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Abstract: The fate of Europe has been lately decided by a center of power that becomes smaller and 

smaller, the Member States being obliged one way or another to execute the decision of this small group, whether 

they are convenient or not. After noticing that states do not agree to their plans of political integration and creation 

of supranational authority, European leaders have decided to impose upon all Member States of the European 

Union the parliamentary procedure of ratifying treaties. The experience has shown that Parliaments may be 

controlled and thus there is no risk of any of them rejecting the measures adopted by the Union’s nucleus of power. 

Therefore, having the will of the states ignored on purpose, the public debates constantly bring forward the idea of 

replacing the popular democracy with “a democracy of elites”. But even at the level of so-called elites a certain 

hierarchy may be noticed and the decision-making process is thus in the hands of a rather small group of 

individuals, which comes into conflict with the values of democracy. Taking into consideration the fact that the 

alternative to democracy is dictatorship, one may notice that the decision-making policy of the European Union is 

beginning to be characterized by tendencies of authoritarianism.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 

After a process of more than 60 years of integration, Europe is now in a situation in which one 

wonders whether it may be maintained in its actual formula of unity, this being actually a great concern of 

the most important political leaders. The Euro is perceived as the main factor of stability and unity. 

Angela Merkel declared not long ago that “If the Euro falls, Europe will fall, as well”[1]. Such a 

hypothesis is also promoted by the main pro-European newspapers such as Le Monde from France and 

Die Zeit from Germany. The British press goes even further and launches more apocalyptical scenarios, 

given the reserved position of Great Britain in what regards the European integration.  

European Union has come to this stage of integration more or less as a direct result of its leaders, 

since the nations were not usually involved in this great process. When however the nations had to be 

consulted, “the European elite”was surprised to notice that its wishes and goals did not really match the 

aspirations of the Europeans. That is why one decided no longer to consult the Europeans in the issues of 

integration. But, as long as Western Europeans enjoyed prosperity and were not affected in their life 

styles, they never had a problem with someone else unilaterally deciding for them. Nor were they 

concerned by the fact that the sovereignty prerogatives were not exerted exclusively by national 

authorities.  

However, as the effects of the crisis can be felt more acutely in the daily existence of the 

Europeans and as the word”austerity”is now in everyone’s minds, issues of democratic legitimacy in what 

regards the political leaders of the European Union are more and more brought into discussion. 

Nonetheless, the financial crisis is constantly revealing the fact that there is huge incompatibility between 



the political super-structure of the European Union and the interests of its inhabitants. The citizens are 

obliged to endure the costs of the crisis, without having a right to defend themselves against the measures 

imposed by the European”elite”, whereas the financial aristocracy keeps getting richer in complicity with 

the national governments, which are no longer so national after all.  

This reality should indeed be taken seriously by the European nations, because the alternative to 

democracy is dictatorship, and dictatorship actually means the loss of the so much beloved freedom. 

During its history Europe has already experienced such realities and one should not believe that imperial 

temptations are gone. The methods are changed, being now more subtle, but the purpose is the same, i.e. 

the domination of the masses exerted by an aristocracy, which as it gets stronger, also becomes more 

aggressive and more authoritarian.  

 As we intend to show in this paper, the process has far older roots. It has become today more 

transparent and it is revealed to us by means of the decisions adopted without consulting citizens, as well 

as by means of the positions expressed by leaders. The fact that by now the power from Brussels has not 

confronted with any notable resistance from the European nations, thus becoming more authoritarian, 

could encourage it no longer to dissimulate its real purposes.  

Romania, through its leaders, is part of that category of countries, which practically left 

themselves entirely in the hands of this financial aristocracy. While other leaders express their firm 

positions, criticize the decisions of the European Union and are keen on the sovereignty of the states they 

represent [2], the president of our country seems to be an earnest activist of the idea of transforming 

Europe in a super-state, yet his mandate does not include such a task. That is why we, Romanians should 

be more careful to the actions of those representing us in the European Union, should also wonder 

whether these persons really have a mandate from the people to take certain commitments. Furthermore, 

we should also be more wary towards “the European democratic values”, since – as we intend to show in 

this study – this concept has long been drained of meaning.  

 

I. THE POLITICAL UNITY OF EUROPE – A PROJECT SECRET TO THE NATIONS 

OF THE OLD CONTINENT 

 

Officially, we know that the beginnings of the current European construction can be dated back to 

the period following the Second World War. The disastrous effects of this war created an extremely 

favorable climate to bring into discussion older projects of European management. Therefore, when one 

came up with the idea of a new political geography of Europe as a solution to prevent future conflicts, the 

entire population of the Old Continent agreed, strongly supporting the political actions initiated for this 

purpose.  

But the idea of a United Europe is much older and as it is now known, all historical attempts to 

achieve this unity failed, being actually strongly rejected by the European public opinion. Nonetheless the 

idea was never abandoned. During the 20s top theoreticians began to support more adamantly the idea of 

unity and cooperation among the European states. Two of these theoreticians, Jean Monnet [3], who 

became the father of Europe, and Arthur Salter did not limit their ideas to a unity based mainly on 

cooperation, but went further, promoting the idea of”a supranational government”that should govern”The 

United States of Europe”. In several essays Arthur Salter pleaded for the idea that European states should 

subordinate entirely to a unique political, economic and military authority, national parliaments and 

governments thus turning into simple local administrators.[4] 



The political European climate following the First World War was not however favorable to the 

implementation of such a project. National states had barely been formed at that time, therefore any idea 

of “European unity”caused fears regarding the risk of losing their recently acquired integrity, 

independence and freedom.  

When however in 1940 the danger of France being occupied by Germany was imminent, the 

initiators of the project had a first attempt to start its implementation. One came up with the idea of a 

French – British union, but not as an inter-statal cooperation but as the genuine formation of a new nation, 

with unique government, unique army, unique citizenship and unique currency. Except for the unique 

currency, the project was accepted by the British government, but rejected by the French who feared they 

might thus become a British dominion.  

After the Second World War the situation was more favorable, not only because of the European 

state of mind, at that time traumatized by the consequences of the war and preoccupied in finding 

solutions to avoid such tragedies in the future, but also because this project managed to attract some of the 

most important political figures of the time, such as Charles de Gaulle and Winston Churchill, whose 

image and credibility had been consolidated during the war, thus enjoying at that moment an immense 

political capital. Since the French – British union failed, one came up with a second alternative, i.e. a 

partnership between France and Germany, an idea advanced and supported by Winston Churchill ever 

since September 1946, at the University of Zürich, when he actually used the expression “United States of 

Europe”. On 9
th
 May 1950 one launched a first plan, accepted by both countries, according to which their 

productions of coal and steel would be controlled at a supranational level, by a Supreme Authority. After 

Italy, the Netherlands, Belgium and Luxembourg had joined this union in 1952, the European Community 

of Coal and Steel was thus formed. It was a matter of tactics inspired by the Belgian Prime Minister of 

that time, Paul-Henri Spaak, who considered that given the historical context of the moment, one could 

not come up from the beginning with the idea of a political unity. Therefore, the solution was to disguise 

the political purpose under the mask of economic cooperation. And this is how in 1957 the Treaty of 

Rome was signed, thus laying the foundation of the European Economic Community.  

Another important collaborator of Jean Monnet was Altiero Spineli, an Italian communist, who 

remained rather anonymous until today [5], even though he strongly supported the idea of drafting „The 

Single European Act”, a pact which influenced to a great extent the harmonization of the legal systems of 

the Member States and later on the Maastricht Treaty, which marked another stage in the evolution of the 

European integration process.  

Even though the focus has always been placed on economic integration, gradually one has also 

achieved a transfer of the political decision to the European administrative authorities. The project “Jean 

Monnet”is said to have meant in fact “a slow-motion coup d’état”. In this whole process European nations 

have only been represented, but not consulted, even if based on their sovereignty right they should have 

given up on their sovereignty by transparent and free consent.  

It is difficult to say now what the initiators and all the other persons, who during this period of 

more than 60 years in one or another brought their contribution to this vast project, actually intended. Did 

they perhaps believe that 500 million inhabitants, of different nationalities, speaking different languages, 

coming from completely different historical and cultural traditions and last but not least living in 

countries that differed greatly in their levels of civilization and economic development, could indeed have 

a unique government? Moreover, how could such a government remain democratic?  

Without suspecting the fact that the initiators of this project had any bad intentions whatsoever 

and without throwing any doubt on the fact that these initiators of the project had nothing else in view but 



the welfare of all Europeans, one should still notice and emphasize the fact that the stages and political 

actions adopted so far have not involved the European nations, i.e. the large masses of citizens, as well. 

Their participation was somehow occult, kept at a distance from the entire process of political integration, 

disguised as it has been shown here in the form of economic cooperation.  

Before 1990 the population in the West was not effectively involved in the political process. A 

series of factors contributed to the increase in their standard of living and civilization and thus the people 

did not show much interest in public affairs, which were handled exclusively by political leaders, who 

also as a result of prosperity and welfare had the trust of the people. From this point of view the “Iron 

Curtain”played a certain role in its turn. Under its pressure, Western politicians felt obliged to do 

everything to avoid disappointing the large masses of citizens, who under strong ideological influences 

could have produced social turmoil. However, this factor disappeared once the dictatorial regimes from 

Central and East European countries collapsed. Moreover, these countries were also attracted in the 

process of European integration, which led to the appearance of new problems on the agenda of the 

European project. Under these circumstances, with the disappearance of the balance of forces existent 

before 1990, the European administration suddenly felt more relaxed and therefore less fearful of the 

consequences of its political actions. Subtly there appeared in the structure of this administration a certain 

select category, with the intention of being considered “elite”, which has managed so far to monopolize to 

a great extent the European decision-making process, thus constantly increasing its authority, strongly 

promoting the democratic values and interests of the peoples of the Old Continent, without however 

stating to serve and defend them. This “elite”has indeed acquired too much power and since power can be 

stopped only by power, we the Europeans, regardless of nationality, should stop being indifferent towards 

whatever happens in Brussels.   

 

II. REJECTION OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL TREATY 

 

The European Council, called at Lacken (Belgium) on 14
th
 and 15

th
 December 2001, while 

analyzing the evolution of the European Union and its development perspectives, summoned a European 

Convention with the task of coming up with proposals on three major themes: bringing citizens closer to 

the European project and the European institutions; structuring European political life and political space 

in an extended Europe; transforming the European Union in a factor of stability, a reference point in the 

new world order.  

 The Convention reached the conclusion that these objectives could be met in the following ways: 

a better assignment of the competences of the European Union and the Member States; the fusion of all 

treaties that laid the foundation of the European Union and the granting of legal personality to the 

European Union; the increase of democracy, transparency and efficiency of the European Union by 

diversifying the contribution of national parliaments to the legitimacy of the European project, by 

simplifying the decision-making process and by a transparent and clear functioning of the European 

institutions; improvement of the structure and consolidation of the role of each of the three institutions of 

the European Union, taking into consideration especially the consequences of the EU enlargement.  

 In the statement from Lacken one emphasized the idea that in order to keep developing the Union 

and in order to meet its original objectives, one should draft a unique document with constitutional value, 

which should be based on the simplified and abridged treaties.  

As one may notice, there is a serious conceptual contradiction in the formulation of these 

objectives. On the one hand, the need to strengthen democracy by bringing citizens closer to the European 



project and the European institutions is emphasized, but on the other hand, one insists on the contribution 

of national parliaments to the legitimacy of this project. We dare state that such an approach is simply 

hypocritical, since democracy is mentioned purely from a formal point of view, the intention being in fact 

to produce a transfer of the right to ratify union political acts from the citizens to the national parliaments 

that are more docile in the face of the institutional authority of the European Union. This transfer could be 

more clearly noticed especially after the consultation of people did not agree to the proposals of 

this”authority”, according to which national identity is undermined, but which are provided as solution to 

strengthen”European unity”.  

 Based on what was established at Lacken, the Convention presided by Valery Giscard d’Estaing, 

drafted a project of constitution. The project with 338 articles defined the policies of the European Union 

and of its institutions. Furthermore, one also established the symbols of the European Union, i.e. a dark 

blue flag with 12 yellow stars in a circle, an anthem – Ode to Joy from Beethoven’s 9th Symphony, a Day 

of Europe – 9th May, since on that day in 1950 the great European project began. 

The idea of a European Constitution was initially tackled cautiously, which is easy to understand, 

since the Constitution is perceived to be the fundamental law of a state. And if such a Constitution is 

adopted at a European level, it means that Europe becomes a super-state, a perspective otherwise targeted 

by the European”elite”even from the moment this project was launched, yet kept secret from the 

European public opinion. When at the European Convention summoned to draft the constitutional project, 

its president Valery Giscard d’Estaing declared that a”European constitution”would be adopted, the 

French answered that the Convention could at most adopt a treaty representing the will of the Member 

States regarding certain constitutional norms, but definitely not a Constitution by the national model. The 

same attitude was adopted by the representatives of other participating states, mainly by the British.  

In June 2003 Valery Giscard d’Estaing gave to the European Council summoned at Porto Carras, 

the Project of the Constitutional Treaty. He then declared that he “handed the project of the Constitution 

of the United States of Europe, as rival power to the United States of America”[6]. At that time “the 

United States of Europe”already had (since January 2002) an own currency, considered by Romano Prodi, 

the former president of the European Commission as an important “political step”. Margaret Thatcher 

declared at that time that “those who cannot control their own currency can neither control their own 

identity”.  

The Constitutional Treaty signed by the political leaders of the 25 Member States of the European 

Union was then submitted to a procedure of ratification. According to the Maastricht Treaty, it had to be 

ratified in each Member State, so unanimously, in order to be enforced. At that time the ratification 

procedure was not the same everywhere, many states having the referendum in this respect. It is 

interesting to notice that the ratification went smoothly in the states where the ratification procedure was 

parliamentary but had problems in the states where the referendum was used. In 2005 the inhabitants of 

France and the Netherlands rejected to a great extent the European Constitution. In Great Britain such a 

referendum was scheduled for the spring of 2006, but in order to avoid a similar failure one gave up on 

the referendum and used the parliamentary procedure instead. The same situation occurred in the other 

states, as well.  

This test proves that the nations of Europe begin to realize the fact that the project of their unity 

has drastically changed from the original one and that the current authority in Brussels distances more and 

more from the interests and will of the citizens. The two referendums also show that the Europeans have 

already discovered that fact that they have gradually lost their freedom and the right of their states to 

govern themselves, thus craving for the system, in which they used to live and which was taken away 



from them without any notice. Today, as well, in all analyses regarding the future of the European Union, 

reference is made to the opinion of the Czech president, Vaclav Klaus, who in 2004, after adopting the 

Constitutional Treaty expressed his fear that his country would cease to exist as an independent and 

sovereign entity when joining the EU and that one should do everything possible to avoid losing their 

individuality and their existence for more than a thousand years.[7]  

 

III. IMPOSING THE LISBON TREATY  

 

By the two referendums, the French and the Dutch pointed to the European leaders that what they 

want to construct should also have the consent of the nations of the continent and that before drafting the 

project, which nonetheless implied certain costs, one should first assess the European public opinion. The 

unelected bureaucracy of Bruxelles[8] should have in view Jean-Jacques Rousseau’s opinion, who stated 

that “just like the architect, before building a great edifice, observes and explores the plot of land, to see 

whether such an edifice can be built, similarly the wise legislator does not start by drafting good laws, but 

first explores whether the people, to whom these laws are addressed, can live with them”[9].  

In the reference studies published after the two referendums one emphasized again the fact that a 

Constitution is the fundamental law of a state and that adopting a Constitution for a union of states would 

mean the melting of the national identities in a super-state, the distinct personalities of the composing 

nations being shadowed and gradually replaced by a “European personality”. The nations of the European 

continent were once again faced with such questions as: What kind of United Europe are we building? A 

Europe of cooperation among nations or a Europe of subordination of those with reduced economic and 

military power to stronger ones? A federal Europe or a European confederation, in which Member States 

cannot lose the right to decide on their own destinies?  

The political and diplomatic dispute regarding the European construction turned out to be 

stronger not among leaders, who pretend to be”an elite”, but among them and the citizens, who are more 

and more adamant on preserving their national identities in a united Europe, which as it may be noticed is 

not agreeable to the”elite”. If however this”elite”continues to decide on behalf of the 500 million 

European citizens, but ignoring their will, it means that their purpose does not coincide with the interests 

and hopes that the people have regarding this Union.   

After two years of expectation, the EU leaders met at the European Council held in Brussels on 

21
st
 – 22

nd
 June 2007, with the clear objective of overcoming the obstacle created by the rejection of the 

Constitutional Treaty. They also brought into discussion the Berlin Declaration from March 2007, on the 

occasion of the 50
th
 anniversary of the signature of the Treaty of Rome, in which it was mentioned, 

obviously formally, that “one cannot promote decisions contradicting the popular will”[10]. It was 

therefore decided to give up on the term Constitution, as well as on all symbols that may suggest the idea 

of federation, such as flag, anthem, day etc. and to draft a new Reform Treaty, which would be finalized 

at Lisbon in October 2007.  

In its early variant, i.e. Brussels – June 2007, this treaty respected the objections of the French, 

the Dutch and other EU nations regarding the Constitutional Treaty. Apart from giving up on the 

name”constitution”and on the state symbols, one also intended to reduce substantially the attributions of 

the European Council President and to replace the position of Foreign Affairs Minister with the one of 

High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. One also accepted 

the objections of Great Britain regarding the priority of European regulations, the objectives of the 

Netherlands regarding the increase of the competency of national parliaments and the acknowledgement 



of the capacity to reject legal proposals of the European Commission that contradict national 

competencies, the objectives of Poland regarding the election system and so on. In what concerns the 

election system one established to apply until 2014 the rules of the Nice Treaty, and after 2014 one would 

introduce the system of double majority, which means the consent of 55% of Member States, representing 

65% of the EU population. The representatives of Great Britain also obtained after negotiations the right 

to decide which issues of justice and internal affairs would be handed to the EU authorities for 

coordination. At that time it was considered that all these revisions could have overcome the controversial 

issues of the Constitutional Treaty, thus reducing the existent tensions regarding the loss of national 

identities, especially by smaller countries.  

However, at Lisbon, on 18
th
 – 19

th
 October 2007 the solutions established at Brussels were 

cancelled, coming back to the initial provisions of the Constitutional Treaty, rejected by the French and 

the Dutch. By a diversion, called by some analysts ”judicial engineering”[11] or ”hidden bureaucratic 

revolution” [12], the Reform Treaty became in fact a new form of the Constitutional Treaty. Thus by 64 

appendix declarations, the solutions negotiated at Brussels, which aimed at coming up with concrete 

solutions and continuing with the reformation process, were practically cancelled. So, by avoiding 

democratic consultation and information, i.e. the democratic process itself, the European”elite”continues 

to transform Europe as it sees fit and by an untruthful propaganda, tries to convince us that all these 

measures are for the welfare of the European citizens.  

Giving up on the Constitutional Treaty was thus nothing more than a purely formal thing or even 

better, a tactic to manipulate the public opinion, as well as the leaders who still have a reticent position. 

The project of political unity continues, the essence of this project implying in fact the transfer of national 

sovereignty attributes to the institutions of the European Union. Since no nation is willing to give up on 

independence, the “European elite”disguises its actions in democratic camouflage. Political discourses 

and even the preamble of decisions adopted by various European authorities abound in demagogues 

democratic concepts, insisting on the fact that everything is done in the name and interest of citizens.  

According to the Lisbon Treaty “the Union is based on the values of respecting human dignity, 

freedom, democracy, equality, state of law, as well as on respecting human rights, including the rights of 

minorities. These values are common to all Member States in a society characterized by plurality, non-

discrimination, tolerance, justice, solidarity and equality among women and men”[13]. But because 

according to European leaders, the nations and citizens, who still stick to their national identities, would 

never perceive these values, not even those that keep to democracy and state of law, the European ”elite” 

saw fit for”the better sake of Europeans”not to consult them any longer.  

This is what European leaders understood from the rejection of the Constitutional Treaty through 

the two referendums, in other words they want to build a Europe that cannot be understood by common 

people, as”beneficiaries”, who out of ignorance reject their project. Precisely on the evening of the day in 

which the French rejected the treaty, Adrian Severin, deputy in the Romanian Parliament, at that time 

former Minister of Foreign Affairs stated that “the issue of the European construction should remain in 

the competence of elites and not of masses, who do not understand the course of events very well” [14]. 

The reality is that people understand very well that the project of a united Europe, that this ”elite” insists 

to achieve, does not concern them directly and that the European ”technocrats” do not ”sacrifice” 

themselves for the sake of the citizens. When we find out what costs the Europeans bear to support 

this”elite”and their opulence, we shall probably understand more clearly the purpose for which the 

nations of the Old Continent are sacrificed.  



So, in order to take this project further, without having to face the resistance of masses, the 

European leaders understood that they had to give up on the referendum. And this is precisely what 

happened. The Lisbon Treaty, containing much of the Constitutional Treaty, was ratified by parliamentary 

procedure in all EU states, except for Ireland that maintained its referendum. The fact that here, at the first 

consultation, the vote was negative, shows the real option of Europeans. We therefore witness nowadays 

the institution of”a democracy of elites”, as the former Polish president Lech Kaczynski stated, at the 

same time criticizing the options of temporary leaders of the European Union to ignore the popular vote 

in important issues regarding the fate of the European nations. The former Polish president asked himself: 

“Does the 21
st
 century mean replacing classical democracy with a democracy of elites and going from a 

democratic European construction to an aristocratic European construction, within which some decide 

and others obey?” [15]  

 

IV. THE IRISH REFERENDUM – A NEW TEST OF THE OPPOSITION OF THE 

EUROPEAN NATIONS  

TOWARDS THE PERSPECTIVE OF LOSING THEIR NATIONAL IDENTITIES  

 

Since European leaders want not to consult the EU nations regarding the future of Europe and 

respect their will, but rather to impose their own plan, drafted exclusively from the perspective of their 

own interest or of those who control them, their actions are further away from the essence of democracy, 

which they now use only to disguise their plans better. ”Nothing is more dangerous than the interference 

of private interests in public affairs…” [16] said the famous French thinker Jean Jacques Rousseau and it 

seems that it is precisely this factor that undermines now a project that once appeared generous and full of 

hope to the nations of Europe.  

If the new provisions of the Reform Treaty negotiated in June 2007 at Brussels had not been 

accepted only to give the impression that the values of democracy are still respected and that the 

European institutions still function according to the will and benefit of the Europeans, then one would no 

longer have had to impose to Member States to give up on the procedure of ratification through 

referendum. The Parliaments, as is has been shown above, are more compliant and one way or another 

their members, given their privileges are no longer attached to citizens, whom, after the elections, they no 

longer represent, as they should according to the Romanian Constitution (Article 69). Because the plan of 

the European ”elite” was not to modify the essence of the Constitutional Treaty, but only to give it an 

appearance of change, they also ensured themselves against possible rejections, by obliging national 

leaders to adopt the parliamentary procedure of ratification.  

The only country where the referendum was kept as ratification procedure was Ireland. On 12
th
 

June 2008 the Irish rejected the Lisbon Treaty with a percentage of 53.45%. This failure, though in a 

country whose population represents less than 1% of the entire population of Europe, has nonetheless 

generated numerous debates, more or less elaborated, precisely because it blocked once again the 

European project desired by the “elite”. After an analysis of the debates generated, one may notice several 

causes that might have determined the Irish to vote against the treaty.  

Firstly, one may speak of an exaggerated pressure on the Irish population, in that one insisted on 

the variant of the positive vote. No alternative debates were organized, in order to allow the public to 

obtain correct information not only on the advantages, but also on the disadvantages of rejecting the 

treaty. Furthermore, the head of the French diplomacy, trying to determine the Irish to vote in favor of the 

treaty, managed nothing else but to annoy them, when on 9
th
 June, three days before the referendum, he 



told the Irish that they could benefit from European support more than the others, telling them however 

that if they voted against the treaty, they would be the first victims. This fact irritated the Irish, who 

according to The Irish Times “do not like being told what to do”[17]. 

Secondly, Irish farmers, beneficiaries of subsidies granted through the Common Agricultural 

Policy of the European Union, felt they might lose these subsidies under the circumstances of the non-

protectionist policy of the World Trade Organization, whose promoter is precisely the European 

Commissioner for Trade.  

Thirdly, the Irish feared they might lose their status of neutrality. The Lisbon Treaty established a 

common foreign and security policy, which contradicts the traditional Irish policy of neutrality.  

Fourthly, Ireland stimulated economic development also by a more relaxed fiscal regime for 

companies. Since France insists for taxes paid by companies to be submitted to a common European 

fiscal regime, the Irish realized that by accepting the treaty they would lose one of their most important 

instruments of economic development.  

Fifthly, the Irish, traditionally Catholic, do not agree to the liberalization of abortion, which is 

supported by several EU Member States.  

There were also certain points of view, according to which the Irish negative vote could be a 

result of the American influence, having in view the tight relations to the Irish – American community 

from the United States. Even the French State Secretary for European Affairs, Jean-Pierre Jouyet, 

mentioned a possible clash between European and American interests when talking about the Irish 

referendum. Furthermore, it is also believed that the Irish organization “Libertas”, which led a strong 

campaign against the Reform Treaty, was financially supported by an American company of 

telecommunication[18].  

Scientific research of the last years proves that the economic force of the European Union has 

increased considerably, competing now with the economic force of other world powers, such as the 

economy of Japan and especially the economy of the United States of America.  

It seems however that in this entire process of reformation the Americans paid more attention to 

the military emancipation of the European Union, rather than the possible economic competition. This can 

be fully explained taking into consideration the position of leader the USA and NATO have and the fact 

that Americans promote more and more their economic interests making use of the military way. The 

“preventive war”doctrine, strongly promoted and for more than a decade even officialized by the 

American administration, is well-known. That is why, without ignoring the economic aspect, we still 

believe that it is the military projects of the European Union that are of greater importance to the 

Americans, since they consider that their position within NATO, as well as their geo – strategic interests 

in Europe could thus be undermined.  

Therefore, one should emphasize the fact that in the second section of the chapter Common 

Security and Defense Policy from the Reform Treaty a new paragraph was introduced, according to 

which”The common security and defense policy is part of the Common Foreign and Security Policy. This 

ensures the European Union an operational capacity based on civil and military means. The Union may 

use these within missions outside EU, in order to ensure peace, to prevent conflicts and to strengthen the 

international security, according to the principles of the Chart of the United Nations Organization” [19]. 

We may be certain that the Americans did indeed influence the Irish, taking into consideration not 

only the direct relations among citizens, but also the fact that America cannot possibly remain indifferent 

to what happens in Europe. The clash between the great powers is a constant element in their existence 

and the means to achieve their purposes are not always entirely Orthodox.  



However, the issue that bothers the Irish, and not only them, is tightly connected to the national 

identity, since they fear they might lose it if the European Union strengthens and distances more and more 

from the will and interests of the nations. The clash between the administrative bureaucracy and the 

European citizens gets greater every day, and the community corruption becomes a daily fact [20].  

The Irish referendum, the only one in the entire Union, is one of the strongest arguments that the 

European project is built by an”elite”, a technocrat bureaucracy, that is further apart from the citizens and 

that formally represents the will of the nations, in order to legitimate its actions. But the nations feel that 

in the plans of this”elite”their destinies are challenged and major risks may await them in what regards 

their cultural identities, their defining values and traditions. This is the cause of the rejection, and if other 

nations had been consulted by referendum, the result would have also been negative. Opinion polls show 

that at that moment 53% of the French and 57% of the Dutch would have voted against the Reform Treaty 

[21].  

Under these circumstances we dare state that the alternative to democracy is dictatorship. If in 

such an important issue as sovereignty, citizens are not consulted and their will is not taken into 

consideration, then the power, regardless of its name, is in a huge crisis of democracy. We think that the 

danger is even greater when we talk of an exterior power, which assuming the sovereignty prerogatives of 

nations, gradually has no responsibility and no opposition to face. That is why European leaders insisted 

in the issues regarding the decision-making policy of the European Union no longer to consult the 

citizens, this being in fact the first step so as to eventually give up on the purely formal role of national 

parliaments. I believe that the experience of the Czech Republic and Poland, which barely ratified the 

controversial treaty, after repeated insistence, does not leave the European leaders unmoved and does not 

make them think of such a measure.  

As it results from democratic practice and scientific assertions and as it has been repeatedly 

emphasized in the public debates after the Irish rejected the Treaty, the referendum represents the free 

option of citizens consulted on decisions that are important for them. This option should not be altered by 

any sort of political or economic pressure and is definitive. Repeating a referendum until the option 

becomes convenient to the initiators does nothing else but transform this referendum into a false political 

action, obviously submitted to interests that do not regard the voters.  

Nevertheless, as one may easily notice, for European leaders the rules of democracy are simply 

some formalities, which they may adapt according to their interests. Right after the first referendum, the 

former French president Valéry Giscard d’Estaing wanted to repeat the referendum until the treaty was 

accepted. Several analysts believed of course that repeating the referendum would be a serious breach of 

the democratic principles that should govern the European Union. However, this critical perspective did 

not stop the process and was not even taken into consideration.  

Following intense pressures, some of which under the form of threats, on the Irish government, 

on 3
rd

 October 2009 a new referendum was organized. This time the result was more than satisfactory, 

with 67.13% of the participants answering “YES”to the Reform Treaty, thus opening the way towards the 

other measures that the European leaders were anxious to adopt.  

Thus, after overcoming the final, perhaps the only obstacle, the Lisbon Treaty was enforced and 

based on it the European bureaucracy names governments without democratic legitimacy, stating that this 

is done for the welfare and benefit of the Europeans. However, Europeans see every day that in these 

projects they matter very little and sometimes nothing at all.  

 

 



CONCLUSIONS 

 

The latest European confrontations constantly bring into discussion the relations among EU State 

Members and their institutions. Worth mentioning is the fact that if these relations are built based on the 

cooperation of State Members and if European institutions strongly respect the principle of subsidiarity, 

the new construction will be durable[22]. If however one continues with the subordination of the Member 

States and nations to the bureaucracy from Brussels, even imposing them a new geography, the project of 

this construction will definitely fail, as it was the case with previous attempts [23]. The natural question is 

whether those going towards this direction know about the other projects of European unification. Should 

not perhaps each nation designate those leaders who have strong knowledge in the field? Obviously, this 

may be valid only if the nations indeed had a role to play from this point of view. That is why “To be or 

not to be Eurozone?”is more and more frequently the question asked in the latest debates on European 

integration.  
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