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Abstract 

The European Union has known a lengthy process of integration, being nowadays in fact an 

international atypical construction. Even though one does not yet admit that it is in fact a federation, saying 

instead that it tends towards a federation of nation-states, based on some recent declarations of Jose Manuel 

Barroso, nonetheless having in view its latest functioning mechanism, it can no longer be considered anything 

else but a federation. However, from a democratic perspective, one wonders whether such a construction is 

ratified by the European nations and whether their will is indeed taken seriously by the bureaucratic apparatus in 

Brussels, whose legitimacy is unfortunately ignored. At the same time one may wonder what the basis of the 

power of this apparatus is and who mandated it to decide in issues regarding the governing of all states 

composing the European Union. 

Leaving aside the stereotypical clichés regarding the democratic principles and rules of managing 

public affairs, one may still notice that the European bureaucratic apparatus functions independently from the 

will of the nations and most of the time even against their interests. Even more serious is the fact that nowadays 

nations can no longer oppose to the decisions adopted by this system. 
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I. The subtle process of political integration 

 

In a state organized according to democratic principles and rules, the source of power is 

represented by the freely expressed will of the citizens, in other words of the people. Without any 

further details, everything done by the power center, all its actions and decisions need to be mandated 

or ratified by the people. This is the highest measure of democracy. In fact, as one may notice, the 

exponents of the power justify their actions as being done in the name of and for the benefit of the 

people. Even if in fact things are not exactly like this and the common welfare is often invoked in a 

false and hypocritical manner, still the ones having the power are the result of a debatable electoral 

process in what regards the correctness, but at least they are formally mandated by popular vote to 

govern the state.  

Because the institutional organism of the European Union claims to work according to 

democratic rules and since its decisions are mandatory for all Member States, which is often 

emphasized by sometimes rather tough sanctions, the natural question regarding the legitimacy of this 

power arises, in other words one wonders what the basis of the right of these institutions to pass acts of 

authority for the citizens and peoples of Europe is.  

At the level of the European Union one may notice today a super-statal autocratic power, 

which claims to govern almost the entire continent and even though it considers itself to be 

democratic, it does not even have the legitimacy of a statal power derived from fraud elections. This 

process began more than 60 years ago, more exactly at the end of World War 2, evolving in a rather 

subtle manner. The peoples of Europe see only now that they had been deprived of their statality, but 

this did not happen spontaneously, but with every step made towards integration, in most cases 

assumed unawares. The national attributes of sovereignty are now absorbed by the governmental 

structures of a unified Europe, i.e. by a super-statal European power. 

But in order to identify the source of this autocratic power and to understand how is it that the 

peoples of Europe, which had witnessed along their history countless types of imperial domination, 
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ended up giving up on their most valuable asset, i.e. sovereignty and along with it, national freedom, 

we believe it is necessary to have a brief view on the way, in which these continental power structures 

were formed. 

Up to now the process of European integration has had a relatively easy way. The policy of 

the thing done and of the formal ratification of the various acts of the process of integration turned out 

to be not very difficult for European leaders. Since the European peoples were sensitive to the peace 

offer, freedom, tranquility and prosperity they had been lured with, not only after World War 2, but 

also after the fall of the Iron Curtain, they have not so far manifested any notable opposition against 

the process of integration. By huge propaganda that had aimed their expectation horizon, they were 

thus put in the situation to ratify without any reserve the measures for European unity. This could 

happen because integration, at least in its official form, aimed at nothing but the economic field and of 

course it would have been absurd for Europeans to oppose to a process that would supposedly make 

their lives better. 

For a long time however one could not understand that without the political side, the process 

of the economic integration would not have been possible. It is easy to understand that if the political 

side had opposed, the European Union would have been a failure. But in a masked way, the political 

side turned out to be the most active factor of the integration, and now when Europe has a unitary and 

rather authoritarian institutional structure over the states, the risk of any serious opposition being thus 

quite absent, the political side is still there, requiring the need of a political integration. In fact, what 

one wants is the legitimacy and the official acknowledgement of the fact that the unity of Europe is not 

only economic, and for the process to continue, there is still one solution to surpass the losses caused 

by crisis: one would have to emphasize the political integration, i.e. the transfer of the last attributes of 

sovereignty of a state in favor of the Brussels power structures. What has been so far only alluded to in 

certain groups of discussion and analysis on political integration, now becomes more and more 

prominent by the voices of some important leaders of the European Union. Therefore, the President of 

the European Commission, Jose Manuel Barroso, insists lately on the idea of creating in Europe a 

federation of nation – states. To this purpose he is bound to present „a chart” of this new institutional 

architecture before the upcoming European elections of 2014. 

However it is surprising that the European Union is organized and functions in many aspects 

as a federation of states. Therefore, the project that Barroso talks about is now happening and he does 

nothing else but trying to formally legalize it. This also results from the declaration of the Czech 

president Vaclav Klaus, who definitely rejects such a project, anticipating that in this federation, his 

country would end up a province with no importance whatsoever. „The only thing I like about this 

proposal” – according to the Czech president – „is the fact that the current protagonists of the 

European integration have clearly admitted for the first time their real objectives.” 

A fervent supporter of this project turns out to be the president of Romania, yet his activism 

does not bring any benefit to his country. Quite on the contrary, Romania is still treated from the 

perspective of the interests of the exterior financial circles and when one raises the issue of some 

European support for the country, we are confronted with an absolute „no” and most of the times no 

reason is being given, at all. However, the European leaders do not have the same attitude when it 

comes to the president of the country, whom they defend unconditionally, because he supports their 

integration policy. The most conclusive evidence appeared during the suspension procedure, when 

important leaders of the European Union, such as the president of the Commission, got scared and 

considered that political act to be nothing more and nothing less than a coup d’état. 

But what is the legitimacy of these leaders so as to decide what is it that the peoples and states 

of Europe can or cannot do? Gradually, the sovereign power of each state in part was transferred 

towards European organisms, without having in fact any consent from the rightful owners of this 

power, i.e. the people. 

Unfortunately the Europeans had to feel the dramatic effects of the crisis so as to understand 

that they are being governed by an illegal power that adopts measures in a discretionary manner. It is 

only now that the austerity measures are supported only by some Europeans, that one begins to wonder 

regarding this autocratic power and of course regarding the future of the European Union. „To be or 

not to be Eurozone?” – this questions is raised more and more often at the debates on European 

integration.[1] In time however the artisans of the European construction and of globalization have 

geiven us various signs regarding their project, of course at that time maybe not so easy to understand. 



But today when the process is rather advanced and its effects are felt, the public declarations of such 

leaders, given many years ago, are now shocking due to their clarity and vision.  

Therefore Brzezinski, founder of the Trilateral Commission and former Counselor of the US 

President, when referring to regionalization, stated that this was the way to „the gradual convergence 

of the East and the West towards a unique World Government … National Sovereignty is no longer a 

valid concept.” If we consider the fact that we, as well, insist a lot on the issue of regionalization, we 

may believe – without the fear of making a mistake – that the Romanian government is fully involved 

in fulfilling this project and follows the instructions of such structures, still mysterious to some. One 

may however easily notice that the regionalization is in fact the way towards dismembering nation-

states, which was foretold by Brzezinski 15 years ago.   

Another partisan of this project saw against a world government two main forces, i.e. religion 

and patriotism. Therefore, they should be removed precisely because since according to this opinion, 

humanity would evolve towards „a scientific society”, which can only be set under the rule of a world 

government. „We find ourselves in a process of global transformation – stated David Rockefeller, as 

well, not long ago – We now need only a necessary major crisis and all nations would do nothing else 

but accept the New World Order. George Soros also warned us in 1995 that „a strong period of turmoil 

in the entire world” would happen, which would be solved only by a new world order. In the year 

2009, happy that his actions and the actions of the financial elite he is part of, had been successful (of 

course, from their point of view), declared the following: „this crisis is the culmination of my life-long 

work … this is a very good (excellent) crisis.” 

Diabolic plans regarding the future of humanity were made before, but they had failed every 

time, having however dramatic consequences for man. As is the case with all other unfortunate 

experiences, these plans are the direct consequence of the fact that certain persons had gathered too 

much power and wealth, which is strangely combined with the fact that masses do not care, although 

warning signals are more and more argumented and categorical. 

 

 

II. The legal condition of the European clerk 

  

Could one say now that the European Union is governed by a power that tends to become with 

every day that passes more and more despotical? It seems pretty strange to use such words so as to 

describe an administration claiming to act in the name of and for the interests of the European people, 

at the same time claiming to be the expression of their will. But leaving aside all the stereotypical 

clichés on the democratic principles and rules managing public affairs, one may notice that the 

European bureaucratic apparatus functions independently from the will of the people and most of the 

times even against their interests. What we find to be more serious is the fact that nowadays the 

nations cannot even oppose to the decisions adopted by this system. Faced with this strange reality, a 

big question mark appears: how long can we still make use of this right, can we ask ourselves 

questions or explain certain things? As Europeans, who have experienced a discretionary regime – and 

maybe precisely due to this fact – we treasure more than others the values of democracy, we are 

implicitly highly curious on what exactly the source of this power is and how it manages to impose to 

the Europeans, regardless of the fact whether the decisions adopted are or not favorable to them. 

A first factor of authority of this system may be precisely the status of the European public 

clerk, characterized more than anything by an absolute „independence”. It is not the training, the skill 

or the moral integrity that matter when investing someone with a function within the European 

bureaucratic system, but the independence towards the home country. Regardless of the institution, 

everyone „working” for the Union is independent from their states and countries. Whether named or 

even elected, once invested in such a position, that person no longer has any connection whatsoever 

with the voters, if we refer to a European MP, for instance. Any European clerk stays for the interests 

of the Union and not for his state or nation. 

We were told in various ways that this status of independence protects the European clerk 

from any national influence that may endanger the interests of the Union. The idea of removing any 

national differences in order to strengthen the European unity has also somehow inspired this status of 

independence. Under such circumstances the responsibility is transferred from a national to a 

European level. Therefore, the European clerk is no longer responsible to his own nation, even though 



this responsibility is in turn rather diluted, but to all the citizens of Europe, i.e. to more than 500 

million people of the European Union nowadays. Anyone may grasp the absurdity of this 

responsibility and such an institution of the responsibility cannot basically materialize in anything. As 

long as in the management of the public affairs one does not materialize the responsibility of those 

invested with authority attributes towards the beneficiaries of their decisions, the state of law becomes 

a mere abstract formula and the democracy a concept lacking in significance. Along with the 

submination up to the disappearance of the responsibility towards citizens, the responsibility towards 

the system became more important. The independence of the European clerk, to a certain extent 

justifiable, turned out to be an important source of bureaucratic power. 

This idea is also expressed by professor Vernon Bogdanor from the University of Oxford, who 

states that the European Union is „an entity that is not responsible in front of anyone”[2]. Therefore, it 

„gives birth to the most dangerous of the separations – the one between policy and people”[3]. Of 

course this is not something new for the Romanians. They are used to the irresponsible and distant 

behavior of the political class, with the ignorance and arrogance they are treated with by the ones 

elected, even from the first day of office, but in their case, the internal disappointment is now 

completed by the deception caused by the European bureaucracy, from which one expected more 

respect and responsibility when more than 5 years ago, more or less as a result of the will of the 

people, Romania became a EU Member State. The Romanians hoped then that this new status would 

also determine the internal political class to become more responsible and correct. However, 

Romanians now see disappointed that the European bureaucracy may be more corrupt and even more 

despotical than the internal one.   

Starting from the opinion of professor John Gillingham[4], Mircea Platon[5] dares to state that 

the „European Union is in fact a prisoner  of a corrupt, politically and fiscally irresponsible 

bureaucracy, a close system, vindictive of all the ones daring to draw attention upon its drawbacks. 

Torn apart from the countries they came from, being responsible only to the direct bosses, who lead 

their departments as if they were feudal domains, isolated from one another and mediocre, the 

European clerks are a group with the privileges of an elite, without having however its talents and 

obligations, as well”[6]. 

The responsibility and the dependence towards the system are especially strengthened by a 

whole series of special privileges that the employees of the European Union enjoy. Thus, they earn up 

to Euro 300,000 a year, at the same time benefitting from various bonuses that consistently add up to 

their standard of living. For instance, they receive a bonus of 16% just because they live abroad, 200 

Euro plus 2% monthly from the basic wage for rent, a bonus of Euro 5,000 to become parent, Euro 

8,000 for each child up to the age of 25 in order to cover the education expenses, medical insurance, 

pensions of up to 70% from the basic wage etc. When benefitting from such conditions, any individual 

– I assume – is not willing to risk losing them just for the sake of some democratic principles and 

values. This is how one may explain a certain attitude present within the European Commission, 

suggestively named „the conspiracy of politeness”. According to this „culture”, if one happens to be 

correct and fair, one is first subtly drawn attention to and in case of perpetuated „disobedience” one 

may end up being fired. For the audacity of trying to follow the track of the missing money from 

European accounts and to apply the rules of fiscal discipline, many OLAF investigators and revisers 

were simply removed from the system. Describing the corruption within the European bureaucracy, 

the European MP Jens-Peter Bonde said that: „This is not one, or two, or five villains, but an entire 

parallel financial system”.[7] 

 

 

II. The repressive component of the European bureaucratic system 

 

Any public power tending towards authoritarianism, acting only for the benefit of its own 

system, ignoring the will and interests of the citizens, obviously questions its existence in the face of 

social adverse reactions. This preoccupation is also an issue for the EU authorities. The current 

situation is extremely favorable for the appearance of some operational forces at a European level. 

Strengthening a European system of security in the face of threats and risks that endanger the peace 

and tranquility of Europeans becomes more and more a priority for European leaders and since serious 

events occur rather frequently, no one would dare to oppose to such a project. Europeans however do 



not see that while these European operational structures are being strengthened, one basically 

undermines the internal capacity of a state to fight against crime, which actually means a transfer of 

legal and judicial competences from a national to a European level. 

By means of the Maastricht Treaty from 7
th
 February 1992 one decided to found an organism 

facilitating the cooperation of the competent authorities from the Member States in what regards the 

prevention and fight against serious forms of international terrorism and crime. Based on the Treaty 

one adopted the Convention regarding the establishment of the Police Office of the European Union 

(the EUROPOL Convention), which was enforced on 1
st
 October 1998.[8] This is not the first form of 

international cooperation in what regards the fight against trans-boundary crime and since this 

phenomenon is constantly increasing, this authority thus turns out to be extremely useful. But since the 

EUROPOL was established, it went way beyond its initial attribute, i.e. being a connection between 

the national forces of police, becoming itself an independent police authority above the internal 

authorities of each state in part. Today the EUROPOL has a federal police organization, with the 

headquarters in Haag, where, not accidentally perhaps, one of the Gestapo headquarters was located 

during the war. The EUROPOL is constantly increasing and developing in employees, the conditions 

provided being an irresistible attraction to many young persons in search of a good working place and 

standard of living. They may freely interfere in any EU country, they may arrest and extradite any 

person regardless of his / her position and the legal regulations of the country; furthermore, according 

to article 12, Chapter 5 of the EU Protocol on privileges and immunities, they have full immunity 

against any accusations that may appear based on their acts.  

Since for instance in Romania, the profession of policeman has such an ingrate status, people 

having precarious means and unsecure legal conditions, being subject to all sort of humiliation from 

all sort of „newly rich”, having rather small wages, wouldn’t it then be an irresistible temptation for 

young people to become part of the EUROPOL, where the salaries range from 3,100 to 6,500 Euro, 

according to a recruitment offer at the end of the year 2011?[9] How simple is this way to transfer 

some prerogatives of national sovereignty to an imperial-like structure, as we have shown above? And 

we, Romanians still believe that the project of European unity and all the reforms emphatically 

announced have nothing else in view than the welfare of all Europeans, i.e. ours and of all 500 million 

individuals, who are to become – still for our sake – a new identity, since the identity we were born 

with and which formed us spiritually is according to the European „elite” out-of-date. 

Another operation unit from the security system at the level of the European Union is the 

European Gendarmerie Force (EGF).[10] It was formed as a result of a treaty signed by the Defense 

Ministers from France, Netherlands, Italy, Spain and Portugal. In 2008 Romania joined, as well. This 

is still a new project, but the institution is expected to become a force of rapid reaction, which would 

train up to 2300 persons. According to its declared goal, it should improve the capacity to handle 

crises in certain problematic areas. Furthermore, it will be able to operate also on behalf of UNO, 

NATO and other international organizations. 

Gradually one witnesses a transfer of jurisdiction competence in what regards the penal side, 

because the EUROPOL and EGF could not collaborate with national jurisdiction authorities. Thus, in 

2002 one founded the European Agency for Judicial Cooperation (Eurojust), which was to play a role 

of counseling within the investigations on trans-boundary crimes; this role was fully justifiable since 

the phenomenon had increased in intensity along with the persons’ freedom of movement. However, 

in time the competence of the Agency expanded, especially after the Lisbon Treaty came into effect. 

Francu Frattini, the Commissioner for Justice and Interior intends to give the Agency similar attributes 

as the US Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) has. The Treaty also mentions the position of EU 

General Prosecutor and Eurojust is to be subject to this prosecutor. The Eurojust employees will have 

access to the criminal data bases of all Member States, to the files of persons currently in jail or to the 

DNA data base. The EU General Prosecutor will be able to initiate and lead investigations in the entire 

EU.[11] As one may notice, this field also shows a rather obvious synchronization: whereas the 

decline of internal jurisdiction is constantly evident, the European jurisdiction strengthens.  

 

 



IV. A controversial issue in the Lisbon Treaty: death penalty 

 

The civilized world, as everybody knows, has given up on the death penalty. On their ways 

towards modernization the states had to democratically review their judicial systems, according to the 

values of Christianity and Humanism, thus abolishing the death penalty. In all EU Member States the 

death penalty is nowadays no longer regulated. Such a penalty, irrational also from a legal point of 

view, was believed to belong forever to the past, which could never be used again especially in a 

modern Europe, observing the democratic and Christian values.   

But a group of German jurists, studying more attentively the Lisbon Treaty, was surprised to 

notice that by means of a rather usual, yet little transparent technique in the legal field, the death 

penalty is legislated in the European legal system.[12] Thus, the Lisbon Treaty, adopted as a solution 

to continue the project of European integration, at a certain time reaching an impasse by the rejection 

of the Constitutional Treaty by the French and Dutch, includes in its structure the Chart of the 

European Union, as well. This stipulates that the death penalty is abolished, but has a small reference 

in a footnote, where the following is stipulated: „with the exception of war situation, social disorder 

and insurgency”. With the ratification of the Treaty the legal force of the Chart of the European Union 

is strengthened, which means that under the exceptional conditions mentioned above, death penalty 

can be applied.[13] 

One may believe that this could be an error. The „technocrats” working on the project of the 

treaty mau have not realized that by taking over in its content the Chart of the European Union, such 

legal consequences could appear. Yet, since these are such important documents for the future of the 

European Union and the fate of its nations, we could not possibly believe that they were simply wrong. 

Moreover, the fact that up to now no official point of view was expressed regarding this aspect, even 

though it was mentioned before the final ratification, we strongly believe that this was done fully 

aware, yet probably in a concealed manner, so as to avoid any possible resistance reactions. 

Therefore, we consider there is no other explanation except for a premeditated action, not by 

error, to include in the treaty such a serious aspect with great consequences. The practice of this „in 

secret” insertion in normative acts of certain provisions that at a first look generate no suspicions on 

their consequences, which is so frequent in various states, is therefore also taken over and used by the 

„European technocrats”. If indeed one intended to reintroduce in the treaty the death penalty, which 

we could barely doubt now, it means that no other way was possible, taking into consideration the 

history of oppositions towards the other provisions of the treaty and the ratification difficulties the 

European leaders encountered. If the public opinion had known the fact that the new treaty would 

reintroduce the death penalty, we believe that the pressure on internal parliaments would have been so 

great that not even these would have dared to ratify the treaty. 

As the German jurists ascertain, everything is limited only to this reference, without any 

further detail, which should have perhaps been necessary, given the importance of this provision. 

Thus, one explains neither the crimes that may generate the ultimate punishment, nor the special 

jurisdiction elements in such a situation. At the same time, for the sake of more judicial clarity, one 

should have better explained the exceptional situations referred to in that footnote, i.e. „the situation of 

war, social disorder and insurgency”. 

The state of social disorder, for instance, obviously implies a certain intensity, so as to become 

a serious circumstance which would impose the ultimate punishment for a deed, which under normal 

situations, would be sanctioned more mildly. A natural question thus arises: Who says that the social 

disorder has reached just a degree, so as to allow the death penalty? Which law courts would be able to 

give such a sentence and according to which procedures? For instance, in the context of the protests in 

Bucharest at the beginning of this year, certain acts of social disorder did occur. Therefore, could the 

facts committed under these circumstances and not yet clearly defined be punishable by death penalty? 

At the same time, the „war situation” under the current conditions may generate a series of 

various interpretations. For example, by the clause of solidarity, each European nation is obliged to 

take part in military actions when it comes to fighting against „acts of terrorism”. In other words, a 

nation fighting against terrorism is actually at war. But taking into consideration the specific traits of 

this phenomenon, the fight against terrorism is not an ephemeral situation. It involves a continuous 

activity, first and foremost of prevention and counter-attack. Therefore, a nation may always be at war. 



Not having these aspects clear, could it happen that a court of law supposed to judge a certain fact may 

consider it discretionarily as having occurred during war? 

For now, these questions are like many others without an answer and oblivion easily spreads 

upon this aspect up to a moment when the European bureaucratic system becomes so strong it won’t 

need to dissimulate the actions against nations and citizens. This fact suggests that this European elite 

is in fact preoccupied with strengthening its coercitive regime, taking into consideration the fact that 

its actions are more and more contested precisely by those whose welfare it supposedly has in view, of 

course in the absence of any mandate given by the people. 

 

 

V. The European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR) 

 

Even though the European nations have serious reticence regarding the idea of a political unity 

of Europe, being convinced that this would lead to the loss of their national identities, the leaders of 

the Members States and that „elite” stuck in the institutional system of the Union continue to 

strengthen its image of super-state. The Europeans’ opposition to this is stubbornly ignored, and the 

democratic values are called upon in a pompous manner. 

As it has been shown above, the Constitutional Treaty also mentions the position of EU 

Minister of Affairs. The rejection of the treaty by the French and the Dutch was also based on this fact, 

such a position being specific to a national state and not an international organization, though atypical 

as the EU. Therefore, the Lisbon Treaty stipulated the position of High Representative of the European 

Union for Foreign Policy and Security, instead of the position of minister. This is a tactic used by the 

technocrat bureaucracy of the European Union in order to continue its project of political integration, 

thus trying to avoid as much as possible any counter-reactions and oppositions, i.e. in other words to 

conceal to the European public opinion the real purpose and interests. 

But the foreign policy of the European Union, intended to be unitary, is to a great extent taken 

over by a relatively new institution, founded in the year 2007, when one also laid the foundation of the 

Lisbon Treaty. This is the European Council on Foreign Relations (ECFR). From a legal point of view 

this appears to be a non-governmental organization, but the tasks undertaken are far from this declared 

civil status. 

For anyone who is a little informed, this name is not at all original. One knows that in 1921 at 

New York the Council on Foreign Relations was founded. With an activity of more than 90 years we 

may now clearly see whether the real purpose of its foundation indeed corresponds to the one declared. 

Made up from former US Presidents and State Secretaries, presidents of the most rich international 

corporations, including press trusts, the board of administration of this organization meets regularly, as 

the leaders state, for discussions and analyses. Taking into consideration the costs of the functioning of 

this council, should we indeed believe that huge sums of money are being spent only to facilitate 

certain debates, and the investors, who as everybody knows are usually oriented towards profit, gain in 

fact nothing else from these meetings than simply satisfying certain curiosities on the world we live 

in? 

The fact that for a long time the activity of the council, but also of other similar structures, was 

shrouded in mystery, makes us believe that this organization is not exactly as innocent as it intends to 

be. In the public debates, as well as in the private discussions references to the existence and activity 

of such structures are considered to belong to the field of conspiracy. Up to a point this attribute is 

correct, because conspiracy also refers to „a secret and illegal intrigue against the national state and the 

public order”[14]. The part of the definition that no longer applies today is the fact that such actions 

are no longer so secret.   

The Council on Foreign Relations intended even from its foundation to support „the removal 

of economic and commercial barriers between all nations” and „the creation of a general association of 

nations”. One of the first leaders of the council had as a direction for the achievement of this goal „the 

guiding of the American public opinion”. Later on, noticing that „guiding” is in fact understood as 

„manipulation”, he reconsidered his words, replacing them with „informing the American public 

opinion”.[15] 

Today, however, taking into consideration the major events that occurred when he council was 

founded and which marked major changes in the evolution of humanity, as well as the more 



transparent statements of some members of the council, we may conclude unequivocally that the 

Council on Foreign Relations, as well as other similar authorities, which work together, have the 

supreme goal of imposing in the entire world a unique authority, in other words a world government, 

at their disposal and of course serving their exclusive interest.[16]  

For a long time their decisions have led to serious events for mankind, such as crises, wars, 

recessions, revolutions, government replacements, assassinations etc. and it would be rather naive of 

us to believe that the meetings of these individuals are reduced to some mere debates. All serious and 

realistic analyses on contemporary events practically lead to one conclusion: „the perpetual war, in 

which the Americans and with them the entire world, were suddenly involved is in fact the result of 

the plans made up in the laboratories of the Council on Foreign Relations long before September 11
th
 

2001.[17] The current doctrine of the US Department, according to which any country in the world 

may be preventively attacked, launched immediately after this tragic event, would represent in fact 

another stage towards the enforcement of the world government.  

Without any further details we are now faced with the situation of realizing, not exactly 

surprised if we have a look at the development of the European Union and especially at the fact that a 

certain elite imposes its authority against the will of the nations, that the recently founded European 

Council on Foreign Relations is basically the same as the American one. 

Therefore, according to official data, it is made up of 50 personalities from former presidents, 

prime-ministers, MPs, intellectuals etc. Even though European only by origin, we find out that a 

member and paymaster of this council is also George Söros. At the same time he is a member of the 

American Council on Foreign Relations, as well as of other similar organizations, which is unlikely to 

be a simple coincidence. 

The members of the Council declared that they wanted to make the European Union assume 

„global responsibilities”. As one may see, their main preoccupation is not internal Europe, but the 

external one, which shows that the purpose for the organization in such a structure is oriented towards 

a global policy.  

Indeed, as one may see in „The Declaration of Principles” there are issues of interest for the 

entire humanity, such as climatic changes, poverty, nuclear proliferation, violent extremism, terrorism 

etc. but these aspects are not tackled from a pacifist point of view, which alludes pretty clearly to the 

fact that the real purpose is to justify the expansionist policy. The fact that from the point of view of 

the members of the Council, the „European values” could also be promoted by making use of „the 

military force” or, to put it in other words, „the European power serves the European values”, shows 

us from the beginning „the good intentions” of this institution, not yet clearly defined from a legal 

point of view. As one may see, the theses of the „preventive war” and „the military export of 

democracy”, which come from the American culture, are faithfully taken over by the doctrine of the 

new European council. According to it, the states of the European Union should cooperate more 

efficiently within certain international organizations, such as UNO, World Bank, International 

Monetary Fund, with the purpose of raising the „collective power of EU”. Apart from the fact that the 

expression „collective power” is rather strange, one cannot help but notice that among the 

opportunities of international cooperation, two institutions mentioned are in fact serving „the world 

financial elite”. Given these circumstances, I believe there is no doubt on who and why another occult 

institution was founded. 

We believe that among the rather often invoked „European values” one should also find the 

ones referring to democracy and state of law. Still, if this council intends to promote in the world such 

„values”, of which Europe itself is in a crisis, as it has been shown above, then there is no other way 

than the military one, which in other words, means nothing else but imperialism under the face of 

democracy. It seems that the entire construction of the European Union has a scent of imperialism and 

this reality is becoming harder and harder to conceal any more. 

 

 

Conclusions 

 

Diabolic plans regarding the future of mankind have been made before and every time they 

failed, having however dramatic consequences for humans. As in the case of other fatal experiences, 

these plans are the direct consequence of the fact that certain fellow creatures have gained and 



gathered too much wealth and power, a process which strangely goes hand in hand with the 

indifference of masses, even though the warnings are more and more incisive and contended. This is 

why the nations of the Old Continent, still considering the tragedies from their history, should no 

longer be tempted by the perspective of a Europe „to the benefit of all and each, in part”. Something 

like is a utopia and I do not think it is worth sacrificing the national sovereignty. Sovereignty is the 

utmost value of a nation, the greatest expression of its freedom. It is not given as a gift, but is the result 

of great sacrifices that every nation had to make so as to gain independence. That is why I believe that 

regarding national sovereignty as a negotiation object is the greatest act of blasphemy at that nation.  
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