
Ladies and gentlemen,
Let me start by saying that I am very honoured that I get the opportunity to adress you at the occasion of the honorary doctorate of Martha Creshaw. The work she did helps us a lot in understanding terrorism and violant radicalisation, a social and political issue we are obsessed with for the last few years. What can we do to stop the radicalisation proces ? How do we prohibit that ISIS or Daesh can convince new recrutes to join them ? How do we protect our civilians ?
We are confronted with something that for the most of us lies beyond our comprehension. How can people who are born and raised in our country prefer a totalitarian ideology that has no respect for human rights ? How can they want to replace democracy by a barbaric dictatorship ? And - mayby the most confronting of all - how is it possible that they are willing to litteraly give their lives for this conviction? We simply do not understand it. It drives us crazy, it goes against all we take as a matter of course.  We experience this as extremely irrational, we link it in our minds with insanity and together with the horror of the bombings it creates an deep fear, an angst that can destabilize our society but first of all our politics. Irrational things are very difficult to fight, a rational response is often insufficiant to do so. An American president once said: "The only thing we have to fear, is fear itself". And what we see today proves he is right. 
Because of this climate of fear we experienced a few very remarkable political months. Politics is always complicated, especially in this country, but now we really live in a time of paradoxes. With your agreement I will summon up a few of those paradoxes. 
The first one. Some politicians believe they protect our freedoms and fundamental rights by abolish or reducing them. Some politicians who brag all the time that they are the most determined to protect our freedom proposed to limit the freedom of speech, the freedom of press, to abolish the freedom of religion and even the right to wear the cloths we prefer. 
Another paradox: the people who speak the most about protecting our Western values are often the first to violate one of the most "Western" of all those values, namely the principle of non-discrimination. This principle, the concept that we treat all human beings with the same standards, regardless of their race, religion or background is a principle that makes a real difference with most non-democratic societies and certainly it stand in contrast with the ISIS-ideology. But instead of embracing this western concept, those politicians are irritated by it. While it however forms the most attractive element in our political system. It is the perspective of hope we can give to everybody, regardless of who he is, what he believes in and where he comes from. If we allow that people are discriminated in the labor or housing market and if we allow that generation after generation does not have the opportunity to make social progress, we bury the promise of our political model, namely that everybody who works hard en uses its talents can create a better future for himself and his family. If for some groups in society social mobility stays an illusion, they will experience our system as hypocrite and lose every faith in it.  Everybody who claims to defend our western way of life should be the biggest advocate of anti-discrimination maesures, but in practice they are often the most determined adversaries of such a policy.
Thirth paradox: people who block every accomodation towards migrants or muslims  are not protecting our way of life but destroying it. The DNA of our society is change, openess for new evolutions. Freedom is the motor behind this dynamic proces. People here are free to debate, to bring in new concepts and ideas and the dialogue, sometimes confrontation of ideas gives new insights, new inventions, new solutions. That is true in science and economics, but also true for our social and political structures and convictions. They change all the time. The social conventions and practices of today are completely different from those of one or two generations ago. Time after time new groups came on the foreground and demanded more respect, more attention for their situation. They fought for equal rights, more just laws and a rightfull place in society. Workers did that, women did so and are still doing so, gay people, disabled people, elderly people, youngsters, in our country lingiustic groups and now people with a migrant background and people with a muslim believe. They ask a correct place in society and an equal threatment of their religion. Of course we don't have to compromise on fundamental principals such as the equality of men and women, the freedom of speech or ther rule of lauw. But those who are in principal opposed against every such demand behave in fact as fundamentalists. Only in the view of ISIS nothing changed the past 1500 years. ISIS demands that everybody acts and thinks exactly the same as in the period Mohammed lived. Or as they think Mohamed lived 1500 years ago. 
Forth paradox: a specific paradox out of the political situation in our country. The political movement that was the first victim of emergency laws now demands for exactly the same laws. During the second world war a lot of flemish nationalists collaborated with the German new order. After the war they were punished for that. The Belgian governement introduced at that time new exceptional laws to do so. A number of those laws and special procedures can impossibly be qualified as in harmony with the rule of law. They introduced administrative detention and other administrative sanctions without the possibility of an appeal before a court. These emergancy laws made that in the repression period not only the guilty were prosecuted. Arbitrairness and revenge made that also a lot of innocent people became victim and others were punished in an unbalanced and unequal way. The families of those flemish nationalists lost due to that period every thrust in the Belgian state and identified her as hostile and injust. The trauma of that experience was passed by or inhereted by their childern and often even by their grandchildern. It was for decades the basis for an anti-Belgian political attitude. It is a real paradox that precisely this political movement now asks to create a legal basis for exactly the same measures that will inevitably create the same demolition of thrust and will form exactly the same basis for frustration and feelings of alienation towards the state. Now not in nationalist families but in those of migrants and muslims. 
Fifth paradox. Politicians who say that you are not free when you wear a burkini are  not defending freedom but bringing it in danger. This summer a lot of politicians said that when somebody wears a headscarf, or a burkini it is clear for them that they do that under pressure. Somebody who is really free would never do such a thing, is there conviction. Those politicians do not understand that this reasoning is the beginning of totalitarian thinking. You are only free if you think like them. All other opinions are worthless and dangerous, because they are the result or the proof of being unfree. A little bit like the carbuilder Ford. When people asked him in wich colour you could get his famous T-model, he answered: "in every colour, al long as it is black." Also communists were good in this. When you were a dissident, they did not put you in jail but in a psychiatric institute. Their reasoning was: "somebody who protests against the communist system, must be insane". Our society, built on the concept of freedom, does not promote one way of lije, it tolerates different ways of life. And those politicians clearly do not understand that. If you follow their logic and reasoning, there is even a paradox five bis so to say: those politicians punish the burkini-women they say are victim of suppression, not the perpretator who forces them to wear it. So these politicians behave a bit similar to the judges in some countries where women who are raped are punished and not the men who did the crime. 
Sixth paradox. Where fundamental rights have the purpose to liberate people and allow us to live together in diversity, some politicians transform these rights into the oppposite: a weapon to force people and to impose their way of life to others. The rethoric of populists tries to prove that islam and the fundamental rights of our society are not compatible. In fact they say that muslims can not be a real part of our society. They have to choose: only if you reject your religion you can be a part of our country. Otherwise there is no place for you here. It is my conviction that every religion has in itself a core that creates a tension towards some fundamental liberarties and values. But when a religion accepts tolerance as a central principle and it accepts that you cannot impose your holy book to others, coexistance between religion and enlightment is possible. Fundamental rights are created to organise a society where people can differ, can make different choices and can believe different things, But some politicians distort these values as an instrument of intolerance against others. Our fundamental rights garantee everybody the possibility to emancipate himself, to make his own choices and even to free themselves out of the background they come from. On the condition that  they want that. If it is their choice. You know, the purpose of our fundamental rights is not to force people to make the choises we prefer. 
In times of confusion we get lost in all those paradoxes. And populist movements together with extremist parties take advantage of our fear, our incertainty and our doubts. They hope we make mistakes and they try to provoke us to do so. ISIS knows that they cannot win a war against the West. Military they are nothing agaist NATO, even nothing against the military power of only the EU-countries. The only reason they aren't already smashed on the battlefield is that we try to be more prudent than during the Iraki war. And of course because of the very complex international situation with Turkey, Russia, Saoudi-Arabië, Israël and Iran very closely involved in this conflict. 
ISIS also knows that they don't have a genuine support of the muslims in Europe. Their message is barbaric and lightyears away of the convictions of most of Europe's muslims. The support of for example the IRA in nothern Ireland was much wider spread, much more intens and engaged than what they can mobilise in our countries. But nevertheless they have a plan. They play billiards. They count on a indirect effect. They hope that with the terrorist attacks they can provoke a chain reaction. With governements starting to generalise and blaming the muslim community. And of course they count on their objective allies - populist en extreme right parties. They hope that they get into power and that they start making conflicts with the muslims in their countries.  If that plan succeeds, there is a real chance of getting a beginning of a bases of supporters that goes further than a few individuals. Because if you constantly discriminate, blame and humiliate people, if you put them with their backs against the wall they begin to be more open for extremist ideas and solutions.
That brings me to my last paradox. To overcome violant radicalisation our reaction has to be the opposite of what we think we have to do when we are angry and afraid. We have to invest in more social cohesion, more dialogue, recognising the difficulties of muslims and migrants in our society, the discrimination they undergo. Recognise also that muslims are two times victims of violant radicalisation, one time as a citizen just like everybody else, and a second time because those extremists hijacked their religion and deformed it into a cult of death. We also have to stop with reducing our fellow citizens to just only muslims. We are not one-dimensional human beings. We are a father, a brother, in my case a liberal, a lawyer, somebody who likes to read novels and all those identities are possible links with others. If we reduce somebody to just a muslim or a not-muslim, than ISIS will be grateful. We will do their work, we will convince people of their view on the world. Because that one-dimensional focus is the way they look to human beings. One-dimensional depersonalised members of a group. 
No, we have to see each other as an inidividual, as citizens of the same society. A society that is changing rapitly. We have to understand that mobility and diversity is the reality of the 21st century. A reality we all have to get used to. Not only people with a migrant background, but everybody has to integrate in that new era. A difficult one, but also very exiting time. We have to get in another mindset. Stop seeing changes towards diversity as a loss. We think to much in a logic op caputilation, a zero-sum reasoning. The idea that whatever a muslim gets is taken away from us is destructive but most of all nonsens. Everytime our muslim-neigbour asks something - the right to wear a burkini or a place to get buried - populists wants us to see this as again another retreat, another defeat.  While in reality it is not a retreat, it is an enrichment. It is not weakening but strengthening the fundament of our political system. It gives new dimensions to the freedom we cherish, it proves time and time again that we are able to incorporate new ideas, new people in our open society. Never forget that with everything we impose or prohibit to others, we impose and prohibit to ourselfs. And with every broadening of the freedoms and rights of others, we broaden our own. That is the only way to go. Our compass in times of incertainty are our fundamental freedoms and rights. We have to embrace them but without fear. Make them stronger, not weaker. Believe in our political system, in her strength to bind people to it. And the more consequent we do that, the more attrative for alle people around the world. And the higher our wall that protects us against violant readialisation. 
As a mayor for 15 years already in a small town with 128 different nationalities, I am confident that we can succeed in this task. Living together in diversity is possible, it can even be a success. On one condition. Because the honorary doctorate is an American, I will paraphrase a famous quote of a famous America president to discribe that condition. "Do not focus on what the others have to do for our society, but ask what you can do to bring us more together". I thank you.

