders of the Union turn from words to efficient deeds. Some ideas sound
            really funny, for example, when the president of the landlocked Czech Republic calls
            for more military boats, they will certainly not come from the Vltava River (Maurice
            2015).
         

         But it is precisely the refugee issue that sheds light on one very positive side of
            the Union. Ask yourself why millions of refugees and other migrants want to come to
            Europe! I think the answer is obvious. In Europe there is peace. In Europe there is
            prosperity. In Europe there is a system of social security and welfare. So it is the
            success story of Europe that makes the continent attractive for people who are seeking
            a new home for multiple reasons.
         

         The so-called refugee crisis was foreseeable, but little happened to prevent it. The
            development including the wave of refugees stemming from war-shackled Afghanistan,
            a still-debilitated and festering Iraq, and civil war-torn Syria, was predictable
            as well as avoidable. Despite frequent disasters in the Mediterranean, with thousands
            of deaths, the situation in Africa, north and south of the Sahara, has not only been
            well-known but also totally neglected. I myself, in my capacity as Secretary General
            of the Council of Europe, urged the responsible decision makers at European Union
            and national levels to implement a coherent strategy of migration management for the
            cooperation of countries of origin, transit, and destination. That was in 2002. 15
            years later I see the same politicians who should have already acted demanding what
            I requested a long time ago.
         

         The current picture of Europe certainly has its scratches and its flaws, but Europe
            is still valid and valuable.
         

         We don’t have peace in the whole of Europe. Eastern Ukraine is a matter of concern
            for all of us. The European Union doesn’t have friendly relations anymore with its
            largest European neighbour, Russia. There are serious differences on the status of
            Crimea and the territorial integrity of Ukraine. There is a system of sanctions and
            counter-sanctions that is a burden not only for the Russian economy but for the European
            economy as well.
         

         The sanctions are not uncontested within the Union and the way another prolongation
            has been announced also demonstrates a deficiency in the decision making process of
            the EU. “To keep the sanctions” was something agreed between US President Obama and
            the heads of state and government of France, Germany, Italy, Spain, and the UK, meeting
            in Berlin (Eddy and Harris 2016), patronising 23 other EU member countries and putting
            them in a difficult situation, as opposing the sanctions would have meant opposing
            the five larger powers in addition to the US. The Berlin agreement, if I may call
            it that, also neglects the rights and the role of the European Commission, which is
            in charge of the internal market as well as foreign trade relations. Do we need more
            evidence for the clearly disfunctional state of European institutions?
         

         Prosperity does not extend to everybody, despite the presence of social security and
            the welfare state. I have already mentioned the high rate of youth unemployment. But
            there is still a big gap in the standard of living between the vast majority of the
            old and new members. This creates various kinds of drain from east to west. It is
            not only the flow of migrants from outside Europe but also inner-European migration
            that concerns people. This consequence of the free movement of people was allegedly
            among the main reasons for Brexit for many in the United Kingdom.
         

         And thus we have arrived at the worst case example, a member country voluntarily leaving
            the Union. There are certainly many domestic reasons for the decision of the British
            people, including the lies and misinformation during the campaign, or, as Carnegie
            Europe called it, another European tale of unfulfilled promises (Vimont 2016). But
            as it stands, one large economy will be cut off from the European market; an influential
            state, a permanent member of the UN Security Council, will depart from the Common
            Foreign and Security Policy (as weak as CFSP may be). Although the voluntary exit
            from the Union was introduced through the Lisbon Treaty only recently, nobody, neither
            the Union nor its member states and I would dare to say least of all the UK, was prepared
            for such an event. Analysts say the UK will suffer from Brexit more than the Union,
            but the EU will certainly be weaker. The then Austrian Foreign Minister, Alois Mock,
            had warned as early as 1995 that though the process of European unification had already
            progressed a long way, it was not irreversible (Vytiska and Wachter 2017, 63). With
            Brexit, the myth of the irreversibility of the European integration process has come
            to a brutal end.
         

         That is what some rising political forces want to achieve. Populist and nationalist
            movements, many of them, but not all, located at the extreme right, preach the philosophy
            of “my country first”; Britain first, France first, Germany first, Austria first,
            Hungary first, etc.; of course, each to the cost of the others. Together they hail
            Donald Trump’s “America first” outlook. The extreme right of Europe feels itself strengthened
            by the election of Trump. Florian Philippot, close advisor to the French far-right
            leader Marie LePen, said with reference to the liberal establishment, “Their world
            is crumbling. Ours is being built” (Chrisafis 2017). Obviously, the rise of these
            protectionist forces weakens governments and democratic oppositions scared by the
            risk of defeat in forthcoming elections.
         

         But instead of staring like a mouse hypnotised by a snake, we have to remember, and
            emphasise, what the European Union and the whole concept of European unification is
            about. First and foremost, it is still about peace, shared prosperity, solidarity,
            and common responsibility. In the first step to achieving that, or to put it better,
            re-achieving that, I agree with Jean-Claude Juncker’s State of the Union comments;
            we should admit that we have many unresolved problems in Europe. Secondly, Juncker
            reminded us that the world is watching us. Europe has to find its own independent
            role in a globalised world.
         

         So, there are problems upon problems, questions upon questions. And it is an ambitious
            endeavor to look for the right answers. There is indeed a lot on our plate.
         

         Can the Union of 27 (after Brexit) provide these answers? Or should the whole Union
            go back to its core, assembled round those countries who can really afford the common
            currency, with an outer ring of countries sharing more or less the same market and
            the modified or reduced four freedoms? Does the Union need one more round of reform
            for its institutions after the treaties of Maastricht, Amsterdam, Nice, and Lisbon?
            Does anyone have the impression that any of these treaties helped resolve the fundamental
            questions of the Union?
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