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OPINION - FREEDOM IN THE ‘UNITED STATES OF EUROPE’
Continues from page 36

WHEN TRUTH IS TREASON
This is the state of the Union at the
end of the beginning of the ‘United
States of Europe’. Not exactly the
‘beacon of democracy’ one would
have hoped for. But then, it is no
surprise. The democratic tradition is
only but one of Europe’s various
political traditions. On dissecting
Europe’s past traditions one is
confronted by the same pattern of
intolerant institutional thought.
There is this recurring occurrence,
this Inquisitionist persistence against
dissent. It transgresses all eras. We
had the old pontifical powers that
burned heretics, the collectivized
Hegelian nation state that perfected
the art of war and established the
Fatherland, the Soviet Motherland
that suppressed expression and
locked dissenters in gulags; one can
go on and on. These are all European
traditions and they all suppressed
freedom. 

The American tradition is an
offspring of the European tradition
(even if many Americans think the US
is a planet in its own right). The
American tradition is indeed an
extension and a direct development
of the European Enlightenment. If
we, as Europeans, are trying to
emulate the US federal system, we
should at least critically observe
what goes on in the US and recognize
the direction it is heading. For if the
“Violent Radicalization and
Homegrown Terrorism Prevention Act
of 2007” and the notorious FEMA
camps in the US are the precursors
of another round of the gulag
experience, then freedom in the
West is in a bad shape indeed.

The ‘Ron Paul Revolution’ is the
effect of a deteriorating republic
whose surging empire it can ill
afford. It is the effect of a
centralized “federal” state where
the people have long been directed
by the mainstream media within an
illusion of partisan political games.
The Ron Paul Revolution is made up
of a minority that is dissenting
against Washington, where
representatives bow in consent to
political correctness. 

One cannot fail to recognize how
important freedom of expression is
in the European Parliament,
especially at a time when the people
are being continuously deceived by
their own governments. Within the
triumvirate of institutions that rules
the Union, the European Parliament
is the only one that is directly
elected by the people. There can be
no restrictions on expression here,
let alone tactics which cannot be
described without transgressing the
‘code of political correctness’.

Political correctness and
denunciation of dissent are
symptoms. They appear whenever
freedom is obscured. Totalitarianism
is the malady, where intolerance to
opposing ideas is the germ. The
democratic process can itself be
used to denounce freedom. And if
allowed to happen, a majority can
decide to suppress freedom forever.
That is why constitutional safeguards
exist to protect the minority. That is
why the voice of the minority must
be heard above that of the majority.

For it is the minority that signals
peril ahead, not the bandwagon
majority. The minority’s weapon is
its voice, for its vote hardly counts
at all.

So here are some questions. How will
the Charter of Fundamental Rights,
annexed to the Lisbon Treaty,
safeguard the rights of the political
minority at the European level? Does
the ideology of the new European
Union only allow dissent inasmuch as
the Left-(Centre)-Right partisan
game is concerned? 

Beyond Left and Right, is there not
Up and Down, where Up is toward
freedom and Down is toward
totalitarianism?
____________________________________

Kevin Ellul-Bonici is a political analyst
and criminal justice specialist with the
Independence/Democracy Group in the
European Parliament.

Footnote: 
1http://blogs.telegraph.co.uk/politics/danielhan
nan/jan08/eepthrowingmeout.htm
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The reasoning behind the Lisbon
Treaty as well as in the cases of the
Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties
earlier, was the higher efficiency of
the functioning of the European
Union. The greatest power
concentration actually happened with
the approval of the Maastricht Treaty,
which scheduled the introduction of
the euro. With the introduction of the
common currency twelve member
states lost their sovereignty over their
monetary policy – one of the most
important means of economic control.
Advocators of the euro, for instance
Professor Dr Hans Tietmeyer President
of the Deutsche Bundesbank, when
delivering a lecture at the City
University Business School in London
on May 18, 1998 said that the single
currency makes it possible to fully
exploit the economic benefits of
integration by encouraging
competition, by the transparency of
prices, by minimising transaction
costs, etc. The possible problems –
other than what is related to price
stability – were either not addressed,
or there was just a pale reference to
possible structural problems that can
be handled easily.

However not everybody was so
enthusiastic about the euro. Milton
Friedman, for instance, in an
interview to the Wall Street Journal in
1997 foresaw that the losses will
outweigh the gains. “The potential
members of the EMU do not have
sufficiently flexible wages and prices,
or sufficiently mobile workers, or a
sufficiently effective fiscal
compensatory mechanism, to serve as

a satisfactory substitute for flexible
exchange rates. The likely result is
that the euro will exacerbate political
tensions by converting divergent
shocks that could have been readily
accommodated by exchange rate
changes into divisive political issues,”
he said. “Political unity can pave the
way for monetary unity. Monetary
unity imposed under unfavourable
conditions will prove a barrier to the
achievement of political unity,” he
concluded.

Others admitted that the main goal is
not economic efficiency. For instance
German Foreign Minister Joschka
Fischer in an interview to the Financial
Times (7 July 2000) stated: “We
already have a federation. The 11,
soon to be 12, Member States adopting
the euro have already given up part of
their sovereignty, monetary

sovereignty, and formed a monetary
union, and that is the first step
towards a federation.” 

Romano Prodi, the Commission
president at the time, shared his
opinion: “The euro was not just a
bankers’ decision or a technical
decision. It was a decision, which
completely changed the nature of the
nation states. The pillars of the nation
state are the sword and the currency,
and we changed that. The euro
decision changed the concept of the
nation state and we have to go beyond
that,” he said.

We can rightfully suppose that the
overall indicator of economic
efficiency in the long run is economic
growth. 

Continues on page 39
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CENTRALISATION – THE DECLINE OF THE WEST?
CHART 1

Source: Eurostat

TABLE 1
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CENTRALISATION – THE DECLINE OF THE WEST?

Continues from page 38

So we can get some information about
the efficiency of the European Union
and the eurozone if we make a
comparison between the economic
growth of – let us say – the European
Union and the United States, or the
eurozone and the non-eurozone
countries. 

As can be seen from Chart 1, the
economic growth in the EU-15 in the
1950s and 1960s up to 1973 was much
higher than in the United States. The
difference during this 24-year period
reached 1.4 percentage points on
average. However it is understandable
and can be explained by the post war
reconstruction period in Europe and
with the catching-up process of the
less developed southern countries like
Italy or Spain, and also by the fast
modernisation of Germany and
France. The two oil price explosions in
the 1970s put an end to the fast
growth in the Western World. In both
regions the growth potential
decreased considerably from 5.3 to
2.3 in the EU and from 3.9 to 2.5 in the
USA in the 1974-1990 period. During
these 17 years economic growth was
almost the same in both places. Later,
with the declining oil prices, the US
economy accelerated, while the

European economy further slowed
down. In the 1990-2007 period, the
difference to the advantage of the US
reached almost 1 percentage points,
which can be explained by nothing
else than the tight fiscal policy in the
European Union aiming at the
introduction of the common currency,
the euro. This opinion can be
underpinned by the fact that since the
introduction of the euro, the non-euro
counties are growing considerably
faster than in Eurozone, the
difference being 0.7 percentage
points (see Table 1). 

International statistics prove that the
less developed countries can reach
much higher economic growth than
the developed countries, because
(within certain circumstances) they
can overtake the advanced technology
invented already in the most
developed countries. With the
decreasing technological gap,
economic growth decreases. From this
one can surmise that the European
Union – being less developed than the
United States – would have reached
higher economic growth than the USA.
If that is not the case the only feasible
explanation is that the weaker
performance of the EU can be
attributed to the tighter monetary
policy needed to introduce the
common currency since the Maastricht
Treaty set this goal as from 1993.

If we accept this explanation, the cost
of the centralised and unified
monetary policy can be calculated.
Let us suppose that without the tight

monetary policy the EU-15 could have
reached the same growth rate of the
United States in the 1990-2007 period,
i.e. 2.9% yearly. The difference
between the actual and potential
(possible) growth of the EU-15 can be
seen in Chart 2, expressed in 2001
euro. The accumulated difference
between the actual GDP and what is
potentially possible from 1990 to 2007
amounts to some € 14 trillion (14
thousand billion) which is equal to 140
years of the EU budget. Each EU-15
citizen has paid during this time-frame
some € 38 000 for the introduction of
the common currency.

Without questioning the benefits of
the euro put forward by Professor Dr
Hans Tietmeyer and others, statistical
evidence suggests that Milton
Friedman’s worries proved to be right:
the price of the common currency can
be higher than its indisputable
benefits. 

The recent debate between Nicolas
Sarkozy and Angela Merkel about the
policy of the European Central Bank
indicates that the “one size fits all”
principle can be questioned and the
centralised monetary policy, instead
of strengthening the community, can
lead to severe discontent among
member states.
_____________________________________

Karoly Lorant is an electrical engineer and
an economist. He has been working as an
economic researcher for the IND/DEM
Group of the European Parliament since
2003

CHART 2TABLE 2
The difference between the actual and

potential GDP Billon of 2001 euro
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