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THE BEST DISCIPLE HUNGARY?
Two questions to two Hungarian MPs

The government shouldn’t have
forced the Lisbon Treaty through the
parliament since even in Germany,
whose leader Angela Merkel was one
of the builders of the new treaty, the
MPs and citizens were given enough
time to learn the content and discuss
its benefits and disadvantages. I think
this Treaty did not get through yet. In
Ireland the citizens will decide and I
can imagine that in several countries,
where the people realise that the
Treaty might contain dangers too, a
referendum will be demanded.
Unfortunately the Hungarian
government is drifting with the
events and is unable to carry new
ideas into the European common
knowledge. In the course of the
convention to draft the rejected EU
Constitution in 2002-3 the situation
was better since the Hungarian
members were able to draw the
attention to some issues which were

important for Hungary, like national
minorities or language diversity. I
think the Hungarian government and
the Hungarian parliament should
have paid much more attention to
the new Treaty especially as regards
the sovereignty of the national
states.

The Lisbon Treaty was approved by
the Hungarian parliament with an
exceptional procedure so as to be the
first to ratify it. I, in the name of my
faction, the KDNP, rejected this
exceptional procedure pointing to
the fact that the Lisbon Treaty
touches the sovereignty of the
country and its status within the
European Union and it therefore
needs much more serious
consideration. The vote was on 17
December on Monday and we got the

bill relating to the approval of the
Treaty in our hands only on the
previous weekend without any
attachment of the Lisbon Treaty
itself. Neither the MPs nor the
experts had the possibility to be
acquainted with the text of the
Treaty. We had only some imagination
of it from the press. We think that
this kind of procedure is
undemocratic and is unacceptable for
us. This was the reason that five MPs
from our faction voted against and
the remaining part abstained. 

A Hungarian lawyer, Jozsef Halász
(pictured above), has filed a
complaint against the Parliament of
Hungary at the European Court of
Justice in which he points out the
unconstitutional aspects of ratifying
a constitutional treaty without a
prior public vote. He also states that
the act of ratification was illegal
both according to Hungarian law and
international law.

HUNGARY WAS THE FIRST COUNTRY TO RATIFY THE LISBON TREATY. EUROPEAN COMMISSION
CHIEF JOSE MANUEL BARROSO HAILED HUNGARY’S SWIFT RATIFICATION OF THE EU’S LISBON
TREATY AS THE FIRST STEP TOWARD BRINGING ITS “CONCRETE BENEFITS” INTO EFFECT. ‘THIS
VOTE WAS AN EXPRESSION OF HUNGARIAN SUPPORT FOR A MORE EFFECTIVE, DEMOCRATIC,
TRANSPARENT AND STRONGER EUROPEAN UNION,’ – SAID BARROSO, PRAISING HUNGARY’S
QUICK MOVE.  EUWATCH ASKED TWO HUNGARIAN MPS WHAT THEY THINK OF THIS HASTE.

Ékes, József (57), a Hungarian MP
with the FIDESZ Group.

Salamon, László (60), a Hungarian
MP with the group of the Christian
Democratic People’s Party (KDNP)
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OPINION

FREEDOM IN THE ‘UNITED STATES OF EUROPE’
An exercise in the suppression of dissent?

“FREEDOM IS POPULAR”
But first, who is Ron Paul? Ron Paul is
a ten-term Congressman seeking the
Republican nomination for the US
presidential election in November
2008. His campaign has come to be
known as the ‘Ron Paul Revolution’
and his message of ‘freedom, peace
and prosperity’ has caught on across
the United States, especially among
the younger generations and
particularly on the Internet where he
overtakes all other candidates,
especially in online fundraising.
Ostracized by his own pro-war party,
marginalised by the mainstream
media and perennially plagued by
single-digit land-phone polls, Ron
Paul supporters have been
relentlessly active.  This grassroots
movement has been so passionate in
promoting its cause it has often been
described as ‘a phenomenon’ in US
elections. Ron Paul himself has
maintained that ‘something big is
going on’ because people are ‘sick
and tired of bureaucrats in
Washington running their lives’ –
‘Freedom is popular,’ he says. 

Ron Paul’s results in ongoing primary
elections do not confirm that
freedom is popular, especially as
mass voters flock to the media-spun
frontrunners, not wanting to ‘waste

their vote’. Yet 2007 has marked a
crucial political victory for the
freedom movement: Ron Paul’s
message has resonated with and
woken up millions of people. The
seeds have been sown, the
movement is growing exponentially
and the message keeps seeping
through – even in Europe. 

The central theme of Ron Paul’s
freedom message concerns the
consequences of centralized power.
It relates to the role of the federal
government and the need to re-
establish the US Constitution. This
message asserts that federal power
in Washington DC has created a
monolithic centralized government
that has empowered the military
industrial complex and other large
industries (banking, oil,
pharmaceutical) to join an inflated
federal executive to regulate society

and the economy, and steer foreign
policy towards military
interventionism. Meanwhile, multi-
million funded lobbying in
Washington continues to ensure that
big government empowers big
corporations to the detriment of the
people; it continues to determine
where most of the taxpayers’ money
goes, while the Federal Reserve
steals the people’s money through
inflation by printing more dollars to
help sustain a world empire and a
trillion-dollar war, precipitating the
collapse of the dollar.

The masses have so far consented to
this federal takeover of their lives
and money. It is a form of consent,
as Noam Chomsky famously argued,
that is “manufactured” by the major
media networks, which promulgate
the lies and half-truths emanating
from Washington, while blacking
out, ridiculing or attacking dissent.

In the light of this modern-day
tyranny, this budding American
revolution demands a return to the
long-abandoned US constitution. It
also demands:  i) the revocation of
the tyrannical laws enacted after
the 2001 attacks, which have eroded
civil liberties to worrying extents; 

Continues on page 34

“TRUTH IS TREASON IN THE EMPIRE OF LIES,” WRITES RON
PAUL IN THE PREFACE TO HIS FORTHCOMING BOOK, THE
REVOLUTION: A MANIFESTO. THE MESSAGE IS PRIMARILY FOR
AMERICANS, YET IT IS NOT JUST AMERICANS THAT CAN
BENEFIT FROM IT. IF EUROPEANS WANT A GLIMPSE OF THE
FUTURE OF THE EUROPEAN UNION, THEY HAD BETTER
RECOGNIZE WHAT IS OCCURRING IN THE UNITED STATES – THE
CURRENT LEADERS OF THE WESTERN WORLD. EUROPEANS
SHOULD ALSO LOOK INTO THE PAST AND IDENTIFY EUROPE’S
POLITICAL TRADITIONS – THE VARIOUS ‘EMPIRES OF LIES’
WHERE TRUTH BECAME TREASON.

BY KEVIN
ELLUL-BONICI

Centralized power in
Brussels is not a
phrase spun by

“eurosceptics” but a
reality we all need

to face
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ii) a change in foreign policy and the
withdrawal of troops from across the
globe, iii) the decentralization of
power by returning to the states the
constitutional powers they lost to
the federal bureaucracy in
Washington.

AN END TO A BEGINNING
This last point resonates soundly
with critical voices in the European
Union – voices that call for power to
be restored to the people in their
respective parliaments. Centralized
power in Brussels is not a phrase
spun by “eurosceptics” but a reality
we all need to face.

In essence, the process of
decentralization demanded by the
Ron Paul Revolution is an idea whose
time has come, even if it would
ultimately entail the collapse of the
dollar to truly bring it into motion.
This process is the complete reversal
of the process of federalization that
is today establishing the new
European Union – which for clarity’s
sake we may call the “United States
of Europe”, as Belgian prime

minister Guy Verhofstadt called it –
or even an “empire”, as Commission
president Barroso famously
described it last July (Watch video
clip at http://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=c2Ralocq9uE). 

So whereas in the USA we are
witnessing only the beginning of the
end of centralized federal power, in
Europe we’re just seeing the end of
the beginning of the construction of
the “United States of Europe”. Since
this is a process that centralizes more
power from the European democracies
to the Brussels bureaucracy, it is also a
process of de-subsidiarization and de-
democratization.

In the fight to regain freedom, the US
constitution provides Americans with
guidance. For the US constitution was
designed to restrain the federal
government; it was meant to disallow
the federal government from seizing
powers from the states and to prevent
the establishment of a centralized
bureaucratic government. The EU
Constitution, however, provides the
mechanisms that empower the Union
to effectively seize (and create) more
powers. 

The US constitutional mechanisms to
safeguard the states’ rights have
long failed (which is why it entails
another “revolution” to regain
them). 

Continues on page 35
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They failed because at a federal
level the Senate and Congress
betrayed their electorates,
preferring to play the Left vs. Right
partisan games while consenting in
their vast majorities to the
incremental federal seizure of power
over time. If this is what happened
in the US there is no reason why it
should not happen in the EU. The US
constitution does not provide for
Washington to govern and regulate
the states the way it does today, but
the EU Constitution will. The
budding American “revolution” may
be described as a constitutional act,
in Europe it will be
“unconstitutional”, or, as the EU
Court of Justice would decree, not
‘in the spirit of the Union’.
Moreover, the EU centre requires
more gravitational force than in the
US since it needs to deal with at
least 22 languages, various cultures
and 27 mainstream-media
configurations. This force is being
sought through centralized
regulatory measures, rather than by
allowing the “four freedoms of

movement” to organically harmonize
life across the 27-member-state
Single Market – an organic
transformation that would come
from the people through each of
their national parliaments, whose
sovereignty is subject to no supra-
power, but only to treaties and
human rights conventions. 

The road to centralized power is
paved. With the EU Constitution,
rejected in two referendums and
eventually re-invented as the
“Treaty of Lisbon”, the people are
being deceived into relinquishing
their constitutional powers to a new
political entity.

And the Charter of Fundamental
Rights, you might ask? I would say
this Charter has to do with
everything except human rights. For
other than there being nothing
unmanageable with the European
Convention on Human Rights, which
it replaces, what the Charter
essentially does is place our rights
squarely within the realm of the EU
Court of Justice – a jurisdiction
where the ‘spirit of the Union’ reigns

supreme. 

And within this realm, it seems, one
should rather not protest against
centralized power.

WHEN DISSENT IS
DENOUNCED 

Protest, if not revolution, is evident
across the European Union – not only
in the minds and in the streets, but
even in the European Parliament. In
a democracy the right to non-violent
protest is a sine qua non. But the
spirit of the times does not look
kindly on protest.

December 12, 2007 marked a sad day
for democracy in Europe. Not
because some 80 Members of the
European Parliament (MEPs)
protested inside the Strasbourg
hemicycle. It was a sad day because
that protest was considered
treacherous by the conventional
wisdom of the day. That day the
protesting MEPs were calling for a
referendum on the Lisbon Treaty. 

Continues on page 36
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Their call is justified since the Lisbon
Treaty performs the same functions as
the Constitutional Treaty, a fact
emphatically demonstrated, among
others, by the ‘Father of the
Constitution’ himself, Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing. The reinvention of the
rejected Constitution into the Lisbon
treaty was performed with the sole
purpose of deceiving the people into
believing that the Lisbon Treaty is just
a minor amending treaty that requires
no referendum. In effect, on the basis
of this lie the French and Dutch No
votes were ignored and five promised
referendums were cancelled.  The
responsibility of deciding the future of
Europe now lies squarely with the
Irish for only Ireland is holding a
referendum.  

So today we witness the rest of the
member states’ governments ratifying
in the national parliaments the
disguised Constitutional Treaty with
hardly a brave voice uttering an
objection. But if brave voices in most
national parliaments are sparse,
those in the European Parliament
stand united behind their call for
freedom. 

Their watershed manifestation in the
Strasbourg Hemicycle brought on
them the ire of the majority in the
House, not least the president of the
European Parliament himself, who
eventually called for a handpicked 13
MEPs (of around 80 MEPs taking part)
for disciplinary proceedings (Watch
YouTube video, at 05:15 - Nigel
Farage:
h t t p : / / w w w. y o u t u b e . c o m /
watch?v=qkHK_EFfTCM). There is
hardly the need to emphasize that
this “headmaster’s reprimand” of
elected officials goes against the
grain of democracy.

More was to come. When the
dissenting MEPs, applying rules of
procedure, asked for roll call votes,
explanations of vote and points of
order, the president sought
discretionary powers to arbitrarily
stop whatever action he considers
obstructive to the House, even if such
action is according to procedure and
therefore legitimate.    

“A DARK DAY FOR 
DEMOCRACY”

There was never any doubt that the
president’s request for arbitrary
powers would be granted. And there
should be less doubt as to the
implications of this new power.

“Today is a dark day for democracy”,
said Nigel Farage MEP (IND/DEM)
after the decision (24.01.2008).
“From now on the President of the
Parliament has the power to
interpret the rules as he sees fit. He
can rule out of order any action that
opposes the status quo in any area
of policy. In practical terms this
means that if there were another
massive fraud case in the
Commission debate could be
quashed on the word of the
President”.

It was in this storm of authoritarian
self-righteousness that Daniel
Hannan MEP (EPP-ED) tested the
waters by half-comparing this
empowerment to the majority rule
that approved the 1933 Enabling Act
in Germany. It is no surprise that the
call to banish Daniel Hannan from

the European People’s
Party/European Democrats (EPP-ED)
commenced in earnest.  This is how
he puts it in his Telegraph blog
(31.01.2008):

“I repeated the point I made in this
blog last week: that the 1933
Enabling Act had had a technical
majority in the Reichstag, but that
it opened the door to
unconstitutional rule. Whatever else
MEPs are, they are not Nazis: many
of them have proud records of
fighting totalitarianism throughout
the world. That is why it was so
disappointing to see them resorting
to this appalling measure in order to
silence dissent.
“As I sat down, the EPP leader,
Joseph Daul, sprang to his feet and
announced that he wanted me
thrown out of the group. He had lost
patience with my filibustering, he
said. Enough was enough.
“I spoke to him afterwards. I hoped,
I said, that he wasn’t taking any of
this personally. But I understood
why he wanted to exclude me. There
was, I suggested, an ideological
difference between us. “Not a
difference, an incompatibility”, he
snapped, adding: “I don’t care if you
call for a referendum in the United
Kingdom. But I won’t have you doing
it from the floor of the European
Parliament as a member of my
Group.”1

And yet, after all that’s said and
done, it was okay for Martin Schulz,
head of the Socialist group, to
compare the manifestation in
parliament to the “shouting
strategy” of “Adolf Hitler” in the
“Weimar Republic”; and it was okay
for Liberal Group leader Graham
Watson  to compare the protest to
the actions of “communists in the
Russian Diet”  and  the “National
Socialists in the German Reichstag”;
and it was also okay for Daniel Cohn-
Bendit to call the dissenting MEPs
“idiots”, “mentally weak” and
“mad” (Watch YouTube video from
01:55 – Schulz, Watson and Cohn-
Bendit:
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=
qkHK_EFfTCM). 
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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

BY KARLOY
LORANT

EUROPE IN NUMBERS

CENTRALISATION – THE DECLINE OF THE WEST?
CHART 1

Source: Eurostat

TABLE 1
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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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