

The Democratic Illusion of Europe

Why This Book Is Neither Anti-European nor Anti-American

This book is not written against Europe, nor is it written against the United States. It is written against the systematic erosion of democratic self-government wherever it occurs, re-gardless of flag, language, or institutional form. To confuse cri-ticism of power with hostility toward a civilization is a familiar tactic of entrenched elites, and it is precisely that confusion this book seeks to dispel. Europe is more than the European Union, just as America is more than any single administration, party, or moment in time. What is at stake here is not geography or identity, but the survival of constitutional restraint, popular consent, and political accountability.
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Foreword

For more than eighty years, the Atlantic compact rested on prudence rather than ideology. The United States guaranteed Europe’s security not to wage perpetual wars, but to prevent them; Europe rebuilt not to export moral crusades, but to recover its nations. That arrangement—born from the catastrophe of 1945— assumed limits: limits to power, limits to ambition, and limits to the moralizing impulse that turns foreign policy into a permanent emergency. Those limits are now being discarded.

The war in Ukraine has become the latest theater in a familiar tragedy: a conflict recast as a civilizational test, insulated from democratic consent, financed by debt, and sustained by elites who bear none of its costs. Against this logic, Donald Trump has voiced an unfashionable but historically grounded truth: nations that cannot define an end to war will eventually lose their republics. His call to end the killing has been met not with debate but with denunciation by a European political class that confuses escalation with virtue. In this new alignment, Volodymyr Zelenskyy, ruling under wartime decree, has bound his cause to a coalition that promises money, arms, and moral absolution—Berlin, Paris, London, and Brussels—while scorning restraint as weakness. Under Ursula von der Leyen, the European Union has crossed a dangerous Rubicon: it has transformed itself from an economic arrangement among nations into a centralized actor with a financial stake in war, openly diverging from the United States and wagering Europe’s future on indefinite conflict. When Ukrainian leaders speak lightly of time solving politics—or of waiting out American elections—they reveal the perverse incentives of a system in which others pay the bills and bury the dead. This is not alliance; it is entanglement. It is the substitution of democratic consent with technocratic resolve, of national interest with abstract mission.

History offers no mercy to such experiments. Republics do not survive endless wars abroad any more than empires survive the loss of legitimacy at home. If the United States is to remain a republic—and Europe a continent of nations rather than an armed bureaucracy—then peace, not permanence of war, must again be the measure of statesmanship.




Introduction

The project of institutional reform of the European Union

Since 1986, the date of the signing of the Single European Act, European integration has been engaged in a permanent process of revising its founding principles, a chaotic process that in itself illustrates both the instability and the fragility of the European Union. Thus, after the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in February 1992 and then the conclusion of the Amsterdam Treaty in June 1997, the Cologne European Council had to agree to a new Intergovernmental Conference (IGC), the third in less than ten years, which finally resulted in the Treaty of Nice (December 2000). Finally, faced with the failure of this new treaty, a failure symbolized by its rejection in June 2001 during the referendum organized in Ireland, a Convention on the Future of the Union has been meeting regularly since March 2002 in order, in accordance with Declaration No. 23 annexed to the Treaty of Nice and the Laeken Declaration on the Future of the European Union of December 15, 2001, to prepare, in as broad and transparent a manner as possible, a new reform of the Community institutions going further than the tinkering carried out until then.

Discussions on the institutional future of the European Union have extended far beyond the purely community-based framework. Everyone remembers the resounding initiative of the German Foreign Minister, Joschka Fischer, who, on May 12, 2000, at Humboldt University in Berlin, advocated for the transformation of the European Union into a Federation. This intervention prompted the French Head of State, a few days before the start of the French Presidency of the Council of the European Union, to take a stand in favor of a European Constitution. Since then, the debate has been enriched by numerous laudatory contributions—from both the political sphere and various academic institutions— referring to the drafting of a Fundamental Treaty (Jean Monnet Chairs Report), a Fundamental Pact (Report of the General Planning Commission group chaired by Professor Jean-Louis Quermonne), or a gradual constitutionalization of its features (Duhamel Report adopted by the European Parliament in October 2001). For what has new reform institutional? In principle , no born disputes the fact that he it is urgent to redesign the architecture institutional of the European Union . On the one hand, lacking a political project and disavowed by the people, the Union European Union fails to achieve still not reconciled Enlargement and deepening . In this respect, we must wholeheartedly welcome the end of the illusion that hindered the Union's opening to the countries of Central and Eastern Europe in order to preserve the acquis communautaire and maintain the principle of integration intact. The long-delayed accession of the candidate states (with the exception of Turkey) represents a moral obligation, constitutes an economic necessity, and is part of the perspective of defending Europe's cultural values.

That being said, apart from future enlargements, several other factors also argue for a large-scale institutional reform. The collective resignation of the European Commission in March 1999 alone attests to this: the Community political system is in crisis; a crisis which, as demonstrated by the everincreasing abstention rate in European elections, seriously affects the legitimacy of the European project itself. In the labyrinth of an increasingly opaque and technocratic decision-making process, the Community's body of regulations imposes increasingly unbearable constraints on European citizens.

Finally, as a direct consequence of the above, the European Union is multiplying risky experiments, such as the diplomatic sanctions imposed on Austria in 2000 or the manifestations of interference in the French electoral process in the spring of 2002, initiatives taken in total violation of both Community law and the requirements of democracy, but which perfectly illustrates the loss of meaning of the European project.

Which model for which reform?

It must therefore be acknowledged that the time has come to lay the foundations for a new organization of Europe and, to that end, to find the appropriate institutional model. Specifically, it is clear that the vast majority of proposals put forward so far all refer, without exception, to the integrationist model, which, behind the appearance of a grand design, conceals the reality of a project that has run its course.

Technocratic utopianism

Certainly, the Monnet method is more contested than ever. In itself, the establishment of a Convention on the Future of the Union, intended to introduce greater transparency into the reform process of the treaty features, reflects, at least implicitly, a desire to break with both the elitist functionalism advocated by Jean Monnet and Robert Schuman—"Europe will not be made all at once, nor according to a single plan. It will be built through concrete achievements creating de facto solidarity"—and with the so-called "step-by-step" policy which, in the 1980s, led to profound revisions of the letter of the treaty features. But while the method appears obsolete, the Community model, on the other hand, remains a primary reference point. From Christian Democrats to Social Democrats and libertarians, everyone seems convinced that, subjected to the laws of globalization, the nations of the old continent will have to relinquish their political autonomy—more fictitious than real—and abandon the principle of sovereignty, which no longer exists in the world because, precisely, it is no longer the principle that orders and creates the world. This will be done in favor of a supranational structure within which they will no longer exercise political decision-making themselves. In this postnational era, it is repeated ad nauseam, there is no longer any alternative to the withdrawal of states, a withdrawal that the community model, by continually transferring powers from states to the European Union, is effectively achieving.




Chapter One — Manufacturing Necessity: War, Markets, and the Law

A useful starting point is not intention but structure. Power rarely announces itself as coercion; it presents itself as inevitability. Modern interventionism, particularly in the Euro-Atlantic world, operates through a familiar grammar: moral urgency replaces deliberation, technical complexity substitutes for accountability, and legal form is invoked to neutralize democratic resistance. What is sold as necessity is in fact choice—made by a narrow managerial class whose interests are insulated from both electoral consequence and judicial constraint. As Noam Chomsky has long argued, the central task of critical inquiry is to ask not what leaders say they intend, but what systems predictably produce. When war becomes permanent, the question is not why peace fails, but who benefits from its failure.

Economically, the logic is straightforward. War externalizes costs and internalizes profits. Public debt replaces taxation, diffusing responsibility across generations while concentrating gains in the present. Financial markets, arms producers, and the consultative industries that orbit them thrive on uncertainty; stability is their enemy. In this sense, war is not an aberration but a business model. Loans extended to non-member states, guarantees underwritten without parliamentary scrutiny, and assets frozen under novel legal theories all share a common feature: they bypass the ordinary mechanisms by which citizens consent to risk. The rhetoric of solidarity masks a transfer of liability from decision-makers to populations that neither authorized the policy nor control its continuation. Once capital is committed and reputations invested, exit becomes politically costly; escalation becomes the path of least resistance. What appears as resolve is often merely sunk cost.

Judicially, the transformation is more insidious. Law, once a restraint on power, is repurposed as its instrument. Emergency doctrines proliferate; exceptions harden into norms. Courts defer in the name of security, while executives discover that ambiguity is a renewable resource. International law, selectively cited, becomes a menu rather than a mandate. Principles once treated as universal—sovereignty, non-intervention, proportionality—are reinterpreted through the lens of alignment. The result is not the rule of law but the rule of procedure: actions are deemed legitimate not because they are just, but because they pass through approved channels. When legality is reduced to process, accountability evaporates.

This convergence of economic incentive and legal pliability creates a closed circuit. Policy is framed by experts, validated by compliant institutions, financed by debt, and enforced by narratives that delegitimize dissent as disloyalty. Democratic participation is narrowed to ritual affirmation after decisions have been made. The public is invited to choose sides in a moral drama, not to weigh costs, alternatives, or endpoints. In such a system, peace is destabilizing because it reopens questions that war conveniently suppresses: Who decides? Who pays? Who profits? And by what authority?

Non-interventionism, in this light, is not isolationism but constitutional hygiene. It insists that economic commitments require consent, that legal exceptions remain exceptional, and that the burden of proof lies with those who would risk other people’s lives and fortunes. It rejects the premise that complex systems absolve moral agency. Above all, it restores a simple democratic axiom: if a policy cannot be defended in plain language before the citizens who must bear its consequences, it has no claim to permanence. The task of this chapter is to trace how that axiom has been eroded—and how, if republics are to endure, it must be recovered.

Organizing empiricism

In contrast to this Orwellian model, intergovernmentalism aims to promote, in a voluntary, realistic, and pragmatic way, close collaboration between states, while respecting their identity, integrity, and sovereignty. The intergovernmental model enables states to cooperate freely within a confederation that guarantees each state its autonomy and independence. Today, the European Union still exhibits elements characteristic of this highly dual structure – the main intergovernmental body being the European Council, to which must be added the Council of Ministers of the European Union (when the ministers of the member states have the right of veto). But, often caricatured and systematically presented as outdated, archaic, or even reactionary by proponents of conformist, politically correct thinking for whom there is no other possible path than supranationality (just another way of removing the issue from democratic debate…), the Europe of Nations remains a largely unknown concept, despite its founding fathers, foremost among them General de Gaulle. It is the only credible response to this federal, centralizing, and bureaucratic Europe that undermines the European ideal. Yet, the Europe of Nations offers a vision for the future of nations in that it harmoniously reconciles the essential guarantee of the rights and freedoms of states with the necessary organization of their cooperation.

Specifically, since the debate currently underway in the European Union concerns the reform of its features, I present here, without claiming to be exhaustive, the main points of a revision of the Community institutions, drawing inspiration from the intergovernmental model. In this instance, two points appear essential: recognizing and protecting the fundamental rights of European nations in a declaration establishing the guiding principles of the new Union; and reorienting the European institutional system towards the fundamental principles of democracy.

Has declaration of rights fundamentals of nations European

The debate relating to the constitutionalization of the traits founders raised has question crucial : on which values the construction rests European? But , at this question TEA partisans of a Constitution European bring has answer unsuitable .

Instead than to give in to chimeras of constitutionalism , it would be preferable to integrate in the treaty revise on the Union European , in the form of a title first , a Declaration of Nations European – a true antithesis of the Constitution European – don’t the content would guarantee to each of the components of the Union , and in all Circumstances . His independence.

A Response to the European Constitution

The convening of the Convention on the Future of the European Union in December 2001 was widely presented as a historic turning point in the process of European integration. Official discourse framed the Convention as an exercise in openness, reflection, and democratic renewal. Yet such characterizations obscure more than they reveal. From the perspective of institutional analysis, the Convention is best understood not as a democratic breakthrough but as a recurring strategy by which entrenched elites seek to advance integration beyond the limits imposed by national electorates and intergovernmental constraint.

In federalist circles, the purpose of the Convention was never ambiguous. It was intended to prepare the ground for deeper political integration and, in doing so, to marginalize—if not effectively abolish—the intergovernmental model that had hitherto preserved the formal sovereignty of member states. The language of “constitutional debate” served primarily as a legitimating device, allowing outcomes long favored by integrationist actors to be presented as the product of collective deliberation rather than elite design.

A closer examination of the Convention itself reinforces this interpretation. Institutionally, it occupied an ambiguous space: neither an elected assembly nor a body explicitly grounded in the treaties. Its authority derived not from popular mandate but from political convenience. Such arrangements are familiar in modern governance systems. When existing democratic mechanisms prove resistant, alternative forums are constructed—consultative in appearance, decisive in effect—whose composition ensures that certain outcomes remain within acceptable bounds.

The ambition to provide Europe with a Constitution is not new. As Paul Magnette has observed, it resurfaces at every moment of crisis or stagnation in the integration process. Constitutionalization functions less as a solution to concrete institutional problems than as an ideological response to political resistance. When publics express doubt, the remedy proposed is not recalibration or restraint, but a further abstraction of authority—removed yet another step from democratic control.

The origins of this strategy can be traced back to the earliest moments of postwar European cooperation. From the Congress of The Hague in 1949 to the aborted European Defense Community, constitutional projects have repeatedly been invoked as mechanisms to bypass the limits of consent. The failure of these early initiatives did not discredit the idea; rather, it reinforced a pattern in which rejection is reinterpreted as insufficient preparation rather than substantive opposition.

This dynamic became particularly visible in the early 1980s, when European integration encountered prolonged stagnation. The Spinelli Project, adopted by the European Parliament in 1984 but ultimately abandoned, marked a critical moment. Its failure prompted not reflection on democratic legitimacy, but frustration among supranational actors over the continued centrality of national governments. From that point forward, the procedure for revising the treaties became the primary target of criticism.

European federalists increasingly portrayed Intergovernmental Conferences as the principal obstacle to progress. These conferences, rooted in classical diplomatic practice, operate on the premise that sovereign states negotiate on the basis of consent. To integrationists, this was precisely the problem. Sovereignty, by its nature, introduces veto points, conflict, and delay. National interests collide, compromises dilute ambition, and outcomes reflect the lowest common denominator rather than the preferences of the most committed actors.

After Maastricht, Amsterdam, and Nice—treaties that expanded the Union’s scope while deepening its democratic deficit—this critique intensified. The failure of these treaties to resolve institutional tensions was used as evidence that intergovernmentalism itself was obsolete. What went largely unexamined was the possibility that these failures reflected popular resistance to further centralization. Instead, inertia was attributed to procedural flaws rather than political disagreement.

From this perspective, the call to reform the treaty revision process was not a neutral technical adjustment. It was a deliberate attempt to shift decision-making away from arenas where sovereignty still mattered. The Convention model, by design, diluted the role of national governments while amplifying the influence of supranational institutions and affiliated networks. The objective was clear: to normalize a mode of governance in which integration proceeds independently of, and increasingly insulated from, democratic consent.

Seen in this light, the European Constitution was less an answer to Europe’s problems than an effort to resolve a persistent contradiction at the heart of the Union: the gap between elite consensus and popular skepticism. Rather than confronting that contradiction directly, the Convention sought to redefine it out of existence. Constitutionalization was presented as destiny, opposition as misunderstanding, and sovereignty as an anachronism.

What emerges is not a story of democratic innovation, but of managerial adaptation. When traditional mechanisms of legitimacy fail, new narratives and institutions are constructed to preserve the trajectory of power. The Convention on the Future of Europe fits squarely within this pattern—an exercise not in popular self-government, but in the reconfiguration of authority beyond the reach of those it claims to represent.


**Chapter One

Response to the European Constitution**

1. The Convention as a Structural Event, Not a Democratic One

The convening of the Convention on the Future of the European Union in December 2001 was widely described as a democratic milestone. Official narratives emphasized openness, deliberation, and a supposed effort to reconnect European governance with its citizens. Yet such claims do not withstand serious institutional scrutiny. The Convention must be understood not as a democratic rupture, but as a structural maneuver—one embedded in a long-standing pattern of elite governance designed to overcome political resistance rather than engage it.

From the outset, the Convention’s purpose was implicitly defined. It was intended to advance political integration beyond the limits imposed by national electorates and to weaken, if not eliminate, the intergovernmental framework that still anchored European decision-making in state sovereignty. The language of constitutionalism served as a legitimating veil, allowing predetermined integrationist objectives to be reframed as the outcome of neutral reflection.

Institutionally, the Convention occupied an ambiguous space. It was neither an elected body nor an organ explicitly grounded in the treaties. Its authority derived not from democratic mandate but from political convenience. Such arrangements are not anomalous. They are characteristic of governance systems facing legitimacy constraints. When electorates resist, decisionmaking is relocated to forums that are consultative in appearance yet insulated in practice. Outcomes remain within a narrow corridor defined by elite consensus.

2. The Myth of Constitutionalization

The ambition to provide Europe with a Constitution has accompanied the integration project from its earliest stages. It reappears at moments of crisis, stagnation, or popular dissent, functioning less as a solution to institutional dysfunction than as a response to political resistance. Constitutionalization, in this sense, is not an act of popular self-government but a technique of authority consolidation.

Historical precedents are instructive. From the postwar congresses to the failed European Defense Community, constitutional initiatives have repeatedly been deployed as mechanisms to bypass the limits of consent. Their rejection has never resulted in genuine reconsideration. Instead, failure is reinterpreted as insufficient preparation, inadequate communication, or procedural error—never as substantive opposition.

This pattern crystallized in the early 1980s, when European integration entered a prolonged phase of inertia. The abandonment of the Spinelli Project by national governments provoked frustration among supranational actors, who increasingly identified sovereignty itself as the primary obstacle. From that point forward, the procedure for revising treaties became the focal point of integrationist critique.

Intergovernmental Conferences—rooted in classical diplomacy and the principle of consent—were portrayed as archaic impediments. Their very respect for sovereignty was framed as a defect. National interests clashed, vetoes were exercised, compromises diluted ambition. What integrationists sought was not better cooperation, but fewer constraints.

3. Economic Governance and the Logic of Technocratic Utopianism

The constitutional project cannot be separated from its economic underpinnings. European integration has long relied on a technocratic economic model that prioritizes market integration, monetary discipline, and regulatory harmonization while systematically marginalizing democratic input. The Convention was conceived against this backdrop.

The introduction of a single currency without a corresponding political demos represents a foundational contradiction. Monetary union removed core economic instruments from national control while failing to establish a democratic authority capable of legitimizing such transfers. Fiscal constraints were constitutionalized, not debated. Economic policy was depoliticized by design.

In this context, constitutionalization served a crucial economic function. By embedding market orthodoxy, budgetary discipline, and regulatory uniformity into a quasi-constitutional framework, policymakers sought to shield economic governance from electoral volatility. Economic decisions affecting millions were removed from democratic contestation and entrusted to independent institutions operating under the logic of expertise rather than accountability.

This technocratic utopianism rests on a fragile assumption: that complex societies can be governed through rules alone, without political mediation. When economic outcomes produce inequality, stagnation, or social dislocation, the response is not policy revision but further insulation. Popular discontent is treated as a communication failure rather than a political signal.

The Convention thus represented an effort to stabilize an already fragile economic architecture by constitutional means. Instead of addressing the structural imbalances generated by integration— between core and periphery, creditors and debtors—it sought to entrench them. Constitutional language masked economic asymmetry.

4. Judicial Power and the Quiet Expansion of Authority

Parallel to economic technocracy runs the expansion of judicial authority at the supranational level. Over decades, the European judicial order has transformed itself from an interpretive mechanism into a quasiconstitutional force. Through doctrines of primacy, direct effect, and teleological interpretation, courts have progressively reshaped the hierarchy of norms.

This evolution did not result from explicit treaty mandates but from jurisprudential activism. Judicial interpretation consistently privileged
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Part III — “Let Them Eat Brioche”: Symbolism and Reality
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