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In a word ... 

European banks are becoming nervous, and because this is so, we Germans 

also feel quite depressed. No one dares to believe that the Euro can still be 

saved, they can only hope. Constantly there are new rescue packages being 

put together, and all the unions - the debt union, the European Union, the 

European Monetary Union, the transfer union (including the Fiscal Pact and 

ESM) and the European Banking Union - they are all supposed to contribute 

to rescuing the Euro, and also Europe. Chancellor Merkel is talking about it, 

and is so foolhardy as to link the welfare of the Euro with the welfare of 

Europe. 

Since the introduction of the Euro, the community has subjected itself to the 

Euro and its daily devaluation. This however conceals the fact that in all its 

years, the Federal Republic has submitted hardly one balanced national 

budget, and has piled up debts on more debts due to faulty decisions, such as 

the introduction of the transfer processes (pay- as-you-earn - PAYE) in the 

statutory social systems, which had already devalued the D-Mark as a 

currency. 

In the year 1948, 100 D-Marks were still 100 D-Marks. By the time of the 

reunification, 100 D-Marks corresponded to purchasing power of 33.57 D-

Marks. By the introduction of the Euro in 2001, this purchasing power had 

fallen to 25.32 D-Marks, which corresponded to € 12.95. At that time, the 

national budget was under such stress that it was almost beyond saving. Only 

the currency reform to the Euro gained the time for political jugglers to delay 

national bankruptcy. Since 2001, the Euro has been devalued to the level of 

only 10.64 (as of 2013). 

Although the Euro temporarily helped to reduce debt, politicians failed to 

recognise that the common currency can only lead to further debt. Even 

Chancellor Helmut Schmidt wanted a single currency; Chancellor Kohl paved 

the way. For following heads of Government and also Chancellor Angela 

Merkel, alternatives would have been possible; nobody however made use of 
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them. 

Economists, legal experts, politicians and journalists, such as for example 

Prof. Dr. Wilhelm Hankel, Prof. Dr. Karl Albrecht Schachtschneider, Bolko 

Hoffmann, Henning Voscherau or Klaus Peter Krause pointed out what little 

prospects the Euro could have as a stable currency, but were overridden but 

by the obsession with the Euro, which shunned and strangled all through the 

state press. 

After the fall of the Berlin Wall in November 1989 and the collapse of the 

Soviet bloc, the four victorious powers of Great Britain, the USA, the Soviet 

Union and France signed the “Two-Plus-Four Treaty” on 12th September 

1990. The way was therefore free for the reunification of the two German 

states. The French President Francois Mitterrand (President from 1981 to 

1995) linked his signature to German reunification to the commitment of 

Chancellor Kohl that the Euro could be introduced. Kohl gave his agreement. 

As proposed in the Delors Report, the European Economic and Monetary 

Union was established in three steps. On 1st July 1990, the free movement of 

capital between the EC member states became possible. The Treaty of 

Maastricht (1992) laid out the legal basis for the second stage of the 

establishment of the European Monetary Institute (EMI, the predecessor of 

the ECB), beginning on 1st January 1994, and also reviewed the budgetary 

situation of the Euro member states. The European Central Bank (ECB) was 

founded on 1st January 1999, and the definitive Euro exchange rates of the 

national currencies were set. On 2nd May 1998, the heads of state and 

government of the European Community (including Helmut Kohl) decided in 

Brussels on the introduction of the Euro. 

Kohl must have been aware that he was acting against the will of the people, 

because he lost the Bundestag elections of 27th September 1998; this was of 

no help to those who had voted Kohl out, because the treaties had been 

concluded without consulting the people. 

Today the nightmare of the European Union is borne by the German 

taxpayers, who are delaying bankruptcy. By one year, by another - hardly 

knowing how long the crash can be averted. The fairy tale of austerity, the lie 



In a word ...

9

 

 

of the stable Euro and the dream of a United Europe have been shattered. 

Only those loyal to the party line, lobbyists, bankers and business bosses still 

believe in it, because they make money from the decline of the Euro, and thus 

reveal what binds Europeans together: the coexistence of nations, mostly 

peacefully, because in 2,000 years, the Europeans have created a community 

of states which stands for values such as tolerance, peace, freedom, and 

cosmopolitanism. 

To equate these values to the rubbish of a single currency created by political 

mania and the compulsion of dictatorship, the consequences of which will 

have to be borne by future generations, is one of the greatest political mistakes 

of our time, if not the worst ever, because it interrupts the development of the 

growing together of the European peoples. 

Germany’s role in this structure may be insignificant - or significant, but if 

values such as democracy and freedom are to apply, Germany will have to 

learn to discover and implement them for itself. 

At the moment, these values are being sacrificed to the crisis of the Euro, 

which at the same time is a political crisis, a national crisis, a crisis of 

democracy and of communal co-existence. Real, direct democracy must 

therefore finally apply. Politics must be controlled. 

This will require a new legal order for Germany, which is based on 

democratic-political education and participation of the people. Long since 

outdated laws must be brought up-to-date, and Germany must commit itself as 

a finally sovereign state, which lives in peace with all countries of the world. 

This must be based on a Constitution which puts an end to the dictatorship of 

the parties, and forms the foundation for cooperation with the countries of the 

European Community. One day then, this will perhaps correspond to the call 

of the Treaty on European Union: “In the effort to unite their economies and 

foster their harmonious order, by reducing the difference between the various 

regions and the numbers of the less fortunate." (Treaty of the Foundation of the 

European Economic Community, 25.3.1957) 

This book shows the evolution of most popular fraud of all time, that 
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Germany wanted to be a democracy and in fact never was, and how it came 

about that Europe must also become a sham democracy. The book shows how 

the retention of power and political self-expression function in the world of 

media, which reports everything, but conceals the most important: humanity 

has taken hardly a single step forward in the 100 years since the beginning of 

the First World War. Supposed progress served only one purpose: profit. And 

this profit serves power. 

However, the situation is not hopeless. There are alternatives, as this book 

also shows. It is up to the voters to decide who they want to believe and who 

they vote for. The fat years are over; but everyone can play their part in 

shaping the coming years. Otherwise it will remain so: that a few people hold 

the power and money, while many others must work for these powers, without 

ever having even the slightest chance of obtaining something for themselves. 

Although the scheming of the political guard of our times is not immediately 

fatal to anyone, it will also not ensure that life is safe, healthy, and as valuable 

as the people would wish it to be. The citizens of this country, like the citizens 

of all Euro countries, may justifiably hope for this, because they work, act, 

think and learn where matters of daily life play the main role - not politicians 

business and bank bosses forge their plans. 

The authors, together with supporters of the initiative “The Alliance for 

Democracy”, have made it their task to point out such grievances, and have 

set up the Internet site www.menschenfuerdemo-kratie.de. 

Every week, comments and reports are published here on subjects which the 

press is at pains to ignore, or are not reported in line with the facts. Every 

month, 40,000 people read these articles. The friends of democracy also 

prosecute violations by the world of business and politics. 

For reasons of better legibility, we have foregone notes. References to such 

things as books, authors, studies, surveys or websites are given in the text. 

For their information, advice and suggestions, special thanks go to the team of 

the lawyers’ chambers of “RAe Simon Jakob und Kollegen”, Heidelberg, who 

act as the operators of the Internet site: www.men- schenfuerdemo-kratie.de, 
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and represent the interests of the group “The Alliance for Democracy”. 

Since this book - and the Internet site - could not have existed without many 

helping hands, we would like to thank - among others - the untiring 

typewriting hands of Nicole Pollok, Lilo Schmitt and Ms Brigitte Fuchs - and 

all of the friends who supported the project in their own way, as well as Katja 

Stürzer, who procured information, Andreas Sawusch, who with dedication 

and reliability at all times maintained the Internet site, Global-Text Technical 

Translations, who ensured that the MfD texts could be read throughout the 

world, as well as everyone who has not been specifically named. 

Special thanks go to the hard-working Ms Peggy Wolf as a freelance 

publisher for her additional stylistic treatment of the texts on the website 

www.menschenfuerdemokratie.de and the research carried out for this 

purpose, and for the effort she put in with respect to this publication, for 

which we would like to pay a special tribute. 

Ladenburg and Wiesenbach (both near Heidelberg), January 2014 

Dr. Michael Humphrey and Volker Hans Rey (also as initiator of the 

project The Alliance for Democracy) 
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The sham democracy of Germany 

The question of what happened to Germany touches many areas. The system 

of government, political interests, but above all, the welfare of the people. 

Politicians have hardly thought about this since foundation of the state, 

although it was often said in statements that the Government would not act in 

any other interest. The question is whether and how politics was able to act, 

because Germany has had to struggle since the Second World War with past 

problems, which on the one hand hampered the development of Germany as a 

free, democratic country, and on the other were responsible for the fact that 

political decisions were made as they were. As a result, Germany had to 

become a sham democracy, which is just as subject to the striving for power 

of politics as the interests of the economy and banks. 

All state power does not come from the people 

In the year 1949, there were for the first time in history two constitutions in 

effect on German soil. The Basic Law of the Federal Republic of Germany 

was announced on 23rd May 1949, and applied from 24th May 1949. Until the 

point of the reunification, the expert in constitutional law, father of the Basic 

Law and SPD politician Carlo Schmid called it “provisional”; the first Federal 

President of Germany, the political scientist and journalist Theodor Heuss 

called it the “Transitorium”, and saw in it the connection between Germany 

and France, and Europe, based on the Forum of Nerva, the third of the four 

Imperial fora in Rome. The Constitution of the German Democratic Republic 

applied from 7th October 1949, the date of the foundation of the state, and was 

replaced nearly 20 years later, on 9th April 1968, by a revised version, which 

was again amended in 1974. On 3rd October 1990, the GDR joined the area of 

application of the Basic Law. Since then there has been no Constitution for 

the Germany of modern times. 

While it stated in 1949 in the introductory declaration of the Basic Law, the 

Preamble: “(...) The entire German people is called on to complete the 

achievement of unity and freedom of Germany in free self-determination”, this 
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matter did not find its way into the Preamble of the Basic Law with the co-

determination of the people, as has applied since the day of reunification. It 

may appear at first that the principle that all power of the state must emanate 

from the people (Art. 20 II 1 GG), has been destroyed. It remains open to 

question whether the law, which was passed in 1949, and which all German 

courts observe until today as the basis of all German law, could serve at all as 

a constitutional principle? Germany could only have called itself a democratic 

country on the basis of the co-determination of the people, because controls 

would then have applied which can prevent the power of the state, which 

emanates from the people, being usurped by power cartels. These controls 

exist, although they serve only for the protection of the sham democracy. 

Politics, or more accurately party-politics, has determined the fortunes of the 

state since its foundation. The term ‘democracy’ seems therefore possible of 

interpretation in many ways. When the Basic Law was created, democracy 

was no basis for the composition of a constitutional state. This is confirmed 

by Otmar Jung in his book “Grundgesetz und Volksentscheid” (Jung, Otmar, 

Grundgesetz und Volksentscheid - Gründe und Reichweite der 

Entscheidungen des Parlamentarischen Rats gegen Formen der direkten 

Demokratie, 1994 Westdeutscher Verlag, Opladen). He states: “(...) and 

thereby set aside that the establishment of this state was a brave leap into the 

unknown, but of which it remains true that it had little to do with democracy” 

The Basic Law did not come about by a popular vote. Nor was it drafted or 

passed by a constituent assembly, freely elected by the people; it applied 

because many Bundestag elections caused everybody to forget that the people 

had never voted on the law. Bundestag elections were equated with the 

legitimacy of the Basic Law. The Basic Law was accordingly considered as a 

kind of customary law. 

The zones of occupation of the Americans, the French and English were 

subject to the law of the victorious powers. At the time of the Weimar 

Republic, and after the war, the Rhineland-Palatinate Justice Minister 

Süsterhenn was of the following opinion about how to fashion a Constitution: 

"There are two methods of creating a Constitution, a replacement Constitution. 

One of these is by means of a plebiscite, and secondly by means of a 

democratically directly elected assembly.” (Jung, Otmar, Grundgesetz und 
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Volksentscheid, p. 25 and 211, see also Jung, Grundgesetz und 

Volksgesetzgebung, p. 208 with reference to Mußgnug, Zustandekommen des 

Grundgesetzes in Isensee/Kirchhof, Handbuch des Staatsrechts, p. 254 f.) This 

may have corresponded to the superstition of German party-politicians, that 

they could somehow establish in Germany a constitutional state that would 

not be controlled and influenced by the victorious powers. 

The lacking direct democratic anchoring of the Basic Law (no plebiscite) is 

matched by the fact that the Basic Law until today envisages no direct 

democratic joint decision-making possibilities of the people. The decision on 

the creation of a Constitution without consultation of the people therefore 

seems to be not only purely formal in nature, but at the same time means a 

material, substantive decision against any forms of direct democracy. Parties 

make the decisions in Germany, but they also have limited scope, because 

since the end of the Second World War, Germany has not been a sovereign 

state. 

Germany may be a leader in the field of business and industry, and the 

industriousness of the Germans is legendary, but the administration of both 

states was hardly matter for the Germans, and certainly not for the people. 

Since 1949, it was in the hands of party-politicians, who in both German 

states represented the people, rejected the control of the occupying powers, 

yet still had to act according to their laws. In niches, the alleged 

representatives of the people pursued their own interests - the people however 

were left in the dark about all matters. 

Since the reunification, no politician has taken the trouble to bother about an 

all-German Constitution. Since 17th July 1990, the “Constitution of the GDR” 

has been defunct, it was suspended on joining the FRG 

- the so-called reunification, on 3rd October 1990. But what about the Basic 

Law of the FRG, which was actually intended only as a provisional measure? 

It was Helmut Kohl who at the time of the reunification rejected the all-

German Constitution. The prerequisite for this was again a referendum. This 

was ruled out by the party-politician Kohl, who led a dictatorial Empire which 

saw the people as nothing more than taxpayers. Kohl was hardly keen to lose 
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political face and especially political power because of past problems, of 

which a historian should have had some idea after gaining the title of the 

“Chancellor of reunification” and risking the title of “Chancellor of all 

Europeans”. 

Like his colleagues before him, Kohl lied to the people, by not permitting the 

new Constitution. He alone would have to be able to renew the German order 

of the state - something which his predecessors at the time of the “Cold War” 

could not have done. His successors Schröder and Merkel apparently saw no 

reason to enlighten the people about the situation of the country. They 

remained silent and concealed the machinations of party politics. 

The provisional Basic Law must finally be replaced by a real Constitution, 

otherwise the country will remain in the hands of party-political dictators, 

who do not act on the basis of a Constitution adopted by the people in free 

elections. We need a Constitution democratically legitimised by a popular 

vote, which provides for genuine direct democracy 

- in other words the right of the Germans to decide freely and directly on 

their own affairs by means of popular legislation. Art. 146 GG has always 

envisaged this: Following the reunification, the Germans should give 

themselves a new Constitution in free self-determination. It is not yet too late! 
The failure of the control mechanisms 

The Basic Law establishes controls, which are intended to prevent the power 

of the state, which actually emanates from the people, from being replaced by 

power cartels. The most important control is that between the Bundestag and 

the Federal Government. The Government does not dictate policy, but 

Parliament reviews every Government proposal and votes on it on behalf of 

the people. 

In practice this is unfortunately different, which has to do with relationships, 

which are often quite legal, but have a catastrophic effect. The control of the 

Bundestag over the Federal Government by simple means is undermined. The 

Chancellor is also the Chairperson of the largest faction of the Government, 

the CDU. The CDU makes up the majority of the voting members. In 

addition, the Federal Chancellor is at the same time also a member of the 
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Bundestag. Currently this means: Angela Merkel dictates the party line. This 

corresponds to party-political interests, which serves above all to strengthen 

Merkel’s position as CDU representative and to maintain the proportion of 

members of the CDU faction in the Parliament. Parliament is bound to the 

party line by the vote of the Chairperson of the faction, the Chancellor and 

Mrs. Merkel as a member of the Parliament. 

The Chancellor can hold all three positions, since no precise determination of 

the occupation of the posts was made; one solution would be: A Chancellor 

may only be Chancellor. In the years of his regency he may not at the same 

time vote in Parliament or be the chairperson of his party. Application 

guidelines would have to be created. 

Legal provisions have not been updated or modified in the sense of 

democratic determination - they have been drawn up solely in accordance 

with the interests of party politics. This resulted in the failure to hold votes 

necessary for the preservation of democratic processes, and the creation of 

party-political playgrounds, which hardly serve the interests of the people. In 

this respect, votes in Parliament are not independent, and are cast not 

according to conscience, but according to the party line. Parliamentary 

representation is therefore heavily influenced to a large extent by party 

politics. This constitutes simply party representation, not representation of the 

people. 

Another, important aspect of supervision is: The opposition in the Bundestag 

should oversee and review government policy. This control too is well-

intentioned, but is not applied on many questions. This is true particularly in 

the time of the Grand Coalition - the opposition has shrunk to the point of 

disappearance. It is incapable of any action. But even if there were a 

“powerful” opposition in terms of size, these members of the opposition must 

also conform to a party line. Here it is not necessarily actual opinions which 

hold sway, but rather party-political strategies. 

Actually good proposals, which perhaps even correspond to the election 

programme, but not to the party line, are therefore deliberately boycotted. Or 

applications are deliberately accepted in order to make it difficult for other 
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parties to pursue their intentions, because due to their fewer seats in the 

Parliament, they have no chance of getting a proposal passed. Whatever the 

situations might be, the decision is made not according to the matter in hand, 

but according to party-political strategies. New laws should have been created 

on this point, which demanded a decision on the basis of the matter in hand. 

The courts are supposed to review whether the Government and Bundestag 

are adhering to law and order. The judges however are appointed by politics, 

and are not impartial. Added to this is that many legal questions are decided 

politically, and are not subject to judicial control. So once again, a well-

intentioned control mechanism is stripped of all effect. 

The control of the security services is also regulated. Three authorities are 

responsible for protection against espionage attempts, the threat from 

terrorists and the surveillance of extremist groups (Neo-Nazis, Islamists). The 

“Militärische Abschirmdienst” (MAD) (Military Counterintelligence Service) 

has the task of protecting the Bundeswehr against foreign enemies (e.g. agents 

who want to steal technical knowhow), and domestic enemies (e.g. terrorist 

groups intending to attack Bundeswehr bases). 

The Bundesnachrichtendienst (BND) (Federal Intelligence Service) controls 

agents who work for Germany and also monitors the Internet, in order to 

prevent terror attacks. The Bundesamt für Verfassungsschutz (BfV) (Federal 

Office for the Protection of the Constitution), and the 16 State Offices for the 

Protection of the Constitution monitor what foreign security services are 

doing, and also domestic threats such as those from extremist groups such as 

Neo-Nazis or Islamic groups. 

These services are under the supervision of the Government and the 

Parliament. The MAD must report regularly to the German Defence Ministry, 

also, for example, about which partners it is working with abroad. The BND is 

subordinate to the Federal Chancellor’s Office. Reports are made weekly (the 

so-called security situation). The BfV is subordinate to the Federal Ministry of 

the Interior. 

The head of the Federal Chancellor’s Office coordinates the work of these 
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authorities. It informs the Chancellor about the measures taken. The 

Government controls the services by appointing the respective heads of the 

services. The Bundestag is regularly informed by the Federal Chancellor’s 

Office (Parliamentary Control Committee) about the work of the intelligence 

services at secret meetings. The secret round is called the G-10 Commission 

(appointed according to Article 10 GG, which guarantees the secrecy of mail, 

post and telecommunications) and is elected by the Bundestag. All services 

work together with foreign services, such as the BND and the American 

Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). 

With all this organisation and secret agreements, reports, and appointments, it 

is strange why the Schröder and Merkel Governments claim to have known 

nothing about the cooperation with the NSA (National Security Agency), as 

revealed by Edward Snowden. The control of all bodies and also of the people 

exists on paper and that Americans use information for themselves is not 

presumptuous, but it should have been governed by agreements and a peace 

treaty. Instead of creating legal bases, Angela Merkel was able to declare the 

espionage affair over, and then to go into a huff when suspicions hardened 

that the Chancellor’s mobile phone had also been hacked. 

It would have been in her interest if Edward Snowden had testified before the 

Legal and Human Rights Committee of the European Parliament. The 

Parliamentary Assembly of the European Council in Strasbourg is not an 

organ of the European Union. It deals with the observance of human rights in 

its 47 member states. 

Once again, a European body would have decided on German issues, because 

the German people are spied on, as well as the Chancellor, who belongs to the 

people. The EU guarantees advantages in the strategy game to bypass the 

secret treaties, which allow the USA, for example, to spy on the German 

people. (Foschepoth, Josef, Überwachtes Deutschland: Post- und 

Telefonüberwachung in der alten Bundesrepublik, Van- denhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 2012, 378 p.) The citizen in any case has little power to defend 

himself against these games. He is not represented by the Government and is 

spied on by the Americans. 
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Now it is not so that the citizen has no chance to express his opinions. 

Theoretically he can rein in politics by means of elections, because one must 

remember: the people determine what happens in the State. This all goes by 

the name of sovereignty of the people, and is governed by Article 20 Para. 2 

of the Basic Law (GG). The provision states as follows: 

“All power in the state emanates from the people. It is exercised by the people in 

elections and referendums and through special legislative bodies, the executive 

power and jurisdiction.” 

In this respect, the people rule over themselves by law and determine what is 

to happen with it (as specified in the Constitution). According to Article 116 

GG, the people also includes those who have German citizenship. Votes take 

place only on the reorganisation of the Federal 

territory (Art. 29 and Art. 118 GG) or the institution of a new Constitution 

(Art. 146 GG). The introduction of further constituent referenda or decisions 

would be possible by amendment of the Constitution, but not by the passing 

of a simple law. 

Apart from elections and referenda, the people exercise the power of the state 

only by indirect means, through the organs of the Legislature, the Executive 

and the Judiciary. The direct exercise of the power of the state is therefore 

restricted mainly to the participation in elections. 

German democracy is in this sense a representative democracy. It has thrown 

open the door to party-political strategists so as to be able to conduct party 

politics. The right to vote would have to be reviewed, because only a third of 

Germans determine which policy is to apply, which hardly leads to results 

which reflect the opinion of the people. The last election in particular has 

brought the matter to a head: 15% of the votes cast are not represented at all in 

the Parliament. Both the FDP and the AFD fell short of the 5% hurdle, as did 

other small parties. One alternative is the Swiss model: here there is no 5% 

hurdle. Every vote is represented in the Parliament. And all parties are 

basically involved in forming the Government, so that policy really is 

determined by all citizens with a vote. 
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But more importantly than a reform of the electoral law is that the people 

finally also assume their due position of sovereignty, above and beyond 

elections: by direct co-determination in national legislation. 

Boundless national debt 

Also, because control mechanisms failed, because the Chancellor and 

lobbyists take advantage of situations, for example between politics and the 

economy, for interests other than those of the people, and politicians were 

hardly able any longer to break free of their entanglements in order to make 

use of actual findings and divert them into a direction which would serve the 

people, all Chancellors have spent more money than was allowed for in the 

national budget. This led to permanent and now excessive national debt. In 

particular, the transfer procedures inherent in the social systems contributed to 

the fact that the national debt grew of its own accord. 

The transfer procedure which followed the currency reform of 1948 

determined not only the fate of the first years of the Federal Republic, but laid 

the foundation for the social system which continues to apply until today. The 

then Federal Government under Konrad Adenauer (1st Adenauer Cabinet, in 

office from 20th September 1949 to 20th October 1953) decided on this 

transfer procedure (pay-as-you-go) in the statutory social systems, rather than 

a social system using the entitlement / capital coverage procedure. In 1953, an 

assessment was commissioned by the Ministry of Economic Affairs which 

was to examine the capacity of funds generated by the transfer procedure. 

The result was: funds generated by the transfer procedure cannot support 

themselves. The provision for pensioners, the unemployed and other 

recipients of support would ultimately be down to the state, which could not 

support such a burden. Personal responsibility for retirement provision would 

rather have to lie with the citizen. To enable this, the possibility should be 

created through tax measures for people to make adequate retirement 

provision for themselves from their own resources. This was supported by 

Ludwig Erhard, then Federal Minister for Economic Affairs. A corresponding 

law was drafted in 1954, but not passed. 
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The question of why the Government chose the transfer system must remain 

unanswered; the principle of this procedure cannot have been one of the 

reasons, because it does not correspond in the least to the concept of the social 

market economy, which Chancellor Konrad Adenauer (also one of the fathers 

of the Basic Law) had incorporated into the German Basic Law. 

The transfer procedure says: the social payments of one year will come from 

the contributions of the working population. Since the payments laid down in 

the relevant social statutes are significantly higher than could be covered by 

the contributions of all employees in Germany, the remaining parts of social 

benefits, in particular the pension payments of German pension insurance, are 

topped up by federal grants. These grants are substantial, and today make up a 

large part of Germany’s debts. 

Due to the proportional rescue package obligations which Germany entered 

into in the course of the Euro crisis, additional debts have been incurred, 

which hobble every national budget. These debts, even though not direct, are 

comparable to those from the social systems. 

In both cases, the state lived beyond its income. Neither the debts from the 

social systems, nor the rescue package contributions are covered by reserves 

which the state might have. The national budget is balanced by means of 

loans. More debts are amassed by financing through loans. In the national 

press, it was justified as promising, that due to the (politicized) jurisdiction, 

there was a possibility of reducing the level of statutory social systems, in 

order to maintain control over the implicit debts, the debts in the social 

systems, to keep in check. Thus, the constitutional guarantee of entitlement to 

pensions was forfeited. The politically amenable press did not report on this 

lapse by the Chancellor. 

If a state is in debt, all liabilities of the state apply towards third parties, and to 

the full extent (gross). According to “Eurostat” (debt level as a percentage of 

gross domestic product; Council regulation 479/2010 and 679/2010) the 

national debt level is considered under the Maastricht Treaty as total debt 

(gross) of the state as nominal value, which exists at the end of the year 

following consolidation. The national budget includes the state budget, the 
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budgets of the individual Federal states, communities and the funds that must 

be found in the social systems for pensions or benefits not financed by tax 

funds, arising from transfer procedures. 

For EU members, there is a debt ceiling under the Maastricht Treaty, which 

states: no country should have debts exceeding 60% of its economic output 

(gross domestic product). 

In almost 65 years, eight Chancellors (5 CDU/CSU; 3 SPD) have managed to 

leave Germany today with debts of € 2,000 billion, as shown by the “debt 

clock” at the entrance to the head office of the “Taxpayers’ Association” in 

Berlin. 

But these debts are estimated figures, because they are based on the debt at 

the end of each past year, and are used to calculate the new borrowing for the 

current year. Nobody knows however how high the debts will be in the 

current business year. In Germany, the planned budget and the actual budget 

are very far apart. On the other hand they show only a small portion of the 

debt: the explicit debt, i.e. what the state invests in communities, the nation 

and the Federal states. 

These must be contrasted to the implicit debts inherent in the social systems. 

According to the study “Ehrbare Staaten - tatsächliche Staatsverschuldung in 

Europa im Vergleich” (Reputable countries - actual national debt in Europe in 

comparison), which was compiled by the Freiburg economists Stefan Moog 

and Bernd Raffelhüschen on behalf of the Freiburg “Stiftung 

Marktwirtschaft” (No. 115, ISSN 16127072) in 2011, Germany has debts of € 

7,200 billion. According to a report by the International Monetary Fund, IMF, 

(IMF Country Report, No. 06/17, 2006), Germany even has € 8,500 billion of 

implicit debts, measured by the fiscal year 2005. 

It cannot be determined why both studies come to different results. What is 

questionable is why the IMF has published no new country report since 2006 

and also provided no fresh figures when requested. We must therefore assume 

a current mountain of debt of around € 10,000 billion in implicit debts for 

Germany, which originate from the transfer procedure. 
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The gross domestic product is currently € 2,645 billion. The total debt (on the 

other hand) is made up as follows: € 2,200 billion from the country, Federal 

states and communities. In addition, € 650 billion are paid, at extremely high 

risk, in rescue package liabilities to bankrupt countries in the form of loans, 

which without these liabilities and loans would immediately be insolvent. To 

this must be added € 588 billion in Target-II claims of the Deutsche 

Bundesbank against the ECB from the goods clearance transactions with the 

central banks of the other bankrupt countries, and € 270 billion in bank 

subsidies of the banks amongst each other (490 + 510 = 1 trillion). German 

private households are also in debt to the tune of € 278 billion (6 million 

private households with an average of € 33,000 per household). Total German 

debt amounts accordingly to € 3,986 billion (€ 1,786 billon in the above debts 

+ € 2,200 billion by the country, Federal states and communities = € 3,986 

billion). 

This far exceeds the debt ceiling laid down in the Maastricht Treaty. It must 

also be noted that the ceilings also apply to budgets which were not fiddled in 

order to comply with the Fiscal Pact or were amended by reason of the debt 

brake. 

According to the IMF, at an overall debt level of over 140% of gross domestic 

product, a country can no longer get by without the support of other countries. 

This applies to Germany, which has a total debt of 169% of its gross domestic 

product, and as the IMF has rightly inferred, can no longer do without 

support. Germany is supported by its taxpayers, who also support other 

countries. 

In the view of the IMF Washington responsible for currency questions 

(together with the BIZ, Basel), as a subsidiary organisation of the UNO and a 

major supervisory body, Germany is bankrupt, like all other countries of the 

EMU. This may be the reason why the IMF has refrained since 2006 from 

publishing its country reports on the financial situation of the individual 

countries. 

Against such national debt, which is accumulating continuously, no austerity 

plans and no debt brake, as enshrined in the German Basic Law since 2009, 
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can provide any remedy. It is supposed to take effect from 2015, and from this 

time on, the Federal Government must not exceed a certain level of debt. But 

Germany is still incurring debt, and will from the economic point of view still 

exceed the so-called debt brake of the Basic Law (Art. 109 III, 115) from 

2015. 
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Germany through the looking-glass 

Germany has long been a part of Europe; and that although hardly anybody 

spoke, in times when co-determination was still possible, about whether 

Germany should become such a part of Europe. 

On 7th February 1992, the Europe of today was created at conferences out of 

sight and control of the citizen, who could justifiably been allowed to have his 

say. This was reported by hardly any newspaper, TV or radio station. 

The united Europe that pays in a coin that compensates for all economic 

differences because there is only one currency, and thereby overlooked that a 

united Europe had already existed since the Schengen Agreement. The 

differences in currencies contributed to the fact that profits were made. Both 

by the state and by business. But for reasons which have been withheld from 

the peoples of Europe to this day, the common currency of the Euro was 

created out of thin air. This was announced by the press, which praised the 

Euro and called on the European world to believe: 

• The cost of living would fall. 

• The economy (economies) would grow. 

• Jobs would be safe. 

The European world believed and paid into the currency as if it were the sole 

connecting element that would bring joy and prosperity. No one wanted to 

believe in co-determination and the true background of the union, and there 

were few who asked and reported. 

Co-determination was excluded by the Euro fanatics from the very beginning. 

Democracy was as unwelcome as it now seems impossible to stop the 

downward slide of the neo-liberalists into the valley of impoverishment. 

Because immediately after the introduction of the Euro, it was clear: 

Living costs have increased. Electricity, gas, water are now simply un-

affordable. Food is more expensive than ever before. 
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The profits made by business are growing, although not in the Euro countries. 

Growth, of which politics speaks, hopes for or dreams of without end, is not 

taking place in any Euro country, and is also no longer possible. Euro crisis, 

debt crisis, recession, all terms which have determined our life since 2007, and 

revealed the absurdity of the plan of the Euro advocates to cobble together a 

single Europe without borders, in which all countries are equal and have a 

common currency. 

The unemployment figures have been increasing since the beginning of the 

economic crisis. For comparison: In the year 2008, 16.83 million Euro-

Europeans were unemployed; by 2009, 21.5 million people were out of work; 

by 2010 it was 23.15 and by 2011 23.23 million. Following interest rate 

reductions by the ECB and different developments in the individual Euro 

countries (the level of unemployment fell in Estonia, Latvia and Germany) 

there were still 19.22 million men and women out of work in the Euro zone in 

June 2013. The figures continue to increase particularly in countries such as 

Spain, France and Greece (Eurostat). 

It was already clear to some even before the introduction of the Euro that the 

development of the community of nations while dependent on a single 

currency would come to no good end. Others came behind it and it is now 

common to all that the machinations of the Eurocrats influenced the order of 

18 countries, and are thus altering the fortunes of the world. And Germany? 

Germany has gladly become a part of Europe; through the back door, via many 

steps, but above all through decisions made by the Federal Constitutional 

Court - who should be Germany’s most powerful and best judges. 

It could have been a festive event, this union, but it turned out to be a sober 

affair, in the form of judges’ pronouncements spells, which however are not 

judgments. It is a matter of the ESM/Fiscal Pact and the policy of the 

European Central Bank, which gives cause to ask: what has that to do with the 

delivering up of Germany to Europe? 

The ECB may according to the European treaties conduct monetary policy that 

ensures stable prices, but no state financing. Where boundaries have to be 

drawn, and how this can be implemented against speculators and in 

compatibility with the German Basic Law, was the subject of a high court 
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judgment, which was however circumvented by the German constitutional 

judges. 

By the beginning of November 2012, the Federal Government should have 

lodged a complaint for annulment against the announcement of the ECB 

President Mario Draghi, and his intention to print money and buy up unlimited 

government bonds of Euro countries in crisis, before the European Court of 

Justice (ECJ) on behalf of the Federal Republic of Germany and in accordance 

with Art. 263 TFEU (Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union). The 

Federal Government however allowed the time limit for such a complaint to 

elapse. The Alliance for Democracy submitted a constitutional complaint in 

good time, with the aim that the Federal Constitutional Court should oblige the 

Federal Government to lodge a corresponding complaint with the ECJ. But the 

constitutional judges also allowed the time to elapse without taking any action. 

Thus, politicians and judges have created a situation which is frustrating, but 

from which no decision can be expected. 

The Council of the European Central Bank (ECB) decided on 6th September 

2012 on the unlimited purchase of government bonds on the secondary market. 

The exact wording of the decision was not published; the press release of the 

European Central Bank states 

(http://www.ecb.int/press/pr/date/2012/html/pr120906_1.en.html): 

“The purchase of government bonds should take place only if the countries 

concerned participate in a programme of the European Stabilisation Mechanism 

(ESM) or the European Financing Facility, and this programme provides for the 

possibility to buy bonds of the country concerned on the primary market. The 

European Central Bank will decide at its own discretion on the scope, the 

beginning, the duration and the end of the bond purchases. It thereby intends to act 

within its monetary policy mandate. The purchases should focus on government 

bonds with terms of between 1 and 3 years. The European Central Bank sets no 

advance limit on the bond purchases.” 

In the opinion of the German constitutional judges, the ECB exceeded its 

competence with this announcement, and also restricted the budget 

sovereignty of the German Parliament. The representatives of the people alone 
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decide on spending, borrowing, and liabilities. The budget sovereignty of the 

Parliament applies (Federal Constitutional Court - BVerfG of 30.06.2009 - 2 

BvE 2/08, Rn. 249), which according to Art. 38 I GG is also protected under 

the Constitution. The decision of the ECB of 6th September 2012 was made 

without the Bundestag (or any other representative body, such as the European 

Parliament) having any say in the matter. 

Draghi’s announcement stopped the decline in prices of Euro government 

bonds, and forced speculators to withdraw, even though the OMT Programme 

(Outright Monetary Transactions) did not come into effect, and no country has 

made use of it so far. 

With the excuse that this was a wider European matter, so that the decision 

must be left to the ECJ, the Karlsruhe judges also abstained, after the ECB had 

usurped the budgetary authority of the Parliament. The people are no longer 

represented by the Bundestag, nor by the Federal Constitutional Court. The 

ECB determines where German tax funds should go, and when. 

The Federal Constitutional Court judged the OMT Programme to be 

unconstitutional. This decision cannot have pleased the Merkel Government. 

So something which did not fit was made to fit, in that the Karlsruhe judges 

proposed limiting the bond purchases. The programme should therefore be 

compatible with the Basic Law from the legal point of view, and Angela 

Merkel has not caused affront to Europe. With this solution the Karlsruhe 

judges also declared the ESM to be constitutional (even though the limit is 

easy to circumvent) and in the one case as in the other, the constitutional 

judges strengthened Angela Merkel’s power and influence. 

The probably amenable decision of the constitutional judges, which Angela 

Merkel expected and demanded, because it takes the country away from the 

people, which the Europe-enthusiast Merkel undoubtedly wants, is a carte 

blanche for the bank rescue. The country is lost and should remain so; it 

should be submerged in Europe. The ECJ will decide that the OMT 

programme is legally compliant (if necessary with a limit, which can be 

bypassed) and thus also the verdict would be passed on the ESM/Fiscal Pact: 

the ESM and Fiscal Pact do not breach any law. 
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In this way, Angela Merkel has succeeded in rendering the German Basic Law 

superfluous. The citizen learns nothing of this. The German sham democracy 

is repealed. In spite of the occasion, no reason for Angela Merkel to tell the 

citizens, the voters anything. Europe is coming, and whether the citizen knows 

how is irrelevant. 

Angela Merkel can celebrate, if she were to be officially confirmed as the head 

of Government of all of Europe. It will then be task of historians to work out 

how Merkel got there. The slow transition of German law, and even the 

Constitution, into European law, was perhaps the most ambitious objective of 

Merkel’s power politics, in order to create a place for the province of Germany 

in the mixed bunch of European countries, and to suspend the German social 

order. 

Social order 

The features of a society apply as the social order according to their 

• economic form, such as capitalism, feudalism, socialism; 

• social stratification, such as caste system, anarchy or class society 

• religious or ideological orientation, such as civil society, theocracy or 

communism. 

• Germany is accordingly a capitalist system with various classes of a 

civil society. German society is characterised by private ownership, 

ownership of the means of production and the control of production and 

consumption via markets, and is also oriented towards profit. Everyone 

wants what is apparently due to them; and with as little effort as 

possible. Wage labour, striving for education (training and further 

training) and provision for the future, have enabled most people to enjoy 

a life compatible with human dignity - 19 Articles of the German Basic 

Law have concerned themselves with this since 8th May 1949 (decision 

of the Parliamentary Council in Bonn with 53 votes to 12) and since 

then guarantee the rule of law, sovereignty of the people, social state-

hood and federalism. 
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It was thereby established that the head of state should be elected by the 

people, and what powers are shared between the organs of the state. These are: 

The Judiciary, Executive and Legislative branches. In this respect, Germany 

corresponded to a parliamentary democracy - to all appearances. 

Party and Government lies led to an ever-widening gap between rich and poor, 

while young people remain poor and pensioners have to forego the rewards of 

their work. This is due to the transfer procedures (statutory social insurance 

systems) and to the supposed bank rescues (Financial Stabilisation Act and 

Financial Stabilisation Fund), which were passed by the popular parties and 

their coalitionists in the Bundestag, and also nodded through by the Bundesrat. 

This all led to the socialisation of losses, which have to be found as liabilities 

for debts for supported Euro countries. Thus a new lie is born, namely that 

rescue packages can help us out of the crisis. 

All rescue packages only contributed to making the crisis worse and worse. 

This is hushed up however by politics, even though this development was 

foreseeable since the foundation of the European Monetary Union. The Euro 

served as the devaluation currency for all the currencies that were merged into 

the Euro Union. If it had been decided otherwise at this time, the German 

currency, like other currencies, would not have been devalued, but adapted, 

thereby creating the basis for a Europe in the aftermath of the Schengen 

Agreement which could really have called itself Europe. 

All politicians who talk of a United Europe reveal this. They conceal the 

bankruptcy of several European States with the introduction of the Euro, to 

preserve the faces of the rulers, and to stay in power. To talk openly about this 

and to negotiate how the decline in value of all currencies in Europe could be 

counteracted was politically unacceptable to the voters. The bankruptcy of the 

countries was and is controlled by falsified budgets. All strata of the 

population who are struggling with the decline in the value of money suffer 

and pay because of this, but especially young people and pensioners, because 

there are no prospects for young people because of the empty coffers, nor can 

pensioners receive any more pensions from these funds. This is an outrageous 

deception of the people by Governments of several member countries of the 

EMU by staging of a war on their accounts. 
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The excessive abuse of power practiced by popular representatives of the 

people must urgently be prevented, especially with regard to the results of 

their policy, rather than to admit that new laws which extend the political room 

for manoeuvre automatically possess validity. As long as there is no control of 

power in all areas of political, economic and financial affairs, the people will 

not be immune to crash and crisis situations such as the present. The once 

seemingly so hard-won democracy loses its sense and hold, and the social 

order falls apart. Capitalism as a social order is a reasonable starting point for 

fair and social action, provided that its excesses are limited, and abuse of 

power is prevented from the outset. 

For this reason, Germany must be renewed. Power must be controlled and all 

areas of power must have limiting conditions. In this respect, only parties may 

apply, which have a corresponding programmatic orientation and are prepared 

to accept the control of party-politics in a Government team. The current 

parties lack this acceptance. But it is necessary in order to prevent a power 

vacuum such as that brought about by the Merkel Government. Beneficial 

policy must make its return. Expertise is also urgently needed besides political 

calculation. 
Constitutional organs 

The organs of the state breathe, think and act on behalf of the citizen. By 

virtue of the Constitution of the country, they determine which popular 

representatives there may be, and what tasks these representatives may have. 

The Germans are represented by 

• the Bundestag (Basic Law, Art. 38 et seq.), 

• the Bundesrat (Art. 50 et seq. Basic Law), 

• the Emergency Parliament (Joint Committee, Art. 53a et seq. Basic 

Law), 

• the Federal Assembly (Art. 54 et seq. Basic Law), 

• the Federal President (Art 54 et seq. Basic Law), 

• the Federal Government (Art. 62 et seq. Basic Law), 

• the Federal Chancellor (Art. 63 Para. 1 Basic Law) and 

• the Federal Constitutional Court (Art. 92 et seq. Basic Law). 
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The task of the organs of the state is to ensure compliance with the democratic 

principles by legal means for the benefit of the people. The latter in particular 

is always proclaimed on the part of politics - in recent years however, all trace 

of this has disappeared. 

A Government which after everything the press was ready to conceal can be 

glad that the Germans have so far shown themselves to be so tame and 

amenable, and do not act like the rest of Europe, where Molotov cocktails are 

hurled against injustices, austerity measures, the decline of values and the 

value of money. In this respect, former Chancellor Schmidt’s “Possibility of a 

revolution in Europe” (“Zeit”-Wirtschaftsforum, 8.11.2012) may sound un-

German in such a well-behaved country, yet agreements have long since been 

made on the part of the Government to be prepared for all eventualities. The 

following is well-known and documented: 

• The Federal Constitutional Court decided whether the deployment of 

the Bundeswehr was lawful in the event of terror attacks. In this respect, 

it was irrelevant to the constitutional judges whether the terror 

originates domestically or from abroad. And it was also irrelevant 

whether or not domestic-backed terror by people exercising their rights 

in the form of democracy against the German state justifies the 

deployment of the Bundeswehr or not. Who wanted to distinguish 

protesters in the Government district from terrorists? (Press release 

63/2012 of 17th August 2012, decision of 3rd July 2012, 2 PBvU 1/11); 

• The Federal Constitutional Court decided on pensions, retirement 

provision and support, and determined: From 7th December 2010, all 

payments (financed predominantly from taxes) can be reduced to the 

minimum subsistence level. This concerns all dependents’ pensions 

under German statutory pension insurance, such as widows/widowers, 

half-orphans/orphans, because such payments are reviewed and paid out 

according to need. Because there are no reserves, this also affects civil 

servants (all pensions, all dependents’ pensions), even if the amounts 

paid out are higher (alimentation), and this also affects Hartz-IV 

recipients and other recipients of social aid based on Hartz IV - all 

support amounts may be reduced to the minimum (File ref.: 1 BvR 

2628/07). 
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All of this is all the more surprising that a State that calls itself social, and that 

a Government policy which flirts with Christian values, can conjure up and be 

responsible for such decisions, even setting aside the provisions of the Agenda 

2010, in which tax-funded emergency support to the pension insurance 

obligation in the statutory pension insurance was changed at the expense of the 

state. Hartz-IV recipients and all recipients of social security benefits are 

called upon to refrain from giving their vote to those who make false promises 

and obscure the fact that applicable social benefits are no longer sufficient to 

secure a livelihood. 

With the aid of politically amenable judges and jurisdiction, politics has 

created for itself the possibility of reducing social security benefits by means 

of gradual, indirect monetary reforms and running down all payments, 

irrespective of the parallel devaluation to be taken into account by the general 

devaluation of money. The electorate however is told nothing of this - the 

voters are told: All is well. The discussions over possible rates are kept on 

running; Pensioners receive a minimal increase, which is only made possible 

by cuts in other areas, and which again burden young people in the form of 

debt. A sinister cycle that keeps politics alive, but serves nobody. 

Organs of the state should help to promote decisions beneficial to the public. 

This does not happen. Just as little as the public is sporadically informed about 

faulty Euro decisions, which always concern Germany, as well as the Federal 

states; the inference that Mrs. Merkel is already doing this and has proven 

herself to be competent, is wrong, but is hawked about by the major press 

publishers and supported by PR measures aimed at keeping Angela Merkel in 

a job as Chancellor of Germany. The Federal Government congratulates itself 

on being the “best Federal Government following the change” (Forsa survey for 

RTL and Stern of 29.8.12) and thereby hopes to conceal that these laurels are 

made of plastic, and are also undeserved. 

Constitution of the constitutional organs 

It is assumed that the constitutional organs contribute to representing 

Germany’s citizens in their own interests, that Germany will continue to exist, 
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is able to respond adequately to problems, provides a good home for its 

population, and that law and order play a binding role for all citizens. In the 

course of continual Europeanisation, it is questionable whether and to what 

extent the German constitutional organs are able to fulfil this role. 

In the year 2012, Chancellor Merkel was often very eager to have the 

permanent rescue package of the ESM (European Stability Mechanism) 

approved by the Bundestag and Bundesrat. Before the summer recess, the 

proposal was defeated because the “Greens” complained that they did not 

know exactly what they were voting on, but time was pressing, 

because the permanent rescue package would soon have to replace the 

“European Financial Market Stabilisation Facility”, or EFSF for short, which 

was cobbled together in the year 2010, and the aid programme for the banks of 

bankrupt Euro countries was threatening to be unable to help any longer. 

The EFSF was a so-called special-purpose company under Luxembourg law, 

which financed itself by borrowing on the capital market. The member states 

were to guarantee the loans. The EFSF was intended as a temporary 

provisional arrangement with limited volume. But it needed more money - 

Spanish banks were the first to receive money from the new ESM fund (€ 100 

billion). The EFSF was retained for the support of banks in Greece, Ireland 

and Portugal, with the aim of having exhausted itself by 2013 and then being 

closed. 

In September 2012, the Bundestag had to ratify the ESM. The Chancellor 

voted for the ESM, like most CDU/CSU representatives on the orders of the 

party. The FDP, SPD and Greens joined in the majority “Yes” of the 

Parliamentarians. Only the “Left” voted against the introduction of the 

permanent rescue package, which came into effect on 8th October 2012. To this 

end, which the Merkel Government sold to the German people as a firewall 

against the debt crisis, even the EU Lisbon Treaty was amended. It must 

remain a question whether this change, which was to offer greater legal 

certainty than that offered by the EFSF, should ever have been allowed. 

In this respect, many procedures accompanied the introduction of the ESM, in 

addition to the vote itself. The German Federal Constitutional Court requested 
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a year to cope with all complaints and requests submitted. It nevertheless made 

a decision in 2012, referring to the fundamental permissibility of the ESM. 

The result ran: The ESM is not unconstitutional. The Bundestag and Bundesrat 

agreed. The judges in Karlsruhe however made their agreement subject to 

certain conditions. The most important was: the Merkel Government must 

guarantee that the German share of the Euro rescue package remains limited to 

a maximum of € 190 billion ESM. This restriction was lifted when Article 25 

of the ESM Treaty came into effect, which says: Germany’s share can be 

increased at any time if an “increased capital call” became necessary, for 

example if one of the socalled supporting countries (as Germany was 

considered) had to take refuge under the package. 

The limitation of the German share in the ESM to € 190 billion was a farce, 

because if the German representative on the ESM Committee agrees, higher 

amounts can also be possible, and with a majority in the Bundestag. Any limit 

was therefore irrelevant. The agreement to higher tranches which Europe’s 

banks could demand from German taxpayers remains pre-programmed. True 

popular representation has thereby been abolished, because constitutional 

organs which commit future generations of the people to high taxes cannot be 

regarded as satisfactory representation. 

Representation means acting in somebody’s interest: it can also mean having 

to decide in someone’s stead. So the question applies: What does this 

somebody want, or what would he want? It may be suspected from the 

answers given that this question had no meaning in the framework of politics, 

and this also because commitments and agreements, factions and machinations 

between the European Governments always depended on the debt of the 

community of states, and allowed no other result. 

In the year 2012, Germany paid € 8.7 billion into the ESM. In total, the Merkel 

Government committed itself to payments of € 21.7 million in cash, which 

burdens the German national budget and has to be found by the taxpayer, and 

€ 168.3 billion as capital on call, guarantees which permanently burden the 

national budget and always have to be found by the taxpayer. 
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The Parliament, Federal Government and Constitutional Court voted for 

averting a crisis by borrowing, which arose because growth financed by 

borrowing brings about no real growth. Every wife and every husband knows 

that no more money can be squeezed out of the pot than was in there 

originally. In politics, this does not seem to be important. All German 

governments since 1949 have functioned mainly by borrowing. More money 

has always been taken out of state funds than was ever received. 

The current crisis in finances, which was made even worse by the introduction 

of the Euro, is contributing towards the erosion of citizens’, destroying the 

pillars of the social state economy and forcing following generations to bear 

the mountain of debt which also resulted in the huge national debt due to the 

failure to carry out currency devaluations at the beginning of the European 

Monetary Union. 

The Euro crisis means for Germany first and foremost the fast switching to 

adapt to the circumstances of the interests of the banks in the European 

countries which belong to the community. The Debt Union is no longer 

fighting for citizens’ interests. Its only purpose is to delay national 

bankruptcies and to maintain the value of the currency, which is nevertheless 

decreasing daily - at the expense of the citizens. 

This is creating a Europe which relieves all Governments of free democratic 

order, and makes them slaves of high finance, which can dispose of the 

budgets of the Euro countries as it sees fit. The democratic rule of the division 

of powers and control is therefore repealed, the Judiciary, Executive and 

Legislative branches are filled solely by the ESM Council. The question of the 

eligibility and control of this Council remains open; there will no longer be 

popular co-determination. 

The constitution of German constitutional organs is deplorable, especially 

when it is considered that an office was damaged, and even that of the Federal 

President, as shown by the case of “Christian Wulff”. 
The "Christian Wulff" file 

Christian Wulff (in office from 30.6.2010 to 17.2.2012) is an example of how 
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the Public Prosecutor’s Office is politically controlled, and all because the 

opinion of Federal President Wulff did not conform to what the Merkel 

(government) had agreed at European negotiations. Wulff had to put his 

signature to the Act as the head of state. 

Long before the wrangling over the ESM, Christian Wulff had complained 

“something has got out of hand” in an interview with the “Zeit” (“Die Zeit”, 

Issue 27, of 30.6.2011, p. 3-4). Wulff thought that the policy lacked 

orderliness, as well as decency and sensible decisions. 

This must have been hard to swallow for his colleagues so heavily involved 

and enmeshed in Europe, particularly since every one of them could have put 

forward at least one case in which Wulff had also not appeared as accurate as 

he himself had demanded in the “Zeit” interview. 

Information has a certain value in politics. They become blessings for the 

press when the head of a politician or other prominent person is on the block. 

Wulff’s head came into this category for example following the “Zeit” 

interview; when Wulff began to criticize the European Central Bank and the 

Euro rescuers, his skin was sacrificed to the press. 

If Christian Wulff had kept his mouth shut and reconciled himself to what was 

generally being proclaimed as a Euro rescue, he might perhaps have got away 

with a whole skin. But Wulff distanced himself from the general European 

money-wasting policy during the lecture “Our Europe must be worth all our 

efforts” in Lindau on 24th August 2011 in front of Nobel Prize-winners and 

young economists from all over the world. Visiting the Bocconi University in 

Milan in Italy on 14th February 2012, he said in one of his presentations: 

“I am not convinced that we should increase rescue packages time and again, and 

provide financial resources and guarantees without limit, until even strong 

countries come up against their financial limits. I cannot share the logic of those 

who advocate this. Ever larger supposed protective barriers are no good when the 

danger comes from within.” 

The Reuters agency reports on this presentation by Wulff under the title: 
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“Wulff gegen Aufstockung von Euro-Rettungsschirmen” (“Wulff against the 

increase of Euro rescue packages”) and quotes the Federal President as 

follows: 

“To print more and more money and accept greater inflation cannot be the right 

answer to the crisis, nor can more and more rescue packages with more and more 

volume” [...] “This is also unjust to younger generations” 

Wulff was thereby referring to the demands of Italy to the Federal Republic of 

Germany that it should make a contribution, so that Italy would only have to 

pay the lowest possible interest rates. 

None of these statements gave reason to conclude that Wulff was prepared to 

exercise his office in this matter. Since the signature of the ESM had to be 

ensured, this was followed by his removal from office, an event so far unique 

in Germany, engineered by politics, the press and the power of the state. 

Two days after Wulff’s speech in Milan, the Hannover Public Prosecutor’s 

Office on 12th April 2012, under instructions from the Government, began 

investigations on the grounds of suspected corruption. The denunciation was 

spurious, the result of the investigation, which has now been concluded, has 

little substance - quantitatively or qualitatively. 

Quantitatively it is a matter of about € 700. This meagre sum is supposed to 

have seduced a generously-paid head of state to abuse his position by the thrill 

of knowing that injustice was committed by acceptance of this bribe. The 

benefit must also be granted with respect to the exercise of office in general, or 

in the case of corruption for a particular action or service. The person being 

bribed must also accept the money, or have accepted it (proof). Only then is he 

considered to have been bribed. 

According to jurisdiction, the excessive amount of a benefit is an indication of 

a wrongful agreement (see amongst others Satzger/Schmitt/ Widmaier, § 331 

StGB Rn. 30). € 700 are hardly sufficient to justify a prosecution. The 

proceedings should have been cancelled due to lack of sufficient suspicion of 

fact or at least due to insignificance. 
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In qualitative terms, the indictment of the Public Prosecutor’s Office is even 

less comprehensible. Christian Wulff was accused of acting for the purpose of 

promoting a film project (“John Rabe”), which forms part of the company 

history of “Siemens AG”. 

That a politician should promote a film is in no way defamatory, and certainly 

not worthy of criminal prosecution. The Public Prosecutor’s Office assumes 

that Christian Wulff decided to promote the film for reasons of nepotism, to do 

a favour for a friend (David Groenewold, who produced the film), and because 

Wulff is supposed to have received money for his support. How much 

remained unclear. This allegation does not however bear closer examination. It 

is not even plausible. It is much more reasonable to assume that Christian 

Wulff saw the promotion of the film as a political task, particularly if it is a 

matter of a film with political import. 

The scale and the circumstances of the Public Prosecutor’s investigations also 

indicate a background with the goal of removing the Federal President from 

office. The investigation was on an exorbitant scale, according to information 

from the Public Prosecutor’s Office of October 2012: 

• "93 witnesses from all over Germany were heard. 

• Electronic files from stationary computers, notebooks, tablets, hard discs, 

USB sticks and mobile telephones with a total volume of 5 terabytes were 

examined. The approx. 1 million files included SMS and e-mails amongst 

other things. 

• 380file folders of correspondence were seized. 

• 45 bank accounts with numerous individual bookings were examined. 

• The telecommunications connection data of 37 telephone connections were 

checked. 

• Residential and business premises in eight buildings were searched. 

• Three foreign countries were asked for legal assistance, which has so far 

been approved and provided in two cases. 

• The investigation files meanwhile consist of over 20,000 pages. 

• This work was carried out with the special involvement of the 24- man 

investigation group of the state criminal office and the four Public 

Prosecutors of the Central Office for Criminal Corruption.” 
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• (http://www.staatsanwaltschaften.niedersachsen.de/portal/live.php 

?navigation_id=22924&article_id=109427&_psmand=165) 

The scope of the investigation gives cause to assume that the Public 

Prosecutor’s Office was on the trail of widespread and criminal undermining 

of the state. In reality, it was all a matter of € 700. Even the press had to admit 

that the investigation proceedings had become a scandal, because they were so 

inflated and useless. 

In began with reports about benefits which Federal President Christian Wulff 

was supposed to have accepted, such as a low-interest loan for his house, 

which he had concealed. The article in the “Bild” (13.12.2011) sounded as if it 

were the result of weeks of research which had been carried out with 

meticulous consistency. The headline referred to other research and 

information. The press did not speak about € 700 or the alleged bribery. 

The subject went through its circles, and the entire German press fluctuated 

between being insulted, because it did not have such an attractive story, and 

was at the same time outraged that a message had been left on the tape of 

“Bild” editor Diekmann, the text of which was never printed. This lent Wulff 

an air of authority and a good deal of press restriction, just so much that the 

press itself rebelled. 

Somewhere between all the lines and advertisements in the newspapers and a 

TV statement of Federal President, the readers / viewers formed an opinion. 

There were those who liked to see Wulff in trouble; there were those who 

thought that everybody had probably exploited an advantage sometime in their 

life, and that nobody should judge so morally in the Germany of 2012. 

“Bild” managed to do two things: Wulff’s image was damaged; journalists in 

German newsrooms were seized with the vanity and protested. The first 

milestone was reached. Everything that Wulff would say from now on would 

sound like an excuse; the sensation would give hardly any reporter the idea of 

calling the fire department. 

Now came the next step in the plan - to look on as the matter became more 
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dynamic and wait to see how Wulff would become entangled in justifications 

by more allegations, and indeed until it became irrelevant why Wulff would be 

dragged before the court. The main thing was that he could be deprived of 

immunity (the Hannover Public Prosecutor’s Office made application for this 

on 16.2.12) and Wulff was well on the way to having to give up the post of 

Federal President, as actually happened a day later. 

In the history of the press, the case of Wulff is a sad affair, because again and 

again, information arose from negotiations and hearings that was never made 

public. This exhibition of the investigations is tantamount to the negation of 

the principle that everyone is innocent until proven guilty. This is not a 

fundamental right, but it helps to make people deal honourably with other 

people. From this point of view, a basic law was violated: the dignity of man is 

inviolable (Art. 1, Para. 1 GG). The dignity of Christian Wulff was impugned; 

the dignity of his office destroyed. Even if Christian Wulff were exonerated, 

this could never be changed. 

The people responsible for this impeachment will probably never come to 

light, and even if they do, they will not be held accountable, because the law 

that brought down Wulff protects those who brought him down. 
What representatives of the people do 

The Parliament is the German Bundestag; other German parliaments are the 

state parliaments (Landtage). The people elect the Bundestag, and the state 

parliaments. The Parliament represents the people. Every Parliamentarian must 

see themselves as representatives of every German citizen and decide in their 

interests. Almost 630 members, mostly men, sit in the Parliament of the 

present legislative periods. The majority are lawyers, business or tax 

consultants. 

Parliamentarians are special. They have obligations, but also special rights. 

Their rights include immunity, which means that they are exempt from 

criminal prosecution, although this immunity can be suspended by the 

Bundestag. Elaborate evidence is needed to prove that a member has infringed 

obligations or abused laws, which must eventually lead to the possibility of 

being able to suspend his immunity. This is what happened to Christian Wulff. 
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This law is durable, but still open to interpretation. What can be formulated 

and interpreted in one direction, can also be interpreted and used in the other 

direction. 

Under Article 46 Para. 1 GG and Para. 36 StGB, members of the Bundestag, 

the state parliaments and the National Assembly also enjoy indemnity with 

regard to their statements. This means: no member of Parliament may be 

legally or officially prosecuted because of a vote (or a statement) made in the 

Parliament or its committees, at any time - not even after expiry of the 

mandate - or otherwise held accountable outside of the Parliament. This 

applies to all judicial proceedings, criminal or civil. The sole exception to this 

rule is defamation (under § 187 StGB). The indemnity cannot be suspended by 

the Parliament or any other body. This is intended to ensure that members can 

act according to their conscience and safeguard the functioning of the 

Parliament. This is equivalent to a free ticket for all Parliamentarians 

understand their profession primarily as a way to earn a great deal of money 

and to enjoy special status in the state without accountability. 

In actual fact, the regulation has a different purpose. It serves to ensure the 

division of power, so that the Executive and the Judiciary have no way of 

exerting influence on voting behaviour and composition of the Parliament by 

means of alleged or actual offences. But: What is a barrier for one might be 

freedom for the other. In this respect, it is questionable why the patronage and 

work discipline are specified by the Parliament. 

Parliamentarians also have an unrestricted right of access to all Bundeswehr 

property, and have a last, special right: the right to refuse to give evidence. 

This legal formula harbours the opportunity for representatives to refuse to 

testify before investigative authorities or courts about persons who have 

confided in them or disclosed facts to them in their capacity as 

parliamentarians, and about these facts themselves. As far as this right to 

refuse to give evidence goes, the seizure of documents is also not permitted. 

Parliamentarians are a caste of self-governing, highly paid people, who are not 

subject to criminal prosecution for their actions or statements, who represent 

the people. The rules defining the work of the members are laid down in 

Articles 38 and 48 of the Basic Law, as well as in the Representatives Act, 
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which describes the exercise of the mandate and the rules of conduct that 

apply to members of Parliament. The rights and obligations of 

parliamentarians are anchored in the rules of procedure of the Bundestag, 

together with the framework for the formation of factions or the work on 

various committees. 

No matter which of these legal principles can be considered, all require their 

presence and Para. 44 of the Representatives Act requires in detail: 

“(1) The exercise of the mandate of a Member of the Bundestag shall be central to 

his or her activity. Without prejudice to this obligation, activities of a professional 

or other nature alongside the exercise of the mandate are permissible in principle. 

(2) For the exercise of his or her mandate, a Member of the Bundestag may not 

accept any allowance or other pecuniary benefit besides those for which the law 

provides. In particular, it is inadmissible to accept money or allowances with 

monetary value which are only granted in the expectation that the interests of the 

payer will be represented and asserted in the Bundestag. It is also inadmissible for 

a Member of the Bundestag to accept money or allowances with monetary value if 

he or she does not render an appropriate service in return. The foregoing 

provisions shall be without prejudice to the receipt of donations. 

(3) Allowances or pecuniary benefits which are inadmissible under Para. 2 above 

or their monetary equivalent shall be payable to the federal budget. The President 

shall assert this entitlement by means of an administrative act, provided that a 

period of three years has not elapsed since the receipt of the allowance or 

pecuniary benefit. Loss of membership of the Bundestag shall not affect this 

entitlement. Details shall be regulated in the Code of Conduct pursuant to § 44b of 

this Act. 

(4) Activities predating the acceptance of the mandate and activities concurrent 

with the exercise of the mandate which may indicate combinations of interests with 

implications for the exercise of the said mandate shall be disclosed and published 

in accordance with the Code of Conduct (§ 44b). If disclosable activities or income 

are not reported, the Presidium may impose an administrative penalty of up to half 

of the annual Member’s remuneration. The President shall affirm the penalty by 
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means of an administrative act. The foregoing provisions shall be without 

prejudice to § 31 of the present Act. Details shall be regulated in the Code of 

Conduct pursuant to § 44b of this Act. 

(5) In the case of a non-minor breach of order or failure to respect the dignity of 

the Bundestag during its sittings, the President may impose a fine of € 1,000 on a 

Member of the Bundestag. Any repetition shall result in an increase in the fine to € 

2,000. In the case of a serious breach of order or failure to respect the dignity of 

the Bundestag, a Member may be ordered to leave the Chamber for the remainder 

of the sitting and suspended from taking part in sittings of the Bundestag and 

meetings of its bodies for up to 30 sitting days. Details shall be regulated in the 

Rules of Procedure of the Bundestag.” 

It is therefore surprising that many members of Parliament sit still in their 

seats and receive money for an activity which they do not exercise often 

enough in the event of doubt, as recently found once again by “Focus” (Focus 

Magazine, Issue 12, 18.3.13). 

At the latest since the blunder when during a vote on the childcare allowance, 

the Left conjured up a division in the Bundestag (Welt, 15.6.12), in order to 

prevent the disputed home parenting credit, and the boycott succeeded because 

not enough representatives returned to the chamber, it has been clear: for votes 

on whatever matter, there should be enough members of Parliament sitting to 

form a quorum. This gaffe meant that the CDU/CSU and FDP, which were 

completely in favour of the home parenting credit, had to vote a second time 

(9.11.12) and this time enough members were apparently present and ready to 

raise their fingers, voting papers or hands. 

It might be thought that members might have become a little more disciplined 

because of this matter regarding their presence in the chamber, but far from it. 

“Focus” reported that the Bundestag sometimes even remains empty when 

important laws are debated and even with roll-call votes. The question 

remains: How can it be that refusal to work in such style remains unpunished? 

These members are representatives of the people. They are financed by 

taxpayers’ money and enjoy many benefits, but instead of working and taking 

care of the welfare of the people, they appear instead in talk shows, make 

speeches, and are often very well paid for these activities. 



Germany through the looking-glass

45

 

 

Discussions have been loudly voiced on the disclosure of secondary earnings 

of politicians, not only by Peer Steinbrück; there were already cases before 

him which gave cause to ask what interests these politicians and members of 

Parliament actually represent. We should recall the lawyer, manager and 

politician Friedrich Merz (ex-Chairman and exDeputy Chairman of the 

CDU/CSU group in the Bundestag), who drove these secondary activities to 

the limit. In addition to his seat in the Bundestag (2005), he was also on the 

Supervisory Board of the AXA Group, the Council of the Commerzbank AG, 

the Deutsche Börse AG and the auditing company Ernst & Young. He was 

also a member of the Supervisory Board of the Interseroh AG and on the 

Administrative Council of the BASF AG (Antwerp) - these were just the posts 

which became known. There were other members who were and still are gen-

eral agents of insurance companies or large clinics, or who were and still are 

associated with their capital companies. 

These circumstances must be regulated as a matter of urgency. Perhaps as 
follows: anyone who earns more than his monthly salary in a secondary 
occupation should receive no salary as a member of Parliament. Every 
unemployed person who earns any money has this deducted from his 
unemployment allowance, and each of these unemployed could work 
again - for a pension, for his livelihood. Parliamentarians produce nothing. 
They are paid more than is necessary for their livelihood, and also receive 
a pension, to which they do not have to make any contribution from their 
salary, and thereby provide for their family. This justifies the cost of 
creation of an office. The new office should be called the “Secondary 
earnings charging centre”, which forms the basis for the reconciliation of 
such earnings against a member’s benefits. It would also be justified to 
publish these earnings and secondary earnings, and the tax declarations of 
members, on the Internet, or make these accessible to all citizens in some 
other way, so that the citizen can see what his taxes are being used for - a 
question of transparency, or rather the lack of transparency, to which a 
separate chapter is dedicated. 

In this Parliament, where milk and honey flow like water, it is obvious why the 

representatives have still passed no comprehensive rules on the disclosure of 

secondary earnings. Instead Friedrich Merz lodged a complaint before the 
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Federal Constitutional Court against this provision, but it was dismissed. 

For ten years, German Parliamentarians have also been avoiding another 

decision: the ratification of the UN Convention against corruption. This too 

would be curtailed wherever possible by the spoilt sluts of popular 

representation - with impunity. There is no law against lobby work or the 

favours that friends do for each other. Nor does any law interfere with the 

readiness to help. 

For Germany, it is embarrassing that it is not one of the countries which have 

ratified the Convention. These comprise 169 countries. Germany is in this 

respect on a par with North Korea, which also has not ratified the Convention. 

On 17th 2012, there was a hearing on the topic, although this also failed to 

produce any result. 

It is tantamount to a miracle that our popular representatives, after due delay, 

are now going about the ratification of the UN Convention. For this purpose, 

they have tightened the incrimination of bribery of members of Parliament, as 

required by the Convention. But even under the new law, the politicians are 

leaving many back doors open for themselves. Politicians are still not treated 

according to the same strict rules as other holders of office. They are only to 

be punishable in the event of a concrete, unjust agreement (i.e. the benefit is 

granted for the performance of a specific act of service). However, such a 

concrete, unjust agreement can hardly ever be proven. In contrast, general 

“grooming”, or “sweetening” is still not punishable (as opposed to other 

officials). The politicians do not want to forego their attractive secondary 

earnings. 

The dance in the national arena is sobering; the dance for the international 

stage is equivalent to dancing on a volcano. German parliamentarians have 

surrendered the budgetary authority, the highest law of the land, of the people. 

They did it out of loyalty to the party line, and perhaps also because they 

feared resentment if they overstepped the line; they did it out of ignorance or 

because it appeared to them a nuisance even to find out what they were voting 

on, when they obligingly followed Chancellor Merkel and agreed to the ESM. 

The European Central Bank (ECB) has now assumed control of the money of 
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the German taxpayer, and can delve into the treasury of the bankrupt Germany 

whenever Europe’s governments consider it necessary in order to preserve the 

image of the national Government, e.g. that of Germany, from being tarnished, 

although this is allegedly intended to enable the cooperation of the national 

governments with the ECB. 

The fox has run away with the goose - Parliament has robbed the people. 

Popular representatives accordingly represent their people miserably. Equally 

miserable is the fact that the party line follows the laws of the debt crisis, to 

which Angela Merkel and her acolyte Wolfgang Schäuble are bound. The 

popular parties of the CDU/CSU, and also the SPD and the Greens, have 

played a major part in the introduction of the Euro, the extension of Europe 

and the alleged mastering of the crisis, and want to take credit for this. To this 

extent, our popular representatives are deceiving the people. 

The “Wirtschaftswoche online” (10.8.12) once teased its readers with a few 

photos and captions on the theme: “The ten greatest Euro lies”. This is 

appalling in two ways: there were more than ten such lies and worse still, how 

the social market economy, in addition to the debtors, served above all the 

creditors. 

The fact that information about the consequences of the ESM were not 

properly conveyed or withheld from the members of Parliament gives rise to 

the suspicion that the parliamentarians were intentionally to be left 

uninformed. Nevertheless, the members still seem to have had no questions 

about proposed decisions. The question therefore remains: What are the 

Parliamentarians actually doing? 

The playground of party-politics - the sandbox of Europe 

Politicians are phantoms. Their careers are the same and are still mainly 

stories; everything seems obvious; there are no breaks; the curriculum vitae 

and the person seem lifeless - there are offices, posts; their work is public, yet 

secret. Apart from Government facilities and tax-free salaries, they cannot be 

prosecuted for anything that they say or do. 
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Politicians may say what they want, and they may also do what they want. If 

their individual statements and promises were examined, it would soon emerge 

that they are false, but they are not enforceable on the part of the people. 

German legislation has created the conditions for this state of affairs, and 

given the political difficulties of the German European policy, the word 

politician lie is not inappropriate, because legally there are so-called false 

statements. These include, for example, insults and the like. Under German 

law, it is not an offence to disseminate falsehoods. It only becomes punishable 

for example if a person is insulted. 

Chancellor Merkel and the Euro-rescue task force are offending for example 

the intelligence of their citizens with their talk about how safe our money is, 

and by this lie they were preventing the flight of capital, but they cannot be 

prosecuted for this. A deception is also not punishable. Politicians may (from a 

criminal perspective) consciously and deliberately misinform the people or 

their party comrades. 

A deception becomes punishable by law if it is committed in certain ways in 

connection with violation of property rights. This point seems more 

interesting, because these guarantees ultimately concern the property of all. 

Deception exists when a person is deceived and harmed, so that someone else 

can take their assets. This is fraud. Unfortunately, there are restricting points, 

such as: 

The deception must be demonstrably intentional, which means: the deceiver 

must know that his claim is not true. The intent must be capable of being 

proven in court. 

Merkel & Co. could talk their way out and say that they really believed that 

our savings were safe. From the legal point of view, any grossly negligent 

mistaken belief and the unrealistic self-soothing autosuggestion are not 

punishable. This again confirms the assumption that politicians are out of 

touch with reality. 

The deception must also be carried out in such a way as to enrich the person 

concerned or another third party. The intention of enrichment must be evident 
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and provable. 

The people would have to prove that Merkel and her crew want to enrich 

themselves on these savings of the people. But nobody can prove this of them, 

not even if the Government actually or figuratively harboured this intention. 

One thing therefore is apparent: politicians are not concerned with their 

enrichment. They want to maintain their power. Lying for the purpose of 

maintaining power is not a crime however. The guarantee promise can be seen 

by the normal citizen as major fraud; legally they are not punishable - a 

corresponding action would be ineffective. Those who were fools at the Royal 

courts of other times are today politicians, who make use of prevailing laws to 

live out their pranks. 

Information which serves objectives which are known only to informants are 

games of blind man’s bluff, which are played in political circles. Cliques, 

party colleagues, journalists need to be handled. Politicians are strategists who 

want to preserve their power and only guarantee the preservation of power for 

the party to which they belong. 

Fundamentally, politicians do not need to have any skills at all, as might well 

be assumed. Politicians specialise in the preservation of power, on peer 

pressure, on group thinking - the gang trains itself, because they all fear being 

excluded from the illustrious circle and losing their importance, prestige, status 

and benefits. 

Today, when everything is at stake: Europe, the bank systems of all Euro 

countries, untold billions in tax funds and pensions, training opportunities and 

the future of the next generations, who still call themselves Portuguese, 

Germans, Irish, Spanish etc. All those who believe they have a right to work 

and a future, have become the plaything of German party-politics, because 

European policy is now controlled by the CDU/CSU, or more correctly by 

Angela Merkel. 

It is unforgivable that one person, either by skill or good fortune, should have 

so much power and influence as Angela Merkel has assumed. A woman who 

for the third time in succession (and for the 7th time overall) was voted into 
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first place in the list of the “100 most powerful women in the world” by the 

New York business magazine “Forbes”. “Forbes” justified its selection as 

follows: “Merkel is the backbone of the EU and is carrying the fate of the Euro on 

her shoulders”, declared “Forbes”. That made her “Power-Frau Nummer eins” 

(according to “Bild online”, 22.5.13). 

Unfortunately, it is only too well known that Angela Merkel did not attain this 

position by skill or good fortune. She understood better than any other how to 

take advantage of the most favourable moment and knew the Euro gang from 

times when she was still clinging onto the coat tails of Helmut Kohl, who was 

obsessed with Europe, to learn her political craft. They were all somewhere on 

the ladder to the top, for example: 

• Jean-Claude Trichet (advisor to the Economics and Finance Minister 

Rene Monory, UDF, then advisor to President Valery Giscard 

d’Estaing, UDF, for the areas of industry, energy and research policy; in 

1981 the Socialists won the elections, and Francois Mitterrand, SP, 

became President; Trichet was moved to the Treasury, ultimately 

becoming head of the department, making him independent of the party 

affiliations of the Prime Minister; in 1993 he was appointed head of the 

French Central Bank and finally in November 2003 President of the 

European Central Bank until October 2011); 

• Mario Draghi (1981 to 1991 Professor at the University of Florence, 

worked for the World Bank and 2001 at Harvard University, from 2004 

to 2005 he was Vice-president of Goldman Sachs/London, from 2006 to 

2011 President of the Italian National Bank; since 1st November 2011 

President of the European Central Bank and successor to Trichet); 

• Jose Manuel Barroso (belonged during his student time to a Maoist 

party, and then until now to the Partido Social Democrata (PSD); in the 

1980’s and 1990’s in the Interior and Foreign Ministry, and finally from 

6th April 2002 to 12th July 2004 Prime Minister of Portugal; since the 

end of November 2004 President of the European Commission), 

• Christine Lagarde (belongs to the pluralistic, democratic and 

decentrally aligned UMP Party, was from 1999 to 2004 President of the 

Management Board, and from 2004 Chairperson of the Global Strategy 

Committee of Baker & McKenzie in Chicago (USA); from 1995 to 
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2002 she also belonged to the think-tank of the Center for Strategic and 

International Studies (CSIS), from 2005 to 2007 Foreign Trade Minister 

and from 2007 until 29th June 2011 Minister for Economics and 

Finance; since she replaced the fallen Dominique Strauss-Kahn in July 

2011 she has been the Managing Director of the International Monetary 

Fund, IMF), 

• Herman Achille Van Rompuy (belongs to the conservative Flemish 

party Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams (CD&V); from 30th December 

2008 to 25th November 2009 Belgian Prime Minister and head of 

government; since 1st December 2009 1st permanent President of the 

European Council; on 1st March 2012 - provisionally until 30th 

November 2014, and during this time also Chairman of the Euro 

Summit) (wikipedia.de) 

These people are Portuguese, French, Spanish, Italian - they are Europe; they 

are the power and what makes up Europe. Although from the perspective of a 

class of people who earn at least US $ 600,000 tax- free per year, like IMF 

chief Christine Lagarde and who fiddle around with goals and prospects which 

are most probably far, far removed from the everyday life of the Portuguese, 

French, Spanish or Italian. It would be astounding if the above people were not 

concerned primarily with work, the welfare of the family, affordable, warm, 

bright apartments and houses, and a little luxury. This contrasts with the 

hyenas of bureaucratic Europe, who count on nothing more than the labour of 

these people and their ability to pay taxes. These are the ideas on which the 

Draghis, Lagardes or van Rompuys form their plans - all the tax numbers are 

meaningless. They cannot decide what will become of Europe, nor for what 

purpose taxes are paid. That is just as undemocratic as it is incredible. 

The idea of the politicians that a few people should rule over the many is 

wrong. Politicians serve the people and must also consult them. They cannot 

decide dictatorially in the belief of remaining legally unaccountable for 

mistakes. 

This was the greatest freedom which politics legislated out of the hands of the 

people. Thus, from the perspective of politics, everything seems legal. But it is 

not legitimate by any means - that is forgotten in politician circles. And when 
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Angela Merkel, the Brandenburg Minister’s daughter, who was born in 

Hamburg, in order to become Chancellor of Europe, of course after the 

reunification of Germany, today controls and directs her CDU/CSU faction, 

then an intention of the politician becomes apparent: entrapment of the soul. 

Behind this there stands only greed, and no skill. 

No matter whether on the German stage or in Europe, the dread dance of the 

soul catchers still provokes the trust of voters for goals and things which 

should never be the concern of a politician. It does not lie in the craft. 

Compromises are the political craft. It is a matter of winning - nothing else 

matters. Maybe this is the shortcoming of the politician, to create or produce 

nothing. Maybe this is unbearable for the psyche, that the ambition to want to 

compensate for these imperfections drives such supernatural excesses. 

What politicians actually do 

When the former Federal President Roman Herzog on 26th April 1997 gave his 

“Ruck-Rede” in the infamous Hotel Adlon (actually: ‘The start into the 21st 

century’), the world stood still for a moment. It was rare for a Federal 

President to criticise in this way the country which he represented. With 

almost paternal care he tried to explain to the more or less scared audience 

what was the problem with Germany. “Here there is an overwhelming 

despondency, crisis scenarios are maintained and nurtured. A sense of paralysis 

lies over our society.” As the core of all evil, if not just of many evils, he saw 

the “loss of economic dynamism” 

As the brake acting on this dynamism, Herzog identified the ubiquitous 

bureaucracy, but also the reluctance of those responsible either to assume 

responsibility or dare to try anything new. He directed his call for the 

assumption of responsibility particularly at every individual German, at 

businessmen, at the press, at the parties, and especially at the latter: “All 

political parties and all social forces complain unanimously about the great 

problem of high unemployment. If they really believe what they are saying, I expect 

that they now act quickly and decisively! I call for more determination! We cannot 

afford a self-blockade by the political institutions.” 
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One exceptionally interesting feature was the call for a new ‘social contract in 

favour of the future, which no politician had followed so far: “All, really all, 

vested rights must be put to the test. Everyone must be involved. Anyone who 

simply calls for something from somebody else - depending on the point of view of 

the employers, the unions, the state, the parties, the government, the opposition -, 

they are not doing anything at all. First we must make it clear to ourselves in what 

sort of society we wish to live in the 21st century. We need a vision again. Visions 

are nothing more than strategies for action. That is what makes them different 

from utopias. Visions can mobilise unimagined forces: I am thinking now of the 

vitality of the American dream’, of the vision of‘perestroika’, of the power of the 

idea of freedom in autumn 1989 in Germany. The West Germans too once had a 

vision, which led them up out of the ruins of the Second World War: the vision of 

the social market economy, which promised prosperity for all and indeed kept this 

promise. The vision of bringing back Germany, defeated and morally discredited in 

the war, into the community of democratic states and into Europe. And ultimately 

the vision of the reunification of the divided Germany. Nobody can expect from me 

patent recipes. But when I try to imagine Germany in the year 2020, then I think of 

a country which is significantly different from that of today.” 

This is due to the fact that the problems are so overwhelming that no 

immediate decision can be made on such issues; the fact that it is seen as 

impossible to start to do so may indicate that the Germans are unable to take 

the fate of their country into their own hands, and instead simply to trust that 

enlightenment will come from somewhere. We are now only a few years away 

from Germany in the year 2020, which is supposed to be significantly different 

from Roman Herzog’s Germany of the year 1997. 

The struggle of politics against politics becomes hopeless and dishonourable 

when the complete CDU leadership, under the responsibility of the Party 

Chairperson Angela Merkel, who is at the same time Chancellor, together with 

the instruction-bound Public Prosecutor’s Office, severely damaged the Office 

of the Federal President by directed investigation and indictment proceedings, 

and staged a show trial at huge costs from the tax funds, which can bring about 

no understanding, and must be regarded as a model for show-trials in both old 

and new dictatorships. 
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Federal President Wulff wanted to ensure creditor protection, which was not 

guaranteed by lacking insolvency regulations for the bankruptcy of the state, 

by refusing his signature to the ratification of the ESM. But he was forced out 

of office. Because the denial of the signature to the ESM would probably have 

caused the demise of the party-politics of the FRG, especially, since there were 

no statutory insolvency regulations for the state. 

Christian Wulff also decided with this refusal of his signature against the 

delaying of insolvency at the cost of the citizens. He wanted thereby to prevent 

the costs of liabilities for loans to other bankrupt countries from being imposed 

on the Germans, if these other bankrupt countries became insolvent. Wulff 

would in this way also have prevented the falsification of national budgets, by 

the removal from the budget of liabilities and payment claims which should 

actually have been shown in the budgets, or would appear in the forthcoming 

budget. The budget management of the German government in line with the 

Fiscal Pact would have been revealed, and shown that the Germans too are 

unable to maintain the debt brake. 

To this extent, Wulff must be seen as a martyr in this affair. The Wulff affair 

shows in what a dreadful way the complete party-political line is being 

managed - a unique example of sham behaviour. 

The Federal President (Art. 64 GG), the Chancellor and all Federal ministers 

(Art. 56 GG) take an oath of office on their appointment. The Federal 

President takes the oath of office at a joint session of the Bundestag and 

Bundesrat; the Chancellor and the Federal ministers take the oath before the 

members of the Bundestag. 

According to the statement of the former President of the Bundestag Wolfgang 

Thierse, the oath of office however has no legal significance (see 

Maunz/Dürig/Herzog/Scholz, Commentary on the Basic Law, Art. 56 Paras. 4 

and 10). “According to the text of Art. 56, and also according to simple statutory 

provision, which this question has found in the law on the election of the Federal 

President by the National Assembly, the commencement of the term of office or 

authority of the Federal President does not depend on the taking of the oath. Art. 

56 requires only that this must take place in close temporal connection with 

entering office. The regulation makes no further requirement. Like all oaths of 
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office provided for under German public law, the oath of office of the Federal 

President is not punishable in any conceivable connection, such as in the sense 

that a flagrant breach of the obligations assumed in the oath might be judged to be 

liable to prosecution as perjury or similar.” 

And further: “No Federal President (and also no Chancellor or Federal minister) 

will be so cynical and so obsessed with power that he is concerned on entering 

office only with the power, the prestige or personal benefits which are associated 

with the office. They must always be concerned with achieving something, i.e. 

realising ideas which are closely connected with their basic political and ethical 

positions, however these may appear individually and from which spiritual sources 

they may spring. The new office-holder also obligates himself before the public to 

these basic positions, which under certain circumstances may be more important 

and binding to the individual than any legal regulation (including the Consti-

tution), and if he only takes them half-way seriously, this also gives rise to many 

other motives - even extralegal - to manage the office in compliance with the 

Constitution and above all the constitutional possibilities and limits.” 

Wulff decided for the benefit of the people. It would have been right if a 

German Chancellor has also acted in this way. Instead the voting public was 

reassured and politics kept the state power in the interest of its own party. 

Roman Herzog is also an example. He understood what Germany was and is 

still suffering from. He was confident enough to talk about it. Unfortunately, 

this appeal faded unheard in the broadness of German political everyday life of 

Chancellor Kohl, even if in his last year, and Chancellor Schröder and 

Chancellor Merkel. Wulff must reconcile himself to being legally hounded by 

the state. This costs the taxpayer to keep alive a show-trial which even public 

prosecutors have already tried to bring to an end. The revenge of a Chancellor 

is powerful against a political devotee who she can do nothing about, and 

because of whom she has to fail a second time because of her own 

condemnation - irrespective of how long the proceedings against Wulff will be 

continued. 

Are politicians well paid? 

The rewards for positions in the governments or in the German Bundestag are 
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quite considerable. The pensions and sickness benefits are substantial due to 

the benefits regulations. At the moment they are being increased for civil 

servants by 3%, irrespective of whether or not they are active in politics. 

Payments under German pension insurance on the other hand were only 

increased by one-twelfth of this amount. Even to those for whom such figures 

mean little, they will recognise: this is significantly less than the rate 

applicable for politicians. Politicians do not pay for their retirement provision, 

and as already said, they create no value, no products, their contribution to 

society is ethereal, if not even damaging to the people. 

The Federal state of Rheinland-Pfalz and one other Federal state form pension 

reserves, as a matter of state policy. Since no case has so far come to light 

which confirms that this has harmed a politician, contribution financing for 

politicians appears possible. For all other politicians, it applies that since 

politics is considered more and more as a profession, 

and is also classified as such, it is not apparent why they should not make 

provision for their retirement themselves. This also applies to dependents’ 

pensions, which are granted for life. 

In the survey period of 2010, a German Chancellor earned € 22,711 per month 

(Handelsblatt, 16.8.2010). Chief ministers of states such as Hannelore Kraft 

earned at the same time € 20,091.60. Ministers such as Ursula von der Leyen 

or Wolfgang Schäuble earned in the same period € 16,694. 

Members of parliament who do not belong to the government receive a taxable 

salary of nearly € 8,000 per month. This is now to be increased by around 10 

%. - a piece of extremely bad taste in view of the wide circles of the 

population whose wages are falling in real terms. Members of the Bundestag 

(including those who hold a ministerial office) are also entitled to various 

additional payments and benefits. Like other civil servants, they do not make 

any contributions to unemployment or pension insurance. The bottom line, 

taking into account the tax savings, is that they are left with significantly more 

in their pockets than other salaried employees. 

Every Parliamentarian makes a great deal of money in the course of his 
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political career. Supplementary payments such as lump sums are particularly 

interesting, because the amounts are especially large. The lump sum is tax-free 

and index-linked - every housewife would be overjoyed if the money she has 

for shopping were to rise automatically in line with rising prices of goods; at 

the moment, this lump sum is approx. € 4,000 per month. 

With this money, members are supposed to cover the rent for offices in their 

constituency, together with constituency services, according to the Taxpayers’ 

Association. Anything left over is tax-free additional income, because the 

lump sum is paid irrespective of the actual costs. No payment has to be made 

for a fully-equipped office (with secretary) at the seat of the Bundestag in 

Berlin. Every member is entitled to such an office, and all at the cost of the 

taxpayer. 

These generous emoluments also include an allowance account of € 12,000 

annually and a fixed employee allowance of€ 15,500 per month, for the 

purpose of material supplies. Plus retirement provision, to which politicians - 

as already stated - do not have to contribute themselves. On the contrary: It is 

calculated by the Taxpayers’ Association that with an increase of 2.5% per 

year of employment, they have already reached their maximum pension 

entitlement from the half-way point in their working lives: € 5,400 per month. 

In comparison, the gross earnings of a full-time employee in Germany in 2011, 

according to the federal Office of Statistics, averaged € 3,264. Full-time 

employees are a dying breed, and it is therefore hardly surprising if 11% of 

employees do not even receive the minimum wage (currently € 8.50/hour, 

another farce). For them especially, it must be an injustice that members of 

parliament can increase their own salaries. But this was the decision of the 

Federal Constitutional Court in 1975 (BVerfG of 18th June 1975 - 2 BvR 

193/74). 

Salaries for politicians do not follow any real performance standards, because 

politicians officially have tasks, but these do not correspond to the 

remuneration profile that a normal employee has to meet. The money that 

politicians receive is determined by them. Discussions follow about whether 

this is too much or too little. In view of the debt crisis caused by politicians, it 

would be more appropriate to allow no increase in salaries and voluntarily 
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forego privileges. But there are also (still) institutions such as the “Deutsche 

Industrie und Handelskammertag (DHIK)” (“Association of German 

Chambers of Industry and Commerce”), which says that German politicians 

earn only little, in comparison for example to all those who work in the 

Eurocracy. ‘Even German popular representatives grumbled about this and 

demanded the revision of the EU civil service statute. 

On the other hand, the performance of all state and national civil servants in 

ministries is a negative performance, which should not trigger any equivalent 

remuneration, since the performances, like those of the members of the (old) 

Bundestag and the Federal Government are only negative performances. 

Particularly when it is considered that despite the claimed per capita assets of 

the normal citizen in fact a minus figure per capita has to be expected. This is 

made up of explicit and implicit debts (deficits in the statutory social systems) 

in the amount of approx. € 15,000 billion. This means that whatever the indi-

vidual achieves, he is labelled a failure due to the mismanagement of party-

politics without any possibility of redemption. 

For all politicians, the question applies of what they do with their incomes; if 

they act in accordance with the regulations. In the dispute over the purchase of 

the data of German tax-evaders, who are supposed to maintain accounts in 

Switzerland, the Merkel Government wanted to pay one provider € 2.5 

million. The Swiss National Council, to whom bank secrecy is sacred, saw in 

all this a threat by criminals, and threatened to reveal details of accounts and 

foundations supposedly maintained by German politicians in Switzerland and 

Liechtenstein. But this would have required an amendment to the law, and the 

alleged German tax-evaders got away scot-free (“Bild online”, 13.2.10). 

So we need a courageous whistleblower, who will report what has long 
been suspected, and what must have driven half of the Hollande gov-
ernment mad, when it became known how much money French ministers 
had stashed away in foreign accounts. Francois Hollande, who after the 
farce over the failed wealth tax was relying on a return to democracy, 
decency and morals, looked at his colleagues, and the swamp in which 
French affairs of state flourish was to be drained and ploughed over, so 
that new growths could flourish here. A beautiful dream. Unfortunately 
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one which turned the head of state into a gardener, because suddenly 
France also had a national crisis in addition to the financial crisis, and all 
because of the corrupt machinations of the government. 

Hollande, who was at such pains to restore decency, order and the integrity of 

the leaders of the state, found himself surrounded by government members 

who hide in foreign accounts the money withheld from the French tax 

authorities. Nor is the Budget Minister Jerome Cahuzac the only one involved 

- 37 other members of the government are also millionaires. 

This could also apply for German politicians, because according to an 

employee of the Julius Bär Bank (Switzerland), around 40 German politicians 

are supposed to have maintained accounts there. The employee was arrested - 

for breach of bank secrecy. 

It will now be interesting to learn who else has how much money, and where it 

is concealed. Perhaps it will also come out in the course of the investigations 

where Hollande has deposited his money? Probably however, there will be no 

investigation results at all, because the system has already functioned very 

well in this way for almost a hundred years. Who on earth believes that a little 

anti-corruption will make any difference? 

As long as a government struggles for breath, for words and composure, 

clairvoyants, populists of all genera and religious nuts so far working 

underground will for a few days joyfully spread their messages among the 

people, and then everyone will see that it is money that makes the world go 

round, and that a corrupt system is better than none at all, because it creates 

one thing: fear. Then the financial crisis will be brought out of the cupboard 

once more and dusted off, and all those who refused to say where and how 

they were squirreling away money will quietly return to their work. After the 

image damage, nobody will complain any more within two or three days, and 

everything will in any case be forgotten until the next elections. And it will 

unfortunately also be forgotten where German servants of the state are 

hoarding their money. 
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Transparency - how obscure 

In German constitutional teaching and reality, little is transparent. The word, 

which appeared in “Duden” for the first time in 1915, has Latin roots, and 

means “able to be seen through”. In a democracy, administrative procedures, 

and all procedures relating to the representatives of the people must be 

transparent. Provided that this does not conflict with backroom cover-ups, or 

strategic policy. The people should be managed; politics and administration 

however are reluctant to say how. 

So those at the top demand that results are accepted, and the leadership of the 

country lies with those who do not want to assume any responsibility at all. 

The citizen should show trust, but he should not ask any questions. This 

disturbs the tranquillity of party-political manoeuvring. Wheeler-dealing must 

be suspected behind every party-political decision. The people can be 

managed, but are mistrustful. 

The principle of “transparency” is a tradition in jurisdiction. The negotiations 

of the courts are public. Everyone may observe and listen. A judge must 

substantiate his verdict and reveal the considerations that have led to the 

decision. But also in the judiciary there are lapses by the guardians of the 

Constitution, the Federal Constitutional Court. 

It therefore seems to be becoming the practice that parties to the proceedings 

do not make public their applications and their justification. On enquiry, it is 

said: the Federal Constitutional Court provides no information on ongoing 

proceedings. And in this way political intentions are concealed or withheld 

from the public. The people cannot see what consequences a judgment might 

have. 

It is also completely incomprehensible that the Federal Constitutional Court 

must not justify its decision, for example not to accept a constitutional 

complaint, although all courts have to justify their decisions. 

If Federal Constitutional law makes unfounded decisions, this violates the so-

called legal hearing procedure, which can be challenged with an appeal to the 
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Federal Constitutional Court. The forgotten justification is then no longer 

obligatory, and no one can put up a defence. The Federal Constitutional Court 

exposes itself by this procedure to the suspicion of exercising arbitrary, 

politically amenable justice. 

The Bundestag too must be transparent. Parliamentary debates are public; 

some are transmitted on TV or radio. Every citizen can follow how and with 

what arguments the opinion-forming process in the Bundestag takes place. 

Parliamentary debates are documented verbatim; speeches can be read even 

years later. 

Even though the Bundestag is theoretically the main constitutional organ 

responsible for opinion-forming and decision-making, the actual political 

practice looks somewhat different: 

• The essential features of policy are discussed in faction meetings and 

decided in coalition negotiations. 

• Draft laws are worked out in ministries and nodded through at Cabinet 

sessions. 

• The Parliament - with the majority of the government factions - always 

accedes to government proposals. 

Political decision-making processes remain in the dark and also arguments or 

alternatives which mitigate against a proposal. The lack of transparency also 

pervades the entire Executive. It is characterized by the principle of 

confidentiality of office, even if the Executive acts illegally or morally 

reprehensibly. This tendency is exacerbated by the latest developments on the 

European stage - decisions which should actually be made by German 

parliamentarians are made instead by unelected European institutions such as 

the European Central Bank. 

Again and again there appear courageous people who break through this wall 

of silence. We should recall in this respect Daniel Ellsberg, who in 1971 

brought to light the actual intentions of the Vietnam war, crimes in which 

several U.S. governments were involved. 
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Let us also remember Mark Felt, who in 1974 revealed the “Watergate affair”, 

which swept the American President Richard Nixon out of office. Or Edward 

Snowden, who revealed the Prism/PRISM bugging affair, or Tempora, as the 

English programme was called, and thereby demonstrated that corruption, 

infringement of human rights, backroom agreements and above all the abuse 

of data are still fixed items on the political agenda. 

Fortunately it is not only politics which has its successors - the investigators 

also have followers, who accept the risk of criminal prosecution for breach of 

secrecy. This happened to Bradley Manning, who was arrested in May 2010 

on suspicion of having copied and published on the WikiLeaks website several 

hundred thousand classified documents and videos on human rights violations 

by the United States Army. Manning was accused on 21 counts. He was 

accused of having aided the enemy, which in the United States can entail the 

death penalty - this accusation was dropped by the court - of having spied on 

security systems and abused confidential information. At the end of July 2013, 

the 26-year old was found guilty on 19 counts. The penalty: 35 years 

imprisonment. 

It remains unclear why the informants were punished. They had breached 

clauses in the employment and/or service contracts, but what does that matter 

when compared to the mass of crimes which were discovered? Nationally and 

internationally, the relevant legal bases must finally be created or amended. 

This addresses a particularly difficult area of state lack of transparency: The 

secret services. They cooperate at the international level; anyone who works 

with them is obliged by the governments to strict confidentiality. All these 

actions therefore take place basically without any democratic legitimation and 

control, because even the Parliament has no idea what the secret service is 

doing. 

In this way, there have existed, since the Adenauer government, secret 

agreements that the Allies were allowed in Germany to tap telephone calls and 

open mail (Foschepoth, Josef, Überwachtes Deutschland: Post- und 

Telefonüberwachung in der alten Bundesrepublik, Vanden- hoeck & Ruprecht, 

2012). Of course this contravened the Basic Law, which guarantees to 

maintain post and telecommunications confidentiality. But Adenauer got away 
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without any form of censure - as have also the Allies so far, although these 

secret agreements are historically founded, because the offences have 

exceeded the statute of limitations. 

Unfortunately, the Germans seem particularly trusting, when it comes to their 

governments. Despite various revealed and proven cases of popular deception, 

the Germans seem to believe firmly in their government, and so it is hardly 

surprising, when in the Prism/PRISM matter, news magazine list facts and 

scold the US government a little, but actually take it under protection (“Stern”, 

No. 31, of 25.7.13 and “Spiegel” No. 30, of 22.7.13). 

Who in all the world does this benefit? How can foreign nations manage to 

gather information on the German people? To make matters worse, it must 

unfortunately also be asked how a Merkel government manages to keep secret 

the efforts to uncover the fact and especially to put an immediate end to the 

bugging activities? Whistleblower Snowden says why: the German secret 

service knew, the Government probably also - and agreed and/or made use of 

the data. 

Banks are an inexhaustible area for secrets. Like the Deutsche Bundesbank, 

which has access to state funds, but does not report about this to anyone. No 

wonder therefore that other banks explain nothing about financial matters, but, 

as is the case of “Gustl Mollath” (Ritzer, Przybilla, the Mollath affair: “Der 

Mann, der zu viel wusste”, Droemer, 2013), concealed how accounts have 

been tampered with and used, and on top of that managed to have the 

discoverer placed in a secure psychiatric ward, simply so that the machinations 

of those in power should remain hidden. Gustl Mollath is free; the Public 

Prosecutor’s Office wants to reopen the case. Now it will be interesting to see 

whether Mollath is compensated and whether the true culprits are found and 

properly punished. These include not only bankers, but also Public 

Prosecutors, who must act according to instructions, and even politicians and 

members of well-known clubs. 

The power of the banks is intangible, because it is inscrutable. Persons in the 

service of the Deutsche Bundesbank keep silent about the affairs and facilities 

of the Bank, as well as its business transactions (§ 32 Bun- desbankG). 

As regards secrecy, the ECB follows the German precedent. The press can be 
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fobbed off with statements to calm the markets. What central bankers think, 

and how they analyse the current state of the Euro and the European economy 

and finances, remains unknown. A juicy, perhaps public and political debate, 

would clear many a boardroom. This also applies to the European Stabilisation 

Mechanism, which exists as a secret society and is even legally intended to be 

so, according to Article 34 ESMG. 

So it is incomprehensible why the International Monetary Fund (IMF) should 

publish a report on the Internet (http://www.imf.org/external/ 

pubs/ft/fm/2013/02/fmindex.htm), which concerned itself firstly with wanting 

to apply a one-off savings and property tax, and on all European accounts, in 

order to bring the level of debt of indebted countries back down to the 2007 

level. By this means, the countries could regain their breath and fuel the crisis 

anew. And eventually citizens would have to pay once again. 

Another example is the scientific service of the Bundestag. This produces 

assessments on current political issues that could also serve the political 

opinion-forming of the citizen. Could - except that its publication is 

prohibited. The question is why and who has forbidden this. The Parliament 

fear perhaps inconvenient assessments and unpleasant questions. 

The trouble is that legal principles shield democratically critical procedures, 

and provide alibis for those who stretch and over-stretch laws. Villains are in 

this way protected. That is possible in dictatorships, where nonsensical, 

expensive show trials, such as that of the ex-Federal President, which are 

financed by the citizen, could have been closed long ago, but are nevertheless 

continued. 

Other legal regulations which require disclosure, such as the reports of the 

Federal Audit Office for example, find their way to the Parliament and also to 

the Government, but usually all types of criticism go unheard. The public 

receives press releases which often contain many figures, which are gratefully 

taken up by every journalist in order to fill the number of lines required by the 

paper. The editors welcome this furore, and rarely explain what these numbers 

mean or how they arose. The actual criticism, e.g. of the budget management, 

lands in the wastebasket unseen by the people. 
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In this respect, the national debt and constructions relating to the national 

budget remain matters of legend. In this way the national budget as a basis for 

sustainable budget planning remains inadequate, even though transparency for 

democracy throughout the rest of Europe has been recognised in some cases 

for decades, and guaranteed in constitutions (as in Sweden). The Germans 

passed the Freedom of Information Act at the national level in 2006 which 

states that every citizen has a right of access to all state files. Theoretically, 

because the paragraph that allows this conflicts with many others which 

prohibit it. It is therefore time to ensure transparency via the Constitution (see 

Art. 20b of the New Constitution for Germany). 

Politics breaks laws, even basic laws 

If the Euro fails, then Europe fails - says Chancellor Merkel, telling the 

people: Our debts are too high. Mrs. Merkel attempts to tackle these debts with 

even more debts. It is one thing that this does not correspond to any way of 

economic thinking; the other is that a united Europe has already existed ever 

since the “Schengen Agreement”. 

This gives rise to the question: What does Mrs. Merkel really want? The 

Europe of which she speaks continually can only be a united Europe with a 

stable currency if the principles for the preservation of the stability of the 

currency are also observed. These are: adherence to the Stability Pact 

(Maastricht Treaty), which is intended to ensure that limits are set on total and 

new debt, and that these limits are observed. 

Unfortunately none of the European Euro zone with excessive debt have 

abided by these limits, so it must be regarded as a farce and a breach of the 

law, when the German Chancellor (and also all other governments since the 

introduction of the Euro, which also includes Mr. Schroder’s cabinets) 

repeatedly emphasises: Germany rejects Euro bonds. Instead it guarantees a 

stable Euro. 

It is admittedly difficult to glean any real information from this gibberish, and 

perhaps this is Merkel’s desired tactic, or perhaps just an indication of how 
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little she understands or has understood in the past. Physicists are of course not 

economic wizards, and political heads require quite different skills, such as 

being able to hold the troops together, defending the leader’s seat, conducting 

tactics, and above all repeatedly scoring good marks in the Sunday surveys. 

The popularity of the Chancellor is essentially no more important than a 

goitre, except for the Chancellor herself. When Mrs. Merkel says that she 

guarantees a stable Euro, then she must have forgotten that this should be 

brought about by compliance with the stability criteria, and not by any 

speeches. Mrs. Merkel cannot at all guarantee a stable Euro and is guilty of 

lying. She is therefore violating Article 1 of the Basic Law, the requirement 

for human dignity. 

What the Europe of the Chancellor should look like is irrelevant, because there 

are two ways to keep the Euro. Either there will be an immediate reform of the 

currency or the Euro will crash, or this reform will take place insidiously by 

means of price increases - i.e. via indirect currency reform(s). Both mean the 

reduced purchasing power of the currency. Currency reform would still leave a 

manageable quota, the Euro would be worth about half its present value; 

higher prices would mean that the Euro would be worth less than half. The 

added costs of delaying insolvency would reduce the purchasing power even 

further. 

It is impossible for this to be the Europe of which Mrs. Merkel dreamed or of 

which she always speaks, because this Europe is a poor Europe, whose people 

will be busy paying the cost of the so-called Euro rescue by renunciation of 

prosperity, social support, education, reforms. The unemployed for example 

will receive no more assistance; Pensioners will have smaller pensions, if 

appropriate rates in relation to the amounts paid in are still paid out. 
Hopefully, by this time, Angela Merkel will be history. 

Politics according to the motto “If the Euro dies, Europe dies” is the real 
cause of the actual death of Europe. The excess of eurocratic ideas, the 
organisation of eurocratic structures while adhering to ineffective eco-
nomic fundamentals, means that in the long term, there will be no united 
Europe. That is a high price, which politics has achieved through lies and 
the greatest concerted, supranational public deception after already being 
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responsible in 1949 for an immorally concocted Basic Law, in which the 
people were expelled from their sovereign position, and the deputy 
sovereign lied his way into the legal position of the sovereign, usurping the 
position of leader. 

It would be futile to consider whether the Germans, like the Europeans, 
would have wanted to pay such a price, if they had ever been asked, before 
the madness was committed. Nobody wants to give up enough income, 
education, social security, a minimum level of government support in the 
case of unemployment, training opportunities for the young and care in 
case of illness, support for pensioners and the elderly, and so it was part of 
the misdirection and lies of those with party-political ambitions to promise 
a land of milk and honey, although there was nothing there but a 
poorhouse. 

Countries such as Germany, Greece, Portugal and Italy reformed their 
currencies with the Euro, in order to reduce their mountain of national 
debt, which proved unsuccessful. Germany is now one of the countries 
whose citizens are left to pay for the debt obligations of its own budget, 
and its European sister countries. 

This is all impermissible, since the statutes and regulations of the Euro 
Union prohibit one country from supporting another financially. Liabilities 
also constitute prohibited state financing, just like loans. In the supporting 
countries such as Germany, the people are saddled with higher interest 
costs by means of higher national debts due to liabilities, than by passing 
on loans to supported countries, for which the Germans are also liable. 
These liability debts burden the people with higher interest charges than if 
they were liable for borrowing by the country in order to balance the 
national budget. The only benefit is enjoyed by ruling policy, in order to 
incur less statistical new debt and overall debt (debt brake). Liabilities are 
debts which are not recorded in the national budget. In this way, the Fiscal 
Pact requirements are apparently fulfilled. 

The German Basic Law prohibits this, and it even prohibits the Euro bonds so 

vehemently rejected by Mrs. Merkel. The Chancellor proclaims that there will 
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be no Euro bonds “as long as I live” (Reuters, 27.6.12), even though they have 

been used for a long time (and with her agreement), by backdoor methods such 

as liabilities, guarantees or rescue packages, which should actually be called 

inflationary packages. These Euro bonds have in the meantime also been 

accepted constitutionally (1st coup) via the back door in the form of the EFSF 

and ESM. 

Although the decision of the German constitutional judges until now lacks 

corresponding decisions in the main proceedings, the result is the next national 

coup of the political class. Decisions on various urgent applications in 

connection with constitutional complaints which were announced by the 

Federal Constitutional Court from 12th June 2012 and on 12th September 2012 

correspond to breaches of the law, because the ESM was classified as not 

injurious to the Constitution. 

The liability restriction to € 190 billion is an accommodation of the Court to 

the plaintiffs, but this limit can be circumvented. Part of this bypass is formed 

by the Target-II claims, which act as additional rescue packages - unlimited 

and uncontrolled. They have applied since 2007 and escaped judgement on the 

ESM, although they had been submitted to the court as a constitutional 

complaint with urgent application at the time of the preliminary decision. 

Rescue packages are unconstitutional, because liabilities of€ 750 billion are 

still on the books even without the ESM. The court should have acknowledged 

this in its preliminary decision. Now the Germans, since 12th September 2012, 

stand surety for € 940 billion instead of € 190 billion. This amount is further 

increased by Target-II claims. 

In addition, a drastic increase in this amount has been brought about by the 

double bank finance injections of the ECB within the Euro Union to the tune 

of € 490 billion and € 530 billion (in total € 1.2 trillion). Of this total, about € 

270 billion is down to the German taxpayer. This is further exacerbated by 

purchases of junk government bonds of supported countries of the EMU by the 

ECB, but also by other banks, which took place in large amounts and have 

long since been a further burden on the German taxpayer. To this extent, as 

already said, the restriction by the Federal Constitutional Court to € 190 billion 
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is a sham transaction. 

This has quite a number of consequences for Germany. The worst is that the 

mountain of debt (explicit and above all implicit debt) is growing, because the 

state must also consider existing claims between banks, for example with 

regard to actually ailing government bonds held by the banks as subject to 

depreciation from a certain time. Then there are also private debts. 

6.6 million Germans are in debt to the tune of € 33,000 each (average). If this 

is multiplied by the level of debt, this gives a total of € 278 billion - an amount 

which corresponds to about one-third of that which the Bundesbank is writing 

off for Target-II claims. 

Instead of counteracting this situation with economic mathematically relevant 

principles, party-politics piled up debts by means of transfer (pay-as-you-go) 

systems (social systems and rescue package liabilities), and then concealed 

them. Even until today, the government dreams of growth and hands out 

election gifts financed by loans, combating debts with even more debts. 

Ludwig Erhard rejected the statutory social insurance system on the transfer 

basis at the beginning of the 1950’s, and warned against its introduction. It 

remains unclear as to how such transfer systems were introduced as social 

security in the face of all economic experience. The politics of the time did not 

overlook what disadvantages this system would bring with it. It chose the 

transfer system, which would be no guarantee of appropriate federal subsidies, 

let alone working income, at any time, but especially with recessionary and 

deflationary development, and would not allow any contributions. Not from 

employees nor from employers, who can ensure a sufficient, not even pension 

replacement or payment function, nor any funding, as would be appropriate for 

the purpose of confidence in social security. 

This double transfer system design that party-politics proclaimed as a 

parachute, mutated into an ejection seat. How long the Euro will eventually 

hold at which quota is uncertain. Everything depends heavily on the skill of 

the Government in delaying the insolvency of the country and dragging out the 

currency reform. 
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The hopelessness of the situation is so far-reaching that it has become 

irrelevant to which party the future Chancellor will belong. The debt allows no 

further step forward, no gifts, no guarantees, no liabilities, and certainly not 

even the assumption of actual payments, if they became due. Germany is 

bankrupt - Politics continued in the same way as before can mean only: evil 

machinations to preserve the image and power of the party, in order to gain 

time for party-politics, business and the press. During this period, the Euro 

will become worth less and less. 

With regard to the Target claims, Hans-Werner Sinn, head of the “Ifo Institut 

für Wirtschaftsforschung (München)”, offers some solutions in his book “Die 

Target-Falle”. He suggests that the Chancellor and her Euro rescue team 

should proceed in a similar manner to the Federal Reserve Bank (FED), the 

issuing bank of the USA. There too there are comparable liabilities between 

the state-owned banks of the US states - however, these must be settled 

annually. This prevents enormous claims or liabilities being built up on either 

side, which can then possibly never be redeemed. In this way the US system 

avoids the European target trap. 

The crazy thing is: the target balances in the Euro area were largely settled by 

2007. They were then thrown out of balance again however by the advent of 

the financial crisis and the related tensions on the interbank market. 

Sinn interprets the target balances as loans and demands that they should be 

settled - other economists disagree. Sinn believes that the Euro crisis countries 

which have so far sought to solve their financial problems with the aid of the 

payment system of the ECB, are burdening the German taxpayer. 

In July 2012, the Bundesbank had a positive Target balance of € 727 billion. 

The crisis countries of Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain and Cyprus together 

had by July 2012 a negative balance of € 692 billion. 

According to Sinn, interest rates in the crisis countries fell because of the 

introduction of the Euro; (cheaper) loans meant that bankrupt countries 

imported more and more - bad business for German companies, and the debts 

piled up. They could have been balanced by an influx of private capital, but 
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these sources dried up. So countries started to print money, and goods 

transactions became mixed with capital transfers, although they do not belong 

in the same pot, because they are prohibited according to the target claims as 

pure capital transfer. In the light of the scale of the crisis however they are 

allowed, because printing money had become necessary in both cases. 

If capital transfers are maintained, private investment will continue to be 

possible. It is clear that printing money is no way out of the crisis; the return 

cash flow proclaimed by politics, which is supposed to take place, for 

example, from Greece, will not happen. Greece is insolvent; the German 

taxpayers are paying for the bankruptcy. 

In another respect however, the FED cannot serve as a model. It is flooding the 

money markets with more and more money. The ECB (including the ESM, 

even with liability limitation) and the Deutsche Bundesbank are emulating this 

move. This places a burden on the German national budget. From 2000 until 

today, the USA has quadrupled the money supply; the European Monetary 

Union is going in the same 

direction since the purchase of junk bonds in the billions by the ECB. 

Increased money supplies are not recoverable, but inflationary. 

The USA as a model for Europe was always nonsense. The motto of the USA 

is “Out of many, one”, or as the Americans say, although it sounds very Latin: 

“E pluribus unum”; the Europeans believe in the idea: “United in diversity” or 

“In varietate concordia”. The question is: How will the Europeans develop an 

identity? 

The eurocratic model, which makes decisions without consulting the people, 

following some ridiculous plan, and which can hardly lead to a common 

political system (as the Americans have), and not only because of the crisis, is 

entirely unsuitable. 

The post-war children who are now rulers, should realise that the idea of 

Europe currently cannot be realised by means of the Schengen Agreement; 

apart from currency reforms. Therefore any European rescue policy must be 

discontinued immediately. If they adhere to the attempt to rescue the Euro, the 
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bending and breaking of the law will be added to these lies and questionable, 

criminal decisions, in the form of: disloyalty, violation of oaths of office, 

cronyism, acceptance of benefits and high treason. This applies to 

governments, parliamentarians, commissioners, consultants and all who serve 

an absolutist, financial dictatorship. 

On 13th November 2012, the “Süddeutsche Zeitung” reported (p. 15) how the 

historian Joseph Foschepoth states in his book “Überwachtes Deutschland” 

(“Germany under surveillance”) that Chancellor Konrad Adenauer helped to set 

up Germany as a surveillance state. Following this idea, the “SZ” explained 

one day later in the Editorial under the title “Das ausspionierte Grundrecht” 

how the Basic Law of the Germans was betrayed to the Allies (Foschepoth, 

Josef, Überwachtes Deutschland: Post- und Telefonüberwachung in der alten 

Bundesrepublik, Vanden- hoeck & Ruprecht, 2012, 378 p.) Germany is not a 

democratic state - and never was. 

Foschepoth also comes to this conclusion, and summarises: The “handling 

of Art. 10 of the Basic Law shows" how the FRG granted the allied Western 
powers the right “to carry out surveillance of the Germans as required". Article 
10 of the Basic Law guarantees the secrecy of mail, post and 
telecommunications, and as if it had never existed, the Grand Coalition 
(CDU/CSU+FDP, of 1966-1969, under Kurt Georg Kiesinger) in 1968 
passed the G-10 Law, the Law on the Restriction of Mail, Post and 
Telecommunications Secrecy. This can be considered as a ‘carte blanche’ 
for bugging operations by intelligence services, but because the Interior 
Ministry must not only approve, but must also monitor such actions, the 
carte blanche should rather be seen to apply where it may be assumed that 
the service channels are long and such actions are forgotten. The citizen 
does not hear of any of these operations. 

Since then, German intelligence services have also involved themselves 
legally, and the numbers under surveillance must have increased from year 
to year. The taxpayer provided the money for this spying by all services. 
The snooping has now been going on for over 60 years, in spite of all 
treaties and also, although on conclusion of the “Two-Plus-Four Treaty”, 
the Federal Republic celebrated not only the reunification of Germany, but 
also the supposedly regained full sovereignty. Apart from the fact that this 
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was not the case, a distortion of history took place in 1990: the GDR was 
declared an illegitimate state, which spied on its citizens; the FRG was 
regarded as a prime example of a state under the rule of law. Foschepoth 
shows that German governments were very flexible in the interpretation of 
the term “democracy”, and disregarded basic rights. 

The legitimacy of Germany as a state still remains doubtful today. The 
crisis has revealed that politics is aimed solely at one objective: the 
retention of power. This intent excludes democracy. The enforced con-
formity of politically relevant measures, due to impermissible decisions 
during the time of the Euro rescue, the enforced conformity of the 
reporting and the judicial decisions, indicate that Germany has already 
long been the illegitimate state for which the GDR was decried. 
As such, all confidence in the Chancellor has been lost; and in every 
government, as long as it seeks to bring order to the Mafiosi nepotism of 
Germany only at election times. 

Election campaign 

Politicians - and actually all so-called leaders of the people - use the 
paradox that people are convinced rather by things which are unachiev-
able, instead of believing what is possible. This may be the only common 
ground between politicians and the people/voters: all are visionaries. All 
want to believe. 

If Angela Merkel had said on Monday 1st December 2003, in her notorious 
party conference speech in Leipzig (“Wir sind das Volk” (“We are the 
people”)): Germany is bankrupt. The only remaining option is immediate 

currency reform. I appeal to you not to clear out your accounts. The country needs 

every Cent. We cannot expect help from anybody; the other Euro countries are 

also bankrupt. Please maintain calm and order. 

That would have been honest and an “immense logistical task for all those 

involved, particularly for the credit industry, trades and crafts and the CiT 

companies”, just as the introduction of the cash “Euro” must have been 
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(Deutscher Bundestag, Drucksache 14/4960 of 11.12.2000). 

Having to institute a currency reform for an actually stable currency, but 
due to the enormous national debt that had accumulated in almost 65 years 
of Federal Government independently of the political camp, was 
impossible for a Chancellor, and would have been impossible for any 
politician. 

The introduction of the Euro cost a great deal of money. Advertising on 
TV, radio, in newspapers and magazines. Regular brainwashing went out 
over the national channels ARD and ZDF. Billions were spent on the 
introduction of the Euro, so that the people paid for the introduction of the 
Euro, as well as press campaigns via TV and broadcasting fees. 
There were hardly any objections from Euro-sceptics, and if such a report 

managed to find its way into a journal or a broadcast, slurs, euphemisms, and 

dismissals followed. 

The abolition of the D-Mark was passed by the Bundestag on 23rd April 1998 

(Plenary Record 13/230, 23.4.1998) - on that 113th day of the year, a Thursday, 

World Book Day - in the 50th year of the existence of the currency. Hard to 

believe that the seal had been set on the common currency long before this 

date. 

On 25th March 1957, the six signatories of the EEC Treaty, his Majesty the 

King of the Belgians, the President of the FRG, the President of the French 

Republic, the President of the Italian Republic, his Royal Highness the Grand 

Duke of Luxembourg and her Majesty the Queen of the Netherlands, decided 

“to establish a European Economic Community” (Treaty of the Establishment of 

the European Economic Community; Foreign Office, Political Archive). 

This treaty specified that the national economies would be coordinated, and in 

particular the currencies and the exchange rates (incl. its fluctuations). These 

were almost balanced in 1979 by the Exchange Rate System (ERS) (±2.25%). 

There was actually no strongest currency in the financial community which 

was thus created. The leading exchange rate was therefore established 

mathematically, and received the name of the European Currency Unit (ECU). 
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This was during Chancellor Schmidt’s times, who cannot at all have been 

satisfied with the artificial exchange rates. 

Helmut Schmidt was already dreaming of a united Europe. This he achieved 

together with his friend Valery Giscard d’Estaing, who Schmidt met in 

September 1978 in Aachen, for a joint look into the crystal ball (Der Spiegel, 

39, of 25.9.1978, p. 21 - 23). 

After four wars in the Middle East, Schmidt saw the world power of the USA 

as under pressure. The Hamburger Jung dreamt of the following position, as 

Der Spiegel summarised: “The German crisis manager wants to rise to the rank 

of European statesman, he is looking for the new impetus for European unification. 

He is pursuing the political leadership of the old continent, if not even the western 

hemisphere.” (Der Spiegel, 39, of 25.9.1978, p. 21 - 23) 

Schmidt had sufficient instinct to realise that no German could assume the 

leadership of Europe. So his friend Valery came under consideration, as Der 

Spiegel reported: “Europeans must fill the space that has been left vacant by the 

North Americans. The Chancellor, who has so far had almost nothing but scorn for 

the Brussels EC-Europe, is seeking support from a stronger Europe, now that he 

has lost confidence in the USA. And the new leading figure of Europe will be called 

Valery Giscard d’Estaing.” (Der Spiegel, 39, of25.9.1978, p. 21 - 23) 

A great plan, which today might cause ex-Chancellor Schmidt to blush with 

shame, or draw forth a smile. After all, to be a politician means to have 

visions, or even to be allowed to do so; this also applies for Schmidt, who 

otherwise advised people with visions to go to the doctor. To be a politician 

also means not to take what is said all too seriously. It is just a pity that hardly 

anyone ever asks whether these speeches/ visions are of any benefit to any of 

the people. 

The EU creators Schmidt and Giscard d’Estaing in any case assumed that they 

had created something special with the ECU: “We are in the process”, as the 

German developed his historical perspective, “of bringing about something 

which is of great political importance for the rest of the century.” (Der Spiegel, 

39, of 25.9.1978, p. 21 - 23) 
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It is forgotten that all plans for a possible monetary union - the WernerPlan of 

1970, the “currency snake” of 1972 - had failed because the Unionists were 

not prepared to subjugate their policy to dependencies caused by the currency. 

But the game of poker over the unity of Europe, i.e. the conditions necessary 

for the suspension of the national state, required more time. 

The next step in subordinating financial power to political power was the 

European Monetary System EMS (introduced in 1979). This was intended to 
create more stable rates between the participating countries, and protect 
the Community against exchange rate risks. A market was to be created on 
the model of the USA, even though all European politicians knew about 
the continuing instability of US power and were even disturbed by it, like 
Helmut Schmidt, who said: “The economic policy of the leading western power 

of the USA remains desolate(Der Spiegel, 39, of 25.9.1978, p. 21 - 23) 

The EMS ordained that unlimited loans granted subject to interest must 
have been paid back in six months at the latest. In this way, any country 
could incur only limited debt. The EMS was considered as the preliminary 
stage towards today’s Euro system. It remained in effect as EMS II until 
the introduction of the Euro. 

“Mr. Single currency” is the French Jacques Delors. He bent the out-ofdate 
“Treaties of Rome” valid for the European domestic market into the 
“European Act” (1986), and (with a group of experts) worked out the plan 
for the creation of the European Monetary Union. This was approved by 
the heads of state and government in 1992 in Maastricht in the 
Netherlands. 

The “Treaty on the European Union” was also amended once again in 
1997 in Amsterdam. And this part also contained the clause on the in-
troduction of a single currency, which was to be ensured by 1999. All 
Parliaments ratified this treaty, the German popular representatives in 
December 1992. The treaty came into effect in 1993; the Euro was intro-
duced as an accounting currency in 1999, and three years later in cash 
form. 
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The will for the introduction and the introduction of an EU currency was 
pursued and implemented over many years without any consultation of the 
people. No politician in Germany provided information on this matter, 
apart from Helmut Kohl, who after reunification, which could be seen as a 
step on the road to a united Europe, was striving during the election 
campaign and with his complete party line for the unification of Europe. 
Even at this time, the true intentions of German party-politics were being 
concealed from the people. All election campaigns ultimately pursued only 
one goal and had only one purpose: to deceive the voter in order to achieve 
election results required for necessary steps towards EU financial 
unification. In this sense, the election campaign is wherever possible the 
time that party-politicians of all parties take to open up particular prospects 
and point out particular visions, which however do not correspond in the 
least with the interests of the people. 

The introduction of the European common currency is an example of how 
politics abrogates national laws in order to replace them with European 
objectives. This is not to say anything against European objectives. But a 
Europe in the form of a Euro debt community, which stifles the freedom 
and economic development possibilities of the member states, is in neither 
the national nor the European interest. Fictitious transactions and 
deceptions, promises and election gifts go hand in hand with election 
campaigns. They all serve the purpose of camouflaging the true intentions 
with regard to political aims. Measured against the results of elections due 
to promises made or agreed reforms, it must be said: party-politics in 
Germany is actually (misdirected) European/ Euro policy. 

No party has ever allowed the people to vote on whether they are willing 
to become part of a financial power which is directed at setting aside 
policies that it can simply do without, but which is able at the same time 
also able to abrogate laws. No European people would have wanted this. 

It is the taxpayer who will ultimately have to pay for every promise made 
by a politician, or the citizen with his savings. The election poster image 
and senseless decisions such as the introduction of the child-care 
allowance, a possible reduction in contributions to statutory pension 
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insurance and health insurance and the like also cost the country billions 
which the country simply does not have. 

Angela Merkel nevertheless wanted to get her hands on € 28.5 billion 
specified in the “Government Programme for Germany” (Handelsblatt, 
31.5.13). On the 15th anniversary of the decision of the German Bun-
destag to abolish the D-Mark, Angela Merkel said in “Bild”: “Welfare on 

credit is a figment of the imagination" - that goes without saying, because 
these almost € 30 billion did not come from the national treasury. Even if 
the Young Liberals and FDP faction chief Rainer Brüderle showed a little 
piety in times when all of Europe is being encouraged to save, and 
expressed his opposition to these plans of Merkel, the money will still be 
spent, and there is an end to it! 

The child-care allowance was brought into the discussion because the legal 
claims to day-care places, although enforceable, cannot be met, because 
there are simply not enough places or not enough places can be created - 
because there is not enough money in the treasury to do so. The mothers 
may laugh, and also if many mothers come up with the idea of having this 
money (in percentage terms) paid out in the form of pension entitlements. 
This drives up the debts in the social systems, i.e. the implicit national 
debts, which at the present must be over € 15,000 billion. This mountain of 
debt can no longer be borne by one single generation - many generations 
will have to pay for this decision. 

When Chancellor Merkel speaks of generation balance, she is speaking of 
such a type of balance, and is thereby breaching the generation agreement, 
according to which the generations have to support themselves, which 
does not mean that generations should have to pay for the mistakes of their 
predecessors, but that the predecessors should make sufficient provision 
for their children. 

A similar piece of nonsense is the pension insurance reserves, which at the 
moment have increased a little. So should pension insurance contributions 
be reduced because they have increased? The statutory pension insurance 
shows deficits of over € 3,000 billion, measured by a capital entitlement 
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coverage procedure for past periods. 

The pension insurance has to be supported by Federal grants, to the tune 
of€ 85 billion annually. This is the case every year, because pension 
contributions cannot immediately be increased to an extent that would 
provide sufficient cover. It would still be questionable whether anyone 
could afford these contributions at present. If due to normal market 
fluctuations, higher reserves became necessary, the reduction of the 
contributions is the most stupid reaction that could be expected, because it 
means that when there are fewer reserves again, the state must 
immediately provide more support. The Treasury does become any fuller 
in this way; pensions will not rise, because not enough has been paid in. It 
would make sense to put the surpluses into the pension system, so that 
contributions would remain stable in order to be able to assure pensioners 
of a half-way decent pension. 

But this is election campaigning: the bottom line is that the (Merkel) 
government does not provide any solution to the problem, but aggravates 
the situation by stupidity which is justified on election posters. 

Democracy wanted 

Whenever a government somewhere is toppled (as recently happened in 
Egypt) or reaffirmed by an election (as recently also in France), the 
question arises as to the will of the people. Will the new government take 
this into account, will the government recognise it? How will it be 
determined? How is it implemented? 

Democracy is supposed to be an enemy of the venal, the dictators, the 
political dealers. They are all concerned only with their own interests, 
which are very different: More profit, more personal power, more pos-
sessions. In China, for example, the will of people is considered to be 
overrated. Everything is prescribed; thinking and acting for oneself is 
allowed, although only under political direction. In China, every word is 
political and “Doubts about the exemplary nature of western democracies are 
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nothing new in Asia”. This was also the conclusion of the “Süddeutsche 
Zeitung” on 6th July 2013 in its article “Die Arroganz der Erfolgreichen - 
The arrogance of the successful”, and reported how Xi Jinping, the 
General Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party appointed in 
November 2012, announced in his inaugural speech: 
China must move forward with “indomitable will” and make the “Chinese 

dream” areality. “A strong China...” 

That sounds very much like Angela Merkel when she speaks of a strong 
Euro and calls for one thing above all from the members of the commu-
nity: saving. The savings currency of the Euro was not necessarily intro-
duced democratically, nor legitimised in this way. So it must be assumed 
that the machinery of the Euro has now somewhat battered the political co-
determination will of the Germans. Everything seems designed to keep the 
currency. The result is sham transactions, repeated elections, power 
struggles. Powers prevail unchecked and unjustly. 

To serve the people, to fulfil a political task, this does not seem to matter 
any more. After all, this system includes voters, i.e. those who should not 
rock the party boat, but should still have the feeling of being able to have 
their say in the democratic state of Germany. This co-determination is 
thwarted by mathematical and legal games, which means that politicians 
without any qualifications for their profession, without legal liability, can 
do what they want. The politically un-interested, the nonvoters, who seem 
tired of these games and can see no benefit for the community of citizens 
in party-politics, and also do not want to pay party contributions for a 
ready-made opinion, will be excluded from any political co-determination. 

The decadence of parliamentary democracy has its origins in the legally 
required two-thirds majority for political changes and the safeguarding of 
policy enshrined therein since the establishment of the Constitution. The 
hurdle to changing the Basic Law on this point is equally high. 

Regarding the policy, a lower majority would have to have been allowed 
than for other basic rights guaranteed under the Constitution. Since this 
never happened, immutable rules therefore arose for the profession of the 



Germany through the looking-glass

81

 

 

party politician. This is unique in comparison to other professions, for 
which professional rules and guidelines were established, for example 
such as for lawyers, auditors or tax consultants. 
Politicians do not have to have any particular training, professional 
qualifications or aptitude test. This is different from every other profes-
sion, moreover with unchangeable constitutional protection. These were 
just as extensive on their creation for the safeguarding of the professions 
as for politicians under the Constitution, but easily changeable in 
comparison. The (four) mothers and fathers of the Basic Law secured their 
status to an unfathomable degree. 

In order to protect fundamental rights, they set in concrete the status of the 
politician; the consequences, which must be borne by all Germans today: 
the constant decline of integrity, due to constant violations of oaths of 
office, and actions against the interests of the people. This results in an 
inappropriate level of freedom and a principle repeatedly emphasised by 
the Federal Constitutional Court (whose judges are appointed by party 
quotas) of generous room for action and discretion; they radiate from 
reasonable discretion in any required direction, without safeguarding the 
means of proportionality. 

A maximum of 70% of voters actually go to the polls, and elect between 
40% and 50% from the major parties. Multiplied, this gives: 0.5 x 0.7 = 
35% of the population who determine the nature of party-politics. Only 
one-third of the people decide which party-politicians rule over the fate of 
this country. The remaining 65% decide only about their cats and dogs, 
provided that they have pets at all. 

An absurdity for a state under the rule of law which calls itself democratic. 
There arises the question of whether those in power should gradually 
become afraid of the people who they patronize, fail to inform and bribe 
with election gifts. 

It is ominous that nothing more than a hint of an idea emerges from the co-
determination of the people envisaged by the founders under the Basic 
Law via Article 20 GG, but which has no legal force. The citizen has no 
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rights - either as a result of formal legal trickery, which end in stalemate or 
inaction, and which are hawked about by the press. 
According to the Basic Law, the most important law is budget law. This 
determines how much money is spent on whom, and for what purpose. 
Historically, the budget law, the law which decides on the expenditure of 
the state, is the main right of the Parliament. 

The Parliaments emerging from the corporate chambers managed to wrest 
budgetary authority from the monarchs, and thereby won control over its 
policy. Budgetary authority retained this right of review until the 
agreement of the Parliament to the ESM/Fiscal Pact; now, the ECB 
withdraws money from Germany as it sees fit. 

The current debt state, which will end in national bankruptcy, manages in 
an unhealthy manner, even though a balanced budget is promised accord-
ing to the 47th press release of the Ministry of Finance of 26th June 2013 in 
the “2014 national budget and financial plan up to 2017”. The paper states: 

“With the government draft for the 2014 budget adopted on 26th June 2013 and the 

financial plan up to 2017, a sustainably balanced budget has been presented for 

the first time in decades. The draft of the 2014 federal budget envisages 

expenditure in the amount of € 295.4 billion and is therefore considerably below 

the level of expenditure of the 2010 federal budget at the beginning of this 

legislative period. The net borrowing falls in 2014 to € 6.2 billion. With the 

government draft for the 2014 federal budget and the financial plan up to 2017, the 

Federal Government is following on seamlessly from the benchmark resolution of 

March this year. In spite of the additional burdens, it will be possible in 2014 not 

only to achieve structural equilibrium with respect to the budget, but even a 

structural surplus of around € 2 billion. The draft budget is in line with national, 

European and international requirements - with balanced stimuli to growth and 

clear adherence to the debt brake. For the time from the beginning of the 2010 

legislative period to the end of the 2017 financial plan there will be an increase in 

expenditure from € 303.7billion to € 308.1 billion (totalling only approximately 

1.5% overall).” 

However, “the Market Economy Foundation” ("Stiftung Marktwirtschaft”) 
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raises the objection: “For example, Germany would have to permanently cut 

back its public spending by 4% of GDP in order to reduce its sustainability gap 

from its current level of 193% of GDP to zero. In terms of the economic power of 

Germany in 2010 (€ 2,476 billion), this corresponds to a level of savings of € 99 

billion. In comparison, the savings targeted by the Federal Government in 

conjunction with its package for the future for the Federal Government, states and 

municipalities of almost € 27 billion per year is a piece of cake.” 

In this respect it is not possible to speak of a balanced or sustainable 
budget. The austerity policies of the politicians are not meant seriously. 
They may be able temporarily to calm the financial markets and citizens, 
but in the long term they must lead to increased debt. 

Debts are not inconsistent with democracy per se. It is feasible that the 
state finances investments through loans and pays back the loans at the end 
of their term. In the best possible scenario, the loan has paid for itself by 
this time through profits from the investment. This would be true if the 
free economy were involved. The financing options of a company are 
limited. For this reason, it may be dependent on a loan. In the case of the 
state, the situation is different: if the state needs money, it has other means 
such as taxes at its disposal, which it can impose as required. In contrast to 
companies, there is no need for states to take out loans. 

There is another difference: an entrepreneur invests because he expects to 
make a profit; for the state, things are different. If a state invests, the living 
conditions, educational opportunities etc. of its citizens are improved. 
Often this does not involve anything that promises or enables profit. For 
this reason, loans taken out by the state hardly ever pay for themselves, 
resulting in overloaded budgets (debts). 

An aspect which is not consistent with democracy is constant state funding 
through renewed borrowing. No state that is in debt pays back its debts, 
but instead services loans with new loans. Debts are rearranged and 
develop into more debts, which have to be covered by loans that push up 
the interest burden. This in turn demands new loans. A downward spiral 
that results in the state becoming bankrupt. 
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The IMF identified a total of 257 national insolvencies between 1824 and 
2004. This included Germany, for example, in 1923 and 1948, but not yet 
Switzerland, for example. State bankruptcies were something for 
grandmothers, grandfathers or historians, so to speak. Only since Greece's 
banks closed has the term become known to the broad masses. Not yet 
enough in the German press unfortunately, which reports on far-off 
bankruptcies while remaining stubbornly silent about the bankruptcy of the 
German state. At the same time the press also remains silent on the fact 
that Germany is no longer a democracy. 

The state leaders cover up any mistakes and fail to mention that in the 
federal budget, only revenue and expenditure are recorded. Liabilities (e.g. 
those associated with European risks) and other risks (e.g. the de-
mographic trap) are nowhere to be found. The budgetary system works 
very simply: whatever revenues are received are spent again immediately. 
Long-term and sustainable planning is impossible; sovereign debt, state 
bankruptcy or insolvency and the delaying of insolvency are what remain. 

Wasting taxpayers' money 

The current government programme of the CDU/CSU (see “10 Projects 
for Germany’s good Future”, the Government Programme of the 
CDU/CSU, 2013, p. 16-18) states: “Our guiding principle is the social market 

economy. This brings prosperity and social security to our country. Because it is 

built on two pillars: on efficient, responsible citizens and on a reliable state. The 

social market economy does not treat its citizens as children, but considers them to 

be capable of looking after themselves. And it relies on a state which will continue 

to be in a position tomorrow to fulfil its role as the guardian of law and order. The 

social market economy therefore combines in a unique manner the advantages of a 

market economy with the obligation to ensure social justice and environmental 

responsibility. It is therefore the best economic system for free people in a society 

that cares for others.” 

The concept and designation of the “social market economy“ go back to the 

economist Alfred Müller-Armack and the second Federal Chancellor and 
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business economist Ludwig Ehrhard. The aim was to design the economic 

market in such a way that it produced profit for the working individual in the 

form of appropriate payment - and therefore capital. 

Workers were poor. They offered their only possession, the labour, on the 

labour market. In return they received a wage/salary. Towards the end of the 

19th century there were thousands of poorly paid workers in Germany. The 

intention was to finally put an end to the unfair wage. Workers wanted a share 

in the profits of the firms for which they worked. Higher wages were 

demanded; however, no entrepreneur paid a higher wage. Strikes, 

demonstrations, fighting in the streets were the consequence. The dichotomy 

between high profits and paltry earnings polarised the views of both camps. 

Since around 1863, at the time of the foundation of the General German 

Workers’ Association, there has been a counter-programme to prevent the 

exploitation of people by people - the basic concept of Marxist doctrine, for 

which a classless society is the prerequisite; a society in which nobody is 

exploited by others simply because some people own means of production 

such as factories, machines, tools and others do not. 

Both sides are still arguing today. After the Second World War, German 

Social Democrats demanded a socialist democracy (Kurt Schuhmacher). This 

provided for the appropriate payment of workers, as well as many other rights. 

Herbert Wehner (SPD) betrayed the idea of the socialist democracy by 

agreeing to the basic programme of the SPD, adopted at the extraordinary part 

party conference of the SPD between November 13 and 15, 1959 (“Godesberg 

Programme”, valid from 1959-1989), and therefore the social market 

economy. In Germany at the time it was necessary to create an alternative to 

the GDR, as well as a counter-programme to the trade association of the 

socialist states. 

In the second Grand Coalition, Economics Minister Karl Schiller (SPD) 
and Finance Minister Franz Josef Strauss (CDU) put the welfare of the 
people on ice, and therefore also most of the constitutionally guaranteed 
rights. The state should steer, but not disturb business and the markets (or 
politicians). As a result, the people, government, business became 
alienated - the state and its form of existence somehow came into being; a 
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breeding ground for corruption, lobbying, party politics. Old-boy and other 
networks from business, banks, the Church, other institutions. 

The paragraphs in the Basic Law degenerated into lofty slogans; unfor-
tunately, these were abused by the political caste in order to enforce their 
interests with respect to business and the financial markets. It could also be 
said: this was the reason why changes that should have been made were 
not carried out. Reforms, such as a pension reform, which were still based 
on Bismarck's ideas; laws which placed restrictions on the triumvirate of 
politics, business and the financial sphere did not exist; reforms of the 
legal system, which would have helped clarify the possibilities and means 
open to the law - in the interests of the people. With the intention of 
representing the people. 

All of this led to the development of the mishmash which granted the 
triumvirate of politics, banks and business unrestricted powers to act, even 
including the ability to bend and break the law. The social market 
economy, with its pillars of private and company pension schemes and 
retirement planning, can no longer be implemented. The debts of the social 
systems can no longer be funded. Generations will not only have no 
pensions, but they will not earn enough money to be able to provide for 
themselves. Apart from this, a few superrich individuals will possess more 
money than all of the debts that have to be paid back by the debt payers 
put together. 

The Federal Government continues to pump up the levels of indebtedness 
on a daily basis. Germany’s insolvency is continually becoming further 
aggravated, with the country being forced to pay for loans with other 
loans; these costs are passed on to the taxpayers. They are further 
added to by the aforementioned expenditure for liabilities, guarantees and 

loans, as demanded by the ECB and IMF. These also include amounts for 

expensive legal proceedings, such as those relating to the ESM/Fiscal Pact or 

against Christian Wulff. 

This category also includes taxes for summit meetings of the EU Finance 

Ministers and the almost regularly held Euro summits, where the leaders of the 
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respective countries meet to repeatedly find a way to put off finding a solution 

to the problem. Flights, overnight stays, subsistence for large groups of 

specialist speakers, secretaries and experts. The importance with which these 

meetings are presented does not even exist. 

A further unjustified and superfluous use of taxpayers’ money is the European 

Commission. Each EU Member State sends a commissioner. Actually, the 

number of commissioners is supposed to be reduced (as provided for by the 

Treaty of Nice) - although for the purposes of a political compromise the 

number has not been reduced, with 28 commissioners still at work, instead of 

the 15 as demanded by the Treaty of Nice. 

A degree of harm which it is almost impossible to quantify was caused by the 

failed investigations of the Interior Ministry, after around 100 undercover 

agents working for the intelligence service had been smuggled into the right-

wing scene, but did not pass on any information to the relevant departments. 

This alone was surprising; the fact that the protectors of the constitution 

refused to cooperate in such a way for a period of ten years is unbelievable. 

The bosses of the undercover agents had not appreciated their work; during 

their work, the undercover agents had lost all respect for and acceptance of 

politicians because politicians in Germany had always supported right-wing 

policies in the final analysis. 

Those protectors of the constitution defied their superiors by refusing to 

supply information. This raises the question of whether there was not at least 

one superior who wanted to know the current status of the investigations. 

There must have been some interest at least in knowing how and where the 

employees had been deployed. Obviously they were hardly able to go to the 
office in the morning for a staff meeting and in the afternoon to the local 
pub frequented by members of the right-wing scene, but somewhere or 
other the results of their deployments must have been expected. The men 
were paid - from taxpayers1 money mind you. 

Equally surprising is the crash of the “HAWK” drone, in which it appeared 
incredible that the German Armed Forces were said to have developed a 
device for which each part had to be produced and tested separately, but 
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nobody asked any questions about the ability of the overall object to fly. 
Or the costs for the surveillance of the former allies the USA, the United 
Kingdom, France. German taxes were probably used for providing the 
former occupying forces with information about today’s residents. What a 
great deal for the USA, the United Kingdom and France, who probably 
saved billions for their state coffers. 

Every year the “German Taxpayers1 Association” (BdSt) publishes the 
“Black Book”, which it prints itself: “with a collection of examples from 

various fields in which the public sector failed to deal efficiently and economically 

with taxpayers’ money.” 

One breathtaking example of the waste of taxpayers’ money is an adver-
tising campaign of the Chancellor, which appeared in the period from 
November 17 to 24, 2010 in many regional and national daily newspapers 
and magazines such as “Stern”, “Spiegel”, “Focus”, “SuperIllu”, as well as 
in supplements such as “rtv” and “prisma” and on the Internet. According 
to information provided by the Federal Press Office, the costs of this 
advertisement were € 2.763 million. This amount was taken from the 
general federal budget. 

In this letter the Chancellor thanks the citizens of Germany: "Thank you my 

fellow citizens for making Germany the country which has coped best with the 

world economic crisis” Then the achievements of the Federal Government 
are underlined. This is party advertising: “Now we are looking to the future. 

There are major tasks ahead of us. The ChristianLiberal Government is tackling 

them resolutely.” 

The Chancellor could have avoided the costs. She should have scheduled a 
press conference - the press, as well as the public television and radio 
stations, would have transmitted it and reported on it. This would have 
been associated with fewer costs to be paid for by the taxpayer, apart from 
television and radio licence fees. 

It is indeed true that party advertising - including the placing of adver-
tisements in the press - is legitimate. But this should have been financed 
from the party coffers and not - as indeed happened - from the German 



Germany through the looking-glass

89

 

 

state treasury. The fact that for a letter from the Chancellor an amount 
almost € 3 million was spent is a waste of taxpayers’ money. This 
demonstrates a manner of operating used by politicians - that of providing 
targeted information to the public. Another form avoids this public. It is 
the field in which the influence of lobbyists is used in an undemocratic 
manner - without the knowledge of the people or any consequences under 
criminal law whatsoever. 

Snobiety does not pay taxes 

It must be incomprehensible for every taxpayer that global players receive 
exorbitant tax benefits. With the permission of the German government, 
firms are allowed to keep huge amounts of taxpayers1 money, although 
every working individual pays unbelievably high levels of tax in 
comparison, not to mention the measures taken if details are not provided. 

In an (unsuccessful) discussion on how to rectify this situation, SPD 
politician Peer Steinbrück advised using the cavalry and air raids to attack 
tax havens in which German corporate groups have subsidiaries in order to 
legally avoid the payment of taxes by means of double taxation treaties. 

Apart from the fact that this image brings a smile to our faces, it is easy to 
imagine Mr Steinbrück on his horse with a lance, sword and shield acting 
as the champion of the Germans, but the smile quickly disappears when 
one considers that Steinbrück scarcely boasts the virtues of a champion. 
We only need to remind ourselves at this point of the still unclarified 
question of the recipients of the donations from his talks on finance. 

German corporate groups such as Telekom, BASF or the Commerzbank 
have subsidiaries in other countries. There would be no reason to object to 
this if these subsidiaries were not located in countries (e.g. Delaware/USA, 
Jersey/GB, Cayman Islands, Liechtenstein, Monaco) which are considered 
to be so-called tax havens. The profits of the subsidiaries which are 
generated in these countries are not subject to tax there. 
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These subsidiaries make these profits available to the parent companies 
(e.g. in Germany) as loans in return for interest, which are then declared as 
operating expenses there, thereby reducing the profit and the resulting 
taxes that have to be paid. This money is then missing from the federal 
budget and the tax revenues as follows: interest reduces the profit and 
therefore the tax, which the subsidiary in the tax haven does not have to 
pay, so that the taxes that have been avoided as a result of the 
interdependence of the German parent company with the subsidiary in the 
tax haven are returned to the parent company in the form of loans. This 
also relates to the tax which is also not paid as a result. The parent 
company makes twice the profit. Business has no reason to change 
anything about this corrupt system and the state is the loser. 

As it is not possible to present this situation in an acceptable way to any 
voter, Chancellor Merkel announced a campaign against companies which 
evade tax. As part of the G20 summit and at the meeting of the OECD, 
Merkel wanted to put an end to tax evaders, although little has been done 
so far. This may be the explanation as to why Germany has so far not 
ratified the Anticorruption Treaty of the UN. 

Even so, the Boards of Directors of the 30 DAX companies voted have 
demanded a higher salary for the Chancellor. This demand makes one 
wonder if the underpaid Mrs Merkel would abandon her plans to plun- der 
the slush funds of the entrepreneurs if she were to receive a larger amount 
at the end of every month - officially, of course. But that is not the way the 
Chancellor works - she refused to receive any additional money and the 
hunt for tax evaders degenerated into an unfriendly government 
programme. 

A company such as the Commerzbank is a federal company. Lobbyists 
associated with their Board of Directors make the policy and are involved 
with who knows whom. It is therefore almost unbelievable that it is 
common knowledge that e.g. the wife of the Chairman of the Board of the 
Commerzbank, Dorothee Blessing, is also an adviser to the major World 
Bank Goldmann and Sachs, which is also associated with the ECB 
President Mario Draghi. It is more difficult to find out which subsidiaries 
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of which corporate groups exist where and the profits that are generated 
there. 

Germany’s firms and corporate groups play a major role in these games, as 
also shown by the “Report on Germany as a Shady Financial Centre” for 
the 2013 report year. The Federal Government is discussing, as it did in 
the last legislative period - although during this one the topic has not 
cropped up again yet. Perhaps luckily for Angela Merkel, who is lying low 
because she wanted to have more decisions taken by European institutions, 
since then she is no longer in the line of fire and everything that the crisis 
brings in terms of cuts and inconveniences can be fobbed off on Europe 
and the crisis. 

The approaches to combating tax evaders which have so far been dictated 
do not indicate that Angela Merkel intends to fight the corporate groups 
for their profits by forcing them to flow into the state coffers through the 
imposition of taxes. Instead, it is easier to continue putting your hand into 
the pockets of the average citizens and taking out their money and 
allowing the Minister of Finance to continue telling lies with respect to 
what the expenditures of the state and austerity measures actually are - and 
to conceal how appallingly business carries on with its work without the 
involvement of the state. 
A national crisis as a consequence of such involved relationships and 
tricks which once haunted France is just as likely in Germany as the pay-
ment of a higher salary to the Chancellor. She will certainly not permit any 
money that smells of bribery - this problem would be much easier to solve 
with a letterbox company in the Cayman Islands or elsewhere. 

Maybe the Chancellor is not at all interested in money, but all of the 
politicians who accumulate the money which they have avoided paying to 
the taxman in Switzerland or elsewhere will certainly exist and are 
extremely well protected as a result of the delay to the agreements on the 
tax haven problem. This also prevents scandals. 

Now it is not only the large companies and corporate groups which are 
interested in saving taxes, but also Uncle Alfred and Farmer Giles, who 
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want to make sure that their savings are in safe hands. However, if these 
amounts are paid back to the state, some of them are spent on rescue 
package measures for other countries, placing a double burden on savers. 

Instead of sending in the cavalry, it is the state and federal agencies that 
are required to take action. Because the question arises: where are the 
efforts on the part of politicians to give the ordinary citizen the same op-
portunities for tax evasion or tax relief enjoyed by the large companies? 

Under the assumption of an orderly and controlled policy, it should be 
possible for the average citizen to rescue his or her savings - with tax 
relief, of course, as in countries with a direct democracy such as Switzer-
land or Norway, for example. Instead, it is common practice for politicians 
in Germany to squander such savings and then tell lies, as Mrs Merkel did, 
when the safety of such savings is at stake. 

Corruption 

It is not possible to research how much money has to be spent every year 
on immoral practices such as corruption. It is certainly possible that this 
would be a sobering amount, because members of the German Bundestag 
are allowed to have secondary employment (see “What our popular 
representatives actually do”). 

It is therefore hardly surprising that parliamentarians refused for many 
years to ratify the UN Convention against Corruption; 169 states have 
signed and ratified this; German parliamentarians signed on December 9, 
2003, but have so far not ratified the treaty - just like North Korea and 
Sudan. 

There can only be one reason for non-ratification: the German regulations 
pertaining to the bribery of Members of Parliament in the Penal Code do 
not fulfil even the minimum requirements of the UN Convention (Art. 15). 
The UN Convention provides above all strict rules with regard to political 
corruption. 
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Under German criminal law the principle of “If in doubt, in favour of the 
accused” applies. Only if a criminal act has been proved beyond doubt 
may a guilty verdict be reached. The circumstances relating to the bribery 
of MPs are formulated in such a way that it remains impossible to obtain 
such proof - a dead paragraph. 

The paragraph concerned - 108e StGB - requires a so-called specific 
wrongful agreement. The parties involved must agree that the amount paid 
by the briber is used for a service in return on the part of the Member of 
Parliament. The most important thing that a parliamentarian has is his or 
her vote, and this can also be used for additional income - namely when 
the vote should have a particular outcome so that one or other political 
camp sees that its interests have been fulfilled. 

The vote of a Member of Parliament and the possibility that money has 
exchanged hands for it could be investigated and proved by the Public 
Prosecutor’s Office. In contrast, it will not be possible to prove a specific 
wrongful agreement in a criminal case, as the parties involved will ensure 
confidentiality (no witnesses, no written documents). Therefore, there is 
no evidence. 
The course for political decisions is often not set in Parliament itself, but 
by party committees, during faction meetings or unofficial discussions. 
Parliament then only confirms on the basis of party discipline what has 
long been decided elsewhere. Paragraph 108e of the Penal Code (StGB) 
ignores this political reality by referring exclusively to the purchase of 
votes in Parliament. Accordingly, the law only governs voting behaviour 
in Parliament; manipulation in the run-up to the vote, even though this is 
where the future outcome of the vote is determined, is exempt from 
punishment according to paragraph 108e StGB. 

In order to cover up cases of bribery, the money often only exchanges 
hands after the vote has been held. Once the dice have been cast, it would 
appear that there could be no associated payment, since the vote is held 
before the wages are paid. The fact that all of the activities were carried 
out long before the vote is almost impossible to prove. As if voting 
behaviour and the payment of money had nothing to do with one another. 
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Such gratuities paid to Members of Parliament are exempt from 
punishment. 

This loophole in the criminal code was particularly evident in the Wup-
pertal corruption trial. A city official in Wuppertal accepted money for 
years on end for the issue of building permits. The Federal Court of Justice 
(the highest court in criminal matters) had to acquit him because it was not 
possible to prove any specific wrongful agreement. 

This case was used as the basis for an energetic plea to legislators to close 
the criminal liability loophole in paragraph 108e StGB: 

“In accordance with the express will of legislators, the legal regulation of the 

bribery of Members of Parliament results in many examples of manipulation 

considered to be worthy of punishment associated with elections and votes in the 

bodies of local communities and community associations remaining exempt from 

punishment. The Senate considers action to be required here on the part of such 

legislators: in all other areas of public and private life, the changed public 

understanding of the particular harm caused to society by corruption has resulted 

in a considerable expansion in 

the criminal liability associated with corrupt behaviour [...] This development has 

up to now passed by the offence of bribing members of Parliament. [...] The 

offence under §108e StGB is therefore often considered to be practically 

meaningless “symbolic legislation”, whose heading gives the false impression at 

first sight - to the public in particular - that Members of Parliament are more or 

less treated in the same manner as public officials from the point of view of bribery 

offences. [...] However, cases such as the present in particular show that the 

current formulation of the offence is not sufficient to cover all corrupt forms of 

behaviour which are worthy of punishment - particularly at the local authority 

level. [...] In conjunction with the modification of the offence of bribing Members 

of Parliament, which is required anyway by international agreements, [...] the 

situation should be remedied accordingly by the legislators in the opinion of the 

Senate [...]” 

The Scientific Service of the German Bundestag has also given its support 
to this plea of the Federal Court of Justice (FCJ) and declared the current 
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legal situation to be untenable. Finally, the German Bundestag has 
recognised this loophole in penal law and renewed it in the field of general 
bribery offences (§331 StGB - Acceptance of benefits by public officials). 
The pre-requisite for this was that the specific wrongful agreement was 
invalidated. Admittedly, general bribery law (§331 StGB) does not apply 
to Members of Parliament - they remain excepted from these new 
regulations according to paragraph 108e StGB. 

More than ten years after the adoption of the UN Convention against 
Corruption, some movement is now being seen in this matter. §108e StGB 
is to be revised and expanded. Nevertheless, large loopholes remain with 
respect to criminal liability, with the “grooming” of Bundestag members 
still to remain exempt from punishment. As a result, parliamentarians 
enjoy a special status compared to other officials, to whom much stricter 
rules apply. And the typical aspect: the parliamentarians create their own 
laws for themselves. 
Political lobbyism 

Compliance with fundamental rights in Germany is watched over by the 
Federal Constitutional Court. The work of this court also has a political 
effect. This is particularly in evidence when the court declares a law to be 
unconstitutional. Nevertheless, the Federal Constitutional Court is not a 
political body. Questions of political expediency must be of no importance 
for the court. It only defines the legal framework under the constitution of 
the political decision-making powers. The restriction of the power of the 
state is a characteristic of a constitutional democracy. 

A constitutional democracy and democracy itself live from controls, 
because uncontrolled power results in a dictatorship. However, the Public 
Prosecutor’s Office is bound to follow instructions. It is subject to the 
respective Minister of Justice. This means that politicians decide who is to 
be investigated and who is not. 

Investigative procedures such as those in Italy against Prime Minister 
Silvio Berlusconi are not possible in Germany; politicians and politically 
active federal prosecutors would prohibit them. Who is to be appointed to 
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the highest courts is decided by the proportional representation of the 
parties. In the case of politically sensitive decisions the courts pull back 
and refer to the broad discretionary powers available to politicians. 

The Federal Audit Office checks whether taxpayers1 money is used eco-
nomically by politicians. Its reports are ineffective. The latest reports 
cannot be inspected anywhere, and are never published. No politician is 
held responsible, for example, for wasting taxpayers1 money. 

All parties are organised from top to bottom. Decisions are taken by the 
party leaders and not by the grass roots. Criticism is sacrificed for the sake 
of supposed party expediency. It remains unlikely that it will be possible to 
determine to what extent this represents a burden on the taxpayer. It cannot 
be expressed in figures, but the fact that decisions are taken in this way is 
an indication that no consideration is given to the taxpayer. 

The expensive head of state 

In this context it would appear to be a less serious matter that the Federal 
Republic of Germany is able to afford a position such as that of the 
Federal President. The Federal President has no significant political 
function. The few tasks which have been allocated to the Federal President 
- representation of the Federal Republic of Germany under international 
law, giving the final seal of approval to laws - could be taken over by the 
Federal Chancellor or the Head of the Chancellery. The office costs the 
taxpayer € 199,000 a year. In ten years that is the equivalent of almost € 2 
million. 

According to the federal budget, € 4.6 million are allocated to the Federal 
President. The largest item consists of allocations for sponsorships, special 
expenditure and the German Deutsche Künstlerhilfe (“German Artists’ 
Assistance”). In addition there are amounts for the Federal President’s 
Office with personnel costs of € 19.3 million and the pay of the five 
former presidents and corresponding equipment etc. (e.g. employees, 
offices, official vehicles). 
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Federalism - multiple costs for everything 

In the 17th Bundestag (from 2009 to 2013) there were 621 Members of 
Parliament, whereas in the 18th there are 9 members more; in the legis-
latures of the 13 federal states there are more than 600 members of the 
state parliaments who - in addition to their fixed remuneration - also cost 
money for advisers, office premises, other material expenditure such as 
vehicles, scientific services etc. All the members of the Bundestag 
(totalling nearly 1,300) cause expenditure every year of approximately € 
700 million. The electoral reform that has already been adopted will inflate 
the parliament even more (probably to approximately 700 members), with 
the associated additional costs. Germany therefore has one of the largest 
parliaments in the whole of Europe. 

Even so, the costs for the state parliaments represent only the smallest 
share of the federal costs. The actual explosion in costs results from the 
multiple administrative structures - which exist in multiples of sixteen. For 
example, each federal state makes its own administrative laws. A company 
which operates throughout the entire country has to comply with different 
building law regulations in every federal state for construction projects. 
This is onerous for the company and inefficient from the perspective of the 
state. It would be cheaper if there were only one Building Code in 
Germany. Then it would not be necessary for 16 ministries with 
corresponding human resources to deal in parallel with one and the same 
topic. 

There are comparable problems with school policy. Each federal state 
draws up its own school policy with its own curricula. One Education 
Ministry would suffice. Furthermore, there is no advantage in this from the 
perspective of the citizens: parents who have to move between the federal 
states repeatedly complain that their children have problems with different 
curricula. 

One further example is the public service broadcasters. It would be quite 
sufficient if there were only one provider throughout Germany, e.g. from 
five stations. Due to the large number of federal states, the number of 



Germany through the looking-glass

98

 

 

broadcasting corporations and stations is multiplied - at the expense of the 
taxpayer as well as the radio and television licence fee payers. 

This system costs not only money, but also allows responsibility to be 
transferred to others. An example: the states spend money, e.g. for their 
school policy; each state parliament passes its own state budget. However, 
the states do not control their income. The relevant taxes on the income 
side are regulated by the Federal Government. 
If a federal state gets into financial difficulties, it is almost impossible to 
determine who is responsible for this. Is the Federal Government at fault 
because it failed to ensure that the revenues were sufficient, or is the state 
at fault because it irresponsibly caused its expenditure to soar? This is 
undemocratic, since no citizen is able to decide who to vote for in an 
election if it is not possible to know who is responsible for what. Even if it 
were clear who was responsible for what, it is not possible under current 
law for any federal state to be punished. On the contrary: the federal state 
with the poor economic policy is supported by the strong states through 
the state financial equalisation scheme and by the Federal Government. 
The poor states spend more as a result, while the rich ones have lower 
revenues - with the result that the debts increase for everyone. 

Article 20 I GG stipulates that Germany is a federal country which is 
divided up into federal states. This system must be abolished (see Art. 20 
of the New Constitution for Germany). 
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The Euro-European nightmare 

The European Economic and Monetary Union (EEMU) - also known as 
the European Monetary Union (EMU) - refers to all economic policy 
regulations of the European Union (EU). The plan was to set up monetary 
union in the EU with a harmonised economic policy. In 1989 the 
European Council decided to launch a three-stage plan (the Delors Plan, 
named after Jacques Delors, the then president of the European 
Commission), which started in 1990 and was realised in 1999 with the 
introduction of the euro. 

Economic experts were against the financial union and its currency, as 
most countries which wanted to join the union were operating on the verge 
of foreseeable insolvency and it was clear that the respective leaders 
would lose face as a result of the national devaluation of their currency or 
through currency reform, with all of the consequences. 

In this sense a “crash community” was created, which enabled the indi-
vidual states to save face - this at the expense of the dream of the “United 
States of Europe”, which was to be adapted to the image of the USA. 
Unfortunately, the Euro fanatics also adopted the weaknesses of the 
system, such as the financially weak backbone, which coupled the form of 
government known as democracy to an evil called money. This resulted in 
the foundation of democracy and democracy itself being weakened, as 
well as the purchasing power of the people in the respective countries. 

However, any Swabian housewife would have handled this evil better than 
politicians, who were ignorant of exponential functions such as the effect 
of simple and compound interest when debts are made and - in spite of all 
of the knowledge that they could have acquired from past bankruptcies of 
their own country and other countries - remained ignorant. Instead, debts 
were produced of a size which it was almost impossible to imagine. 
Officially, the main European crisis states are supported by loans. Un-
officially, everyone knows that there is no money left. The main crisis 
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states will not be in a position to service their borrowings. This does not 
help the supported crisis states either. Their level of debt increases 
continuously as a result of the new loans, although the “Lisbon Treaty” 
prohibits support for Euro countries within the European Monetary Union. 
Moreover, the idea of wanting to combat debts with loans is 
uneconomical. 

The normal state with respect to economic policy is that a nation has its 
own currency. The economic, financial and monetary policy are therefore 
controlled from a central point. The exchange rate for the currency on the 
international markets is determined by the national policy and economy, 
as well as other factors. For example, an expansionary monetary policy 
(e.g. as a result of high national debt) leads to currency devaluation. For 
the country concerned it becomes increasingly expensive to borrow money 
on the international markets because in the view of the markets, loans are 
risky due to the high level of debt and the weak currency. This is a 
counterbalance which puts a brake on new indebtedness. 

A weak economy also leads to currency devaluation. With a cheap cur-
rency it is possible to produce more cheaply. Furthermore, the domestic 
economy is protected against foreign competition. Since the country’s 
own currency is of little value, purchasing foreign products is more 
expensive - the domestic economy has to produce what cannot be bought 
from abroad. 

The European Monetary Union suspended all economically relevant laws. 
Sovereignty over economic and financial policy remained with the 
sovereign nation states, whereas monetary policy was communitarised and 
controlled by European institutions without - or at least without sufficient 
- democratic legitimacy. It is no longer the German Bundestag that 
decides, but the European Stabilisation Mechanism (ESM) and the 
European Central Bank (ECB). Budgetary control by parliament as a 
foundation of democracy is bypassed. 
Stages of a downward spiral 

• In April 2010, it became clear that Greece would not be able to pay 
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back loans which were due in May. On 23rd April 2010 Greece made an 

application for financial aid because of the impending insolvency of the 

country. 

• On 9th May 2010 the Euro countries approved a first aid package: 

Greece received loans of € 80 billion (for three years) in order to 

prevent the insolvency of the country. Germany’s share of this amount 

was € 22.4 billion. The legal basis of this was the Financial Stability 

Act. The IMF granted a further € 30 billion, but demanded an austerity 

programme to rehabilitate the national budget. Payment of the 

individual tranches was subject to the condition in each case of a 

positive audit report by the troika of representatives of the EU 

Commission, the ECB and the IMF (the first tranche of € 14.5 billion 

was paid out on 18th May, 2010; in July 2013 Greece received half of € 

6.3 billion from the Euro group; € 1.8 billion was paid to Greece by the 

IMF. As a result, Greece remained solvent until September 2013). 

• On 9th May 2010 the ECOFIN Council provided € 500 billion to rescue 

the Euro (Regulation 407/2010); € 60 billion of this was paid 

immediately (European Financial Stabilisation Mechanism, EFSM). A 

further € 440 billion was provided by the European Financial Stability 

Facility (EFSF), which was established on 7th June 2010 (a financial 

special purpose vehicle headquartered in Luxemburg established on a 

temporary basis until June 2013, according to the EFSF framework 

agreement). The legal foundation for the German share was the Act on 

the Assumption of Guarantees within the Framework of a European 

Stabilisation Mechanism’. 

• On 17th June 2010 the European Council passed the Strategy for 

Employment and Growth (“Europa 2020”). 

• On 7th September 2010 the ECOFIN Council approved the estab-

lishment of three European financial supervisory authorities for banks, 

stock exchanges and insurance, as well as the “European Semester”. 

• On 29th October 2010 the European Council declared that it was setting 
up a permanent crisis mechanism to protect the Euro, which was 
known as the European Stability Mechanism (ESM), which was to 
replace the EFSF and EFSM not later than 2013. 

• On 27/28th November 2010 the Finance Ministers of the Euro group 
approved loans for Ireland totalling € 67.5 billion (22.5 from the 
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ESFM, 17.5 from the ESF, 22.5 from the IMF and bilateral loans 
from non-Euro countries). 

• On 16/17th December 2010 the European Council reached agree-
ment on the ESM and adopted the contractual amendments required 
for this (contractual creation of a saving clause for the introduction 
of a permanent ESM in the TFEU. Formally, the contractual 
amendment was introduced with the resolution of the European 
Council dated 23rd March 2011; Article 136 TFEU was to be 
supplemented by a provision enabling the setting-up of a stability 
mechanism. “The Member States whose currency is the Euro can set up a 

stability mechanism which is activated when this is crucial for guaranteeing 

the stability of the Euro currency area as a whole. The granting of all of the 

necessary financial assistance as part of the mechanism will be subject to 

strict conditions”) 
• This supplement was added on the basis of Article 48(6) EUV, 

which gives the European Council the possibility - irrespective of 
the distribution of responsibilities between the EU and its Member 
States - to issue a resolution to amend all or part of the provisions of 
the third section of the TFEU after consulting Parliament. 
Parliament approved this draft amendment on 23rd March 2011 with 
494 votes in favour and 100 against, with 9 abstentions. Regrettably, 
the European Council failed to include in the ESM any stipulation 
that Article 136(1) TFEU, the setting-up of the ESM, was to be 
made conditional on a recommendation of the Commission and 
could only be adopted after consulting the European Parliament. 
Instead, the financial assistance provided in conjunction with the 
ESM was to be adopted in response to a proposal by the 
Commission; the Parliament also demanded that the “principles and 

rules for the conditions applicable to the financial assistance within the 

framework of the mechanism and their moni- toring[...] should be laid down 

in a Regulation issued in accordance with the standard legislative 

procedure". In the version adopted by the European Council, however, 

the ESM is set up on the basis of a treaty between the Member States of 

the Euro currency area as an intergovernmental organisation 

headquartered in Luxemburg in accordance with international law. 

There are no provisions for the parliaments of the Member States to 
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have any say in such matters. 
• The amendment to Article 136 TFEU came into force on 1st January 

2013; the ESM takes over the tasks of the protective bodies of the EFSF 

and EFSM, which came to an end in June 2013. The initial version of 

the treaty on the ESM was signed on 11th July 2011, then revised as a 

consequence of the decisions taken regarding the Fiscal Pact and signed 

again on 2nd February 2012. 

• On 11th March 2011 the Heads of State and Government of the Euro 

countries (“Euro Summit”) agreed on a competitiveness pact (“Euro 

Plus Pact”). 

• On 15th March 2011 the EU Finance Ministers approved six legislative 

proposals of the Commission for improved financial and economic 

policy monitoring of the Eurozone (precondition for the “compromise 

six-pack”, see 29th September 2011). 

• On 21st March 2011 the key points of the ESM were adopted (capital 

base € 700 billion, of which € 80 billion was paid in immediately, with 

the rest being secured by guarantees). 

• On 24/25th March 2011 the European Council completed its overall 

strategy for stabilising the Economic and Monetary Union and adopted 

a package with reforms (ESM, Euro Plus Pact, Stability and Growth 

Pact, procedures for monitoring and correcting economic policy 

imbalances, European Semester). Moreover, it also adopted an 

amendment to Article 136 TFEU in order to enable the setting-up of a 

stability mechanism (Decision 2011/199). 

• On 14th May 2011 the Finance Ministers of the Euro group pledged an 

assistance loan of € 78 billion to Portugal as the third Euro state 

(approval by the Finance Ministers of all EU states on 17th May 2011). 

One third of the loan was provided by the IMF, with two thirds coming 

from the rescue packages. 

• On 20th June 2011 the ECOFIN Council agreed on the draft of a treaty 

for setting up the ESM and on changes to the EFSF framework 

agreement. 

• On 29th September 2011 the European Parliament voted on the “six-

pack” compromise negotiated between the Council and Parliament. On 

8th November the Council gave its approval - on 16th November 2011 

the legislative package was signed by the European Parliament and the 
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European Council. This came into force on 13th December 2011. 

• On 26th October 2011 the “Euro Summit” approved a second aid 

programme for Greece (€ 130 billion). In return, Greece was to 

negotiate a debt cut of 50% with private creditors by the beginning of 

2012 and adopt further austerity measures. Moreover, a decision was 

taken to introduce stricter rules for the capital adequacy of banks (Basel 

III). 

• The Basel Committee is developing guidelines and recommendations 

for uniform standards for banking supervision. The framework 

conditions in place in the EU up to that time for credit institutions were 

based on the Banking Directive (2006/48) and the Capital Adequacy 

Directive (2006/49) (generally known as “Basel II”, amended by EU 

Directive 2010/76 EP/Council, in force since 15th December 2010). In 

November 2010 the governors of the central banks and heads of the 

bank supervisory authorities decided at the G20 summit in Korea to 

introduce stricter recommendations (“Basel III”), which had to be 

implemented by 2015. The Commission submitted proposals for a 

Directive and a Regulation. The Bundesbank published a guideline for 

the new equity capital and liquidity rules. According to this, the banks 

should show that they have significantly more equity capital in relation 

to their lending and create a capital buffer in order to be able to 

compensate for losses without assistance. As before, the equity capital 

must make up at least 8% of the loans issued; the buffer 2.5%. In order 

to achieve this target, the payment of dividends and bonuses has to be 

restricted. 

• On 9th December 2011 the Heads of State and Government agreed on a 

“Fiscal Compact” and greater coordination of economic policy. The 

amendment to the EU treaties for entry into a fiscal union failed due to 

the opposition of the United Kingdom. 

• The Euro group agreed on the ESM on 23rd January 2012 and held 

negotiations on a debt cut for Greece. 

• On 31st January 2012 the negotiations on the “Fiscal Compact” (Treaty 

on Stability, Coordination and Governance in the Economic and 

Monetary Union) were completed. It was signed as a treaty under 

international law between the EU states on 2nd March 2012. The United 

Kingdom and the Czech Republic did not join the treaty. The Fiscal 
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Compact came into force on 1st January 2013. 

• On 2nd February 2012 the treaty to set up the ESM was signed. It had to 

be ratified by the Member States and was supposed to come into force 

in the middle of 2012 (one year earlier than originally planned). 

• On 21st February 2012 the Finance Ministers of the Euro states 

approved the second aid package for Greece in the amount of up to € 

130 billion. In contrast to the first aid package, this contained funds 

from the EFSF. The Bundestag agreed to the aid package on 28th 

February 2012. 

• Also on 21st February 2012 the ECOFIN Council agreed on a joint 

position on two draft Regulations of the Commission on economic 

policy governance (“Two-Pack”). 

• On 8th March 2012 the Greek government declared: approximately 80% 

of private creditors had approved a debt cut of 53.5%. Greece’s debts 

were reduced as a result by € 107 billion. 

• On 10th March 2012 the IMF supported the second aid package for 

Greece with € 28 billion; the Euro group approved this on 12th March 

2012. 

• On 13th March 2012 the ECOFIN Council discussed a financial 

transaction tax. 

• On 30th March 2012 the Euro group increased the credit volume of the 

EFSF and ESM from € 500 billion to € 700 billion. 

• On 20th April 2012 the G20 countries agreed at the spring meeting of 

the IMF and World Bank to increase the funds available to the IMF for 

overcoming the debt crisis by US$430 billion. 

• On 25th June 2012 Spain applied for financial assistance (due to the 

crisis in its banking system), as did Cyprus, which was on the verge of 

bankruptcy. 

• On 29th June 2012 the European Summit decided to carry out 
changes to the ESM. It was to be made possible to pay out ESM 
assistance directly to banks in the future. The precondition for this 
was that effective European banking supervision had been set up 
(not identical to the European Banking Commission, with 
headquarters in London, set up on the basis of Regulation 
1093/2010). 

• In December 2013 a delegation of the troika (IMF, ECB, EU Com-
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mission) travelled to Greece to decide on a third rescue package 
because the country’s banks were still in the red. For 2014 experts 
are expecting a growth rate of 0.6%, with the economic power 
possibly rising by 0.9% in 2015, even though Greece’s Government 
announced a surplus in the primary budget - i.e. without servicing 
any interest charges - for the past year of just € 1.5 billion. As a 
result, the deficit is too high. The Greeks accordingly received no 
aid from private creditors, and had to be supported. The Greek 
Government was not able to announce any reform steps; the del-
egation left without making any promises. Without the goodwill of 
the troika, no money will flow to Greece, with the government 
buying on the capital market in order to hold out until after the 
elections. These threaten to turn into a tragedy. The head of the 
Coalition of the Radical Left, Alexis Tsipras, makes the future 
continuity of the Greek state dependent on these. His Syriza party 
becomes increasingly popular; the grand coalition of the Christian 
and Social Democrats might break up as a result of the European 
election. The situation for Angela Merkel, who fears the approach of 
her opponents, is the same or similar. If she were to give her 
approval to the third aid package before the election, she would have 
to fear an increase in the vote of the Euro-critical party “Alternative 
for Deutschland”. The best tactic is to remain silent. The question is 
why Angela Merkel assumes that there could still be any totally 
stupid voters around who would vote for the Union so that the 
currently delayed aid package is waved through after the election. 
Based on the experiences of the year 2010, when the Chancellor was 
afraid of the election result in North Rhine-West- phalia, she 
delayed the second aid package. The tactic failed. The 
Union lost the state parliament election and Greece received money 
from Europe, a financial package and a debt cut for private 
creditors. 

• For the end of March 2014 decisions are expected on the legitimacy 
of the OMT programme and that of the ESM. 

• On 23rd April 2014 the EU intends to submit the first official figures 
on the economic situation. 

• On 25th May 2014 the European elections will be held. 
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Concoction of a rescue 

Since the beginning of the crisis, politicians from all Euro countries have 
been trying to contain the crisis or even bring it to an end and - if Mrs 
Merkel is to be believed: “It is not only a question of somehow making the Euro 

stable, but also leading Europe out of the crisis in a stronger position than when 

the crisis began. I want a powerful continent that can also offer its citizens 

prosperity in the future. Europe should be a leader in the world - something which 

we are not today in many areas. The Euro states therefore have to become more 

competitive - and there is still plenty to do in this respect.” (“Prosperity on 
credit no longer exists” - “Bild” newspaper, 19th April, 2013). 

The Chancellor appears to believe in a rescue. Up to now at least, the cri-
sis has been rotating and smiling at us from different countries. In order to 
bring order to the mechanisms which have been thought up by the 
politicians in order to encounter the crisis up to now or how the crisis 
should be encountered, it is helpful to distinguish between “wanting to 
fight the causes” and “wanting to fight the symptoms”. The symptomatic 
mechanisms may be limited or unlimited, with and without a national right 
of veto. 

The Fiscal Pact is intended to fight the causes. The symptoms are to be 
fought with the rescue package, the European Stability Mechanism ESM 
and the European Central Bank (ECB). They provide money to the highly 
indebted countries which can only take out loans on the international 
financial markets under very bad conditions with high interest rates - if 
they are able to obtain any loans at all. 

The ESM should be allocated - with reservations - to the combination of 
“limited and with a national right of veto”; the ECB on the other hand to 
“unlimited and without a national veto option”. 

The procedure adopted by the EU - the immediate combating of the 
symptoms in order to relieve the pain, combined with long-term con-
sideration of the causes - is in line with medical practices. The success of 
the treatments presupposes that both treatments will be interlinked. 
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Unfortunately, this is not the case with respect to the solutions proposed 
by the rescuers of the Euro: the treatments are aimed in opposing direc-
tions. 

Rising interest rates for borrowing and the lack of creditworthiness of the 
various states act as debt brakes. A state which does not have a sound 
economy receives a risk premium, the effect of which is that on the 
international financial markets it is only able to obtain very expensive 
loans, if at all. A state which would like to take out a loan on economically 
acceptable conditions is obliged to be creditworthy. 

However, the ESM and ECB have long been making money available to 
states which have become uncreditworthy. For this, extremely high in-
terest rates and premiums are demanded, which the states are not able to 
afford and for which they have to take out loans - again under uneconomic 
conditions. In this way the ESM and ECB keep the credit services sector 
alive and force the states to accept the rescue packages. The state has 
gained nothing as a result - the state remains bankrupt. The banks profit 
from the surcharges, interest rates and other non-cash items that are to be 
gained from the business of money. 

The Fiscal Pact works in the opposite direction. It stipulates that the states 
should take out fewer loans. However, as these states are already caught in 
the net of high finance, they are not able to save any more. 
Fiscal Pact 

The resolution of 31st January 2012 in Brussels, which Angela Merkel 

proclaimed as a tour de force for the promotion of the European Community, 

is first and foremost a political and media policy lie, and only a tour de force 

when considered from this perspective. After the 17th meeting of the financial 

representatives of Europe, there was more talk of the sell-out of Europe and 

the end of the previous democracy. The Fiscal Pact negotiated at this summit 

is a political botch which is based on false economic foundations - the same 

false foundations, by the way, which resulted in the crisis of the Euro: 

concealment of the actual national debt and the political misjudgement that 

one solution for overcoming this was to take out loans. 
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In March 2012, 25 of the 27 EU states (the United Kingdom and the Czech 

Republic were not present) signed this pact. The signatories committed 

themselves to the following: 

• to submit budgets which were almost balanced; 

• the respective state deficit must not be more than 0.35% to 0.5% of the 

economic strength and 

• the signatories recognise a debt brake according to the German model, 

which they will introduce. The signatory countries may take legal 

action against another country before the European Court of Justice if it 

does not anchor the debt brake in its constitution or a similar law as 

prescribed. Whether the law is then indeed implemented or remains 

grey theory that is not worth the paper it is printed on is not covered by 

the opportunity to take legal action (see Art. 8 Fiscal Pact). The option 

of taking legal action is therefore a toothless tiger. 

The citizens of the countries providing (false) support take over loans of other 

bankrupt countries of the EMU, i.e. for those receiving genuine support. An 

absurdity, as such punishments (imposed by the ECJ) fizzle out in the 

countries concerned. 

The Fiscal Pact has been in force since 2013. It is a treaty under international 

law. It has legal force in Germany on the basis of a bill requiring an 

affirmative vote by the Bundesrat. In the official justification for this law it is 

stated that the Fiscal Pact regulates the debt brake which is essentially 

provided for in the Basic Law. In fact, the financial constitution of the Federal 

Republic of Germany is being redesigned in key aspects. 

The benchmark for the European debt brake is “comprehensive” and thereby 

goes well beyond the national debt brake. The Fiscal Pact indeed applies to the 

“total state budget”. This includes not only the national and federal state 

budgets, but also the budgets of the local authorities and the public social 

funds. In contrast, the national debt brake refers to the national and federal 

state budgets. The national debt brake does not apply either to the local 

authorities or the public social funds. 

The national debt brake places restrictions on new indebtedness. There are no 
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regulations envisaged for reducing the levels of indebtedness. According to 

the European debt brake, the parties to the treaty are obliged to reduce their 

deficit every year by an average of 1/20 if the deficit ratio (relationship 

between the overall level of debt of the state and the gross domestic product) 

is more than 60%. 

A balanced budget is the basis of existence of any state. Countries that suffer 

from high levels of government debt (and that means all Euro countries at the 

moment) cannot achieve any growth and cannot balance their national budget, 

as there is no money available to invest in development and construction. The 

fact that this aspect is mentioned in the negotiations of the countries forced to 

make savings - and worse still, has to be specified - is proof of how little 

money must be currently available in the state coffers. It is necessary for the 

states to safeguard one another so that this does not result in inequalities or 

disputes. Countries which have enough money do not rely on loans and could 

carry out objective negotiations without having to worry about losing their 

very existence. 

A government or budgetary deficit arises when the expenditure of the state 

exceeds its revenues. A balanced budget arises when the expenditure and 

revenues are equal. A further possible form is a budget surplus or government 

surplus, when revenues exceed income. The terms can be used for the overall 

balance of the national budget, as well as for individual corporate bodies 

under public law at the level of the federal states or local authorities. 

Government deficits are often counteracted at the political level with loans, as 

for example during the entire Euro crisis - in Germany, borrowing according 

to the Basic Law is restricted to the expenditure of the state for investments. 

The term government deficit includes new indebtedness. This term refers to 

the part of the national budget which is financed by means of loans. The new 

indebtedness is measured in absolute terms or as a deficit ratio compared to 

gross domestic product. 

The effects of the Fiscal Pact are that the credit requirements of the Member 

States are continually increasing because no Euro budget is covered. This 

applies above all to the Germans. In the Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 

(newspaper) (“Germans out”, 19th January, 2012, p. 29) the journalist Jürgen 
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Kaube quotes the British economic observer Anatole Kalet- sky: “Throw out 

the Germans, not the Greeks, in order to save the Euro.” 

Kaletsky also recognises the basis of the political lie associated with the Euro 

crisis and the understanding which many Germans appear to be unaware of: 

“The fundamental problem for many is the economic strength of Germany” 
Nevertheless, Kaletsky’s argument shows - and this cannot be dismissed out 

of hand - the misunderstood manner in which the term economic viability is 

used. 

Economic viability stands for itself; economic strength, on the other hand, 

needs buyers. It is incomprehensible why politicians use these terms for the 

purposes of being re-elected and at the same time deprives the people of their 

livelihood. The balancing function of the adjustment of exchange rates 

between different economic units can be equalised in various ways. For 

example, by transfers from richer to poorer countries or by the sell-out of the 

poor countries. This means they have to reduce wages and the standard of 

living in order to become competitive on the market again. Another possibility 

is greater new indebtedness of the poor countries. 

In the “EURO” magazine (3/2012 edition), Prof. Dr. Wilhelm Hankel sees 

how there will be more inflation in the supporting countries, and deflation in 

the supported countries. This dilemma cannot be solved, he believes, not even 

by means of a pact. The only consequence can be the uncontrolled dissolution 

of the Eurozone, unless Chancellor Merkel does indeed come round to 

accepting the alternative that she has so far excluded of changing the 

European Treaty (changes to the Basic Law in the nation-states) so that 

Eurobonds and other bonds are permitted. The consequence of this would be 

the European bail-out, which could act until the Euro crashed. 

The debt brake anchored in German Basic Law says: expenditure must not 

exceed state revenues. If there is talk that the respective national deficit must 

not be more than 0.35 or 0.5% of the economic power, this is cheating. In 

order to circumvent the debt brake, Merkel’s group can play a joker: 

subsidiary credit and other guarantees provided by sureties which are issued 

by supporting countries (e.g. Germany) do not appear in the statistics as 

current debts. They are postponed as liabilities and are only realised when the 
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supported countries actually become insolvent. In this respect - when 

considered from the economic perspective, but not according to the letter of 

the law - the debt brake is circumvented. 

The debt brake applicable to the Fiscal Pact - and which according to the 

specific German example should be taken over by all Euro countries - was 

initially rejected by the Euro countries. However, on 31st January 2012 they 

surprisingly agreed to it. This occurred by the adoption of a resolution 

pertaining to the Euro. The Fiscal Pact even provides for penalties for 

countries guilty of running a deficit. 

This all sounds very good, but has so far not had any consequences. While 

other infringements of the European treaties by a Member State can be 

brought before the European Court of Justice by the Commission and any 

other Member State, this so-called treaty infringement procedure is not 

applied when the permitted deficit levels are exceeded (Art. 126 X TFEU). 

There is no change to this situation after the introduction of the Fiscal Pact - 

only the question of whether a Member State introduces any appropriate 
legal regulations with respect to the debt brake can be brought before the 
ECJ (but not the much more important question of whether the law is then 
also complied with.) 

This arrangement is contrary to what otherwise applies in Europe. 

In many respects the European Commission is the engine behind Euro-
pean unification. It repeatedly presses ahead with treaty infringement 
procedures before the ECJ if Member States contravene European law. 
Here, the European Commission is not very considerate and also attacks 
sensitive privileges. But the Commission cannot take legal action in 
conjunction with the Fiscal Pact. 

But also the Member States have only a limited right to take legal action 
(see above). Even so, they will not take advantage of even this limited 
right because - if these lawsuits are prosecuted by supporting countries - 
they have to bear in mind that they will have to provide more funds for the 
rescue package for this supported country if sanctions are imposed upon it. 
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Because this supported country has indeed been shown not to have any 
funds of its own, except for those obtained from rescue packages in order 
to be solvent in this manner. Lawsuits which are instigated by supporting 
countries against supported countries place a burden on the supporting 
countries with respect to the fines, which will be equivalent to 0.1% of the 
respective gross domestic product. A supporting country would be 
shooting itself in the foot with such a lawsuit. 

Supported countries will not consider suing supporting countries - even if 
the preconditions for doing so have been fulfilled - as they depend on the 
supporting countries and under no circumstances wish their financial 
backers to be additionally encumbered with fines of such an order of 
magnitude. 

Countries which support each other hardly ever sue one another if debt 
brakes are exceeded. This is performed by economic means, e.g. in Ger-
many through rescue packages etc. These contractual penalties cannot 
however be paid for with sureties or guarantees, but must involve cash 
payments which can again be financed by loans instead of the sureties. Then, 

however, things would be turned completely upside down. 

If this resulted in an action before the ECJ, the court would only decide years 

later. The verdict is of no more than hypothetical interest, it cannot bring 

about any change in the debt policy. 

In addition, the Fiscal Pact - contrary to what was originally intended - no 

longer has to be enshrined in the national constitutions. This takes away a 

further control mechanism. It might be, for example, that planned debts were 

considered a breach of the law by the opposition with regard to the debt brake 

and the opposition would then initiate proceedings before the respective 

Constitutional Court. However, if the Fiscal Pact is not anchored at all in the 

Constitution, the above scenario cannot occur. The question then remains why 

such an agreement was indeed concluded if it is not going to be implemented 

at all under Constitution Law? 

There is also often talk of “automatic” deficit proceedings, which are 
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supposed to have been introduced by the Fiscal Pact. This is also a sham. 

Firstly, in order to initiate deficit proceedings, a corresponding submission is 

required from the Commission. Political manipulation can begin even here, 

because the Commissioners are provided by the Member States. Once this 

hurdle has been cleared, the deficit proceedings can still be rejected by a 

qualified majority of the Member States. In times in which all countries are 

bogged down in debt it should be easy to organise such majorities. 

In this respect, the Fiscal Pact is a compromise that attempts to compensate for 

the loss of the market-based discipline imposed on the budget policy of the 

Member States (through the interventions of the ESM and ECB) by means of 

rule-based procedures. The development in the national (Constitution, Basic 

Law) and European (Maastricht criteria) debt rules observed over one year 

suggests the attempts will be futile. 
ESM 

In the “Treaty establishing the European Stability Mechanism between the 

Kingdom of Belgium, the Federal Republic of Germany, the Republic of Estonia, 

Ireland, the Hellenic Republic, the Kingdom of Spain, the French Republic, the 

Italian Republic, the Republic of Cyprus, the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, Malta, 

the Kingdom of the Netherlands, the Republic of Austria, the Portuguese Republic, 

the Republic of Slovenia, the Slovakian Republic and the Republic of Finland” 17 
Euro countries undertake “to uphold the financial stability of the Euro 

countries” 

The task of the ESM is to support over-indebted Member States of the 
Eurozone by means of emergency loans and sureties in order to prevent 
their insolvency. The treaty under international law was adopted on the 
23rd January 2012 by the Finance Ministers of the Euro states and signed 
on the 2nd February 2012 by the ambassadors of the Member States in 
Brussels. After all of the signatory states had ratified the treaty, it came 
into force on the 27th September 2012. 

The European Stabilisation Mechanism Treaty is based on the belief that 
spending billions on loans for bankrupt states and their banks and for the 
purchase of ailing government bonds is enough to stabilise ailing 
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economic situations. These rescues are actually rescue packages which 
apply in addition to the already agreed support and the already im-
plemented interventions of the ECB. The idea of wanting to rescue loans 
with other loans or rescue packages with other rescue packages 
corresponds to the idea of passing water to someone who is drowning. 

No Euro country currently has any money in the state coffers. The 
required reforms of public expenditure management are not possible, nor 
are economic growth or economic planning. The question now arises of 
how bankrupt countries intend to provide other bankrupt countries with 
financial support? 

Before the symptom-based rescue measure known as the ESM is con-
sidered in greater detail, the legal framework should be considered within 

which the rescue measures of the EU would have to move in order to remain 

democratic. 

The European law is based on the fact that the Member States have agreed to 

the European treaties. The democratic legitimacy of the EU is therefore based 

on the pact of the Member States through the popular representatives of the 

country. If public institutions were to infringe the European law of the EU and 

claim competences for themselves to which they did not have a right 

according to the European treaties, they would not only be violating European 

law, but would also be violating the peoples of Europe. Their democratic 

legitimacy teeters as a result. 

Monetary Union existed through the individual responsibility of the Member 

States. Each one has to stand up for its own debts; assistance from the EU or 

other Member States was excluded by Article 125 TFEU, the so-called no 

bailout clause. 

When in June 2010 the Member States of the European Union established a 

temporary crisis mechanism, the European Financial Stabilisation Facility 

(EFSF), they assumed that the crisis would soon come to an end. The EFSF 

was a special purpose vehicle according to Luxembourg law. It remained in 

force until the 30th June 2013. 
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The impending end to the crisis has been foreseen by many politicians in the 

meantime, for example ex-Bundestag President Norbert Lam- mert. Under the 

headline “We are Managing the Crises” (in the “Zeit” newspaper, edition 

11/p. 4, dated 8th March 2012), Lammert says that the crisis is over and that 

there are increasing indications that “the greatest share of the turbulence is 

behind us”. The situation on the financial markets was now much more 

reassuring than before the negotiations last year. Lammert also refers to the 

reassurance provided by the European Central Bank (ECB), which had 

pumped more than € 1,000 billion into the markets. And this without 

governments and parliaments being able to control the situation because the 

ECB was independent. Nobody should intervene to stop this and limit these 

very opportunities to take action. 

After it had become clear that the crisis would soon come to an end in the 

newspapers, but not in the real world, a new mechanism had to be found 

which allowed the money to flow on which most of the Euro countries are 

now dependent and without the support of which they would have to declare 

themselves bankrupt. This is how the long-term rescue package known as the 

“European Stability Mechanism” - the ESM - was created and ratified. 

The ESM softens up the principle of the independent responsibility of the 

Member States. What was originally excluded in order to keep the national 

budgets clean, i.e. the no bailout clause, was permitted by the ESM, whereby 

the assistance provided mainly took - and takes - the form of loans. As a 

result, countries suffering from a massive hole in their budgets are granted 

loans in order to service their loan obligations. The consequence of granting 

loans on the part of the ESM is to increase the level of debt - with the idea of 

paying them back being utopian. 

In economic terms, these are genuine, long-term transfer services, which are 

legally dressed up as loans. Moreover, support through the purchase of 

government bonds is envisaged on the primary or secondary market, whereby 

it should be noted that in the case of primary market purchases the funds flow 

directly, meaning: repayment is not envisaged. 

A Euro country can borrow a maximum of € 500 billion from the ESM at one 

time. The regulations are unclear as to whether this law is binding or not. One 
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aspect suggesting that it is binding is the fact that a change to the maximum 

lending volume requires a unanimous decision by the Board of Governors of 

the ESM, which then presupposes that the maximum limit is binding. Other 

support measures do not have any maximum limits. The ESM can therefore 

buy up ailing government bonds without limit. 

In order to finance the relief measures, the ESM has to borrow money on the 

capital markets, e.g. through the issue of ESM bonds. The debt crisis is 

therefore financed by new debts which are transferred from the Member States 

to the ESM. 

The coffers of the “ESM” are supposed to contain € 700 billion at all 
times. The money is to be contributed by the Euro countries and is posted 
under paid-in and callable shares. The amount paid in directly is € 80 
billion, with each country being liable for the rest. Let us take Germany as 
an example. Germany pays in € 22 billion in order to maintain the 80 
billion in the coffers. However, the taxpayers of the country have a total 
liability of € 190.024 billion, which makes up not quite 27% of the share 
capital. 

This liability limit is a provisional figure, as the crisis calls for larger 
amounts. For this reason the ESM is expandable. The Board of Governors 
of the ESM carries out regular checks to determine whether the share 
capital is enough. If there is too little in the coffers, it is increased. There 
is even a backdoor method: the Board of Governors of the ESM can also 
stipulate that the share capital of the contracting states has to be paid in at 
a higher issue price than the nominal value. The consequence of this is 
that the ESM can procure more money from the Member States without it 
having to officially increase the share capital. Then the liability of the 
Member States is not limited to the nominal value of the initial 
contributions, for example, but to the issue value. 

All of the Member States and contracting parties of the ESM are repre-
sented on the Board of Governors of the ESM. Both an increase in the 
share capital and a rise in the issue value of the capital (which has the 
same effect as an open increase in the capital) require a unanimous 
decision. Germany has a right of veto, but even so no say in the matter. 
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If the German representative on the Board of Governors of the ESM votes, 
this does not have to be in line with the German Bundestag. It is possible 
that the Bundestag will not even be asked, which again means that the 
people are not being represented and the German taxpayer is obliged to 
make payments which it is not possible to oppose. Germany is bound by 
the voting behaviour of its representative in the ESM. 

The ESM is also exacerbating the crisis, particularly because it provides 
the incentive to incur debts. Since the assistance that is provided - which is 
debatable - takes the form of loans which are not covered in any way, the 
public debt of the supported states is not reduced, but increased even 
further. In this way the states only postpone their bankruptcy, while 
receiving aid at the same time - from the citizens of those countries which 
are supported by their own citizens, e.g. by means of credit guarantees for 
their own country and for the aid provided to delay the insolvency of other 
countries by their own country, as a result of which they are no longer 
providing genuine, but rather false support. 

The ESM is the transfer union which Chancellor Angela Merkel claims 
does not exist. 

The ECB 

The European Central Bank (ECB) belongs to the European Union. It is 
still based in the Eurotower in Frankfurt am Main. The monetary authority 
of the Euro countries, which was founded in 1998, forms part of the 
European System of Central Banks (ESCB) together with the national 
central banks of the EU. 

The Treaty of Maastricht defined the work, tasks and objectives of the 
ECB in 1992; since the Treaty of Lisbon in 2007, the ECB has been an 
organ of the EU (Art. 13 EU Treaty). Article 282 et seq. TFEU explains 
how the ECB works; its constitution is appended to the Treaty as Protocol 
No. 4. The ECB is a supranational institution with its own so-called legal 
personality. 
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Since February 2010 a double office tower has been under construction in 
the Frankfurt suburb of Ostend to house the ECB, with work scheduled to 
start there in 2014. Decisions of the ECB are taken with a simple majority. 
Each country has one vote. As a large country with a strong economy, 
Germany’s votes carry just as much weight as a small country with a weak 
economy, e.g. Malta. Even the liability shares in the ECB, which are 
staggered according to the size of the Member States, are of no 
significance with respect to the weight that the votes carry. In political 
terms this means: as the structurally weak countries which require support 
are clearly in the majority, the ECB cannot be expected to have an honest 
policy which is attuned to monetary stability, even if this was provided for 
otherwise by the TFEU. 

Since the Euro Summit resolution of the 21st July 2011 it has been clear 
that hard debt restructuring, i.e. the crash, is being prevented by politi-
cians. Instead, the repayment deadlines are being stretched for the debtor 
countries, interest rates lowered, rescue packages expanded - loan 
financing financed by loans. This corresponds to what the USA has been 
practising for years and is the reason why it is repeatedly threatened by 
state bankruptcy. 

The ECB in Europe and the central banking system of the United States, 
i.e. the Federal Reserve System or FED for short, operate a policy which 
is reminiscent of the year 1924, the time of the world economic crisis - 
money is being printed. The highest bodies in the countries not only 
tolerate this, they even instigate it. With regard to the requirements, an 
immediate reform of the currency for example, the rating agencies are 
keeping up appearances. These actions are imposing significant limitations 
on the American and European economies, as the state investments have 
to be restricted, resulting in lower economic demand. Inflation is a further 
possible consequence. 

Purchase of ailing government bonds 

The purchase of government bonds forms part of crisis management. It is 
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one of the immediate measures which should not be carried out over a 
prolonged period, since the purchase of government bonds boosts the 
economy when the key interest rate can no longer be reduced. One pos-
sible consequence: inflation. The fundamental aim of purchasing 
government bonds is currency devaluation. This occurs because the 
money markets are flooded, so that the total value of the money falls. And 
a further aim is to rescue the banks - banks, not states, as the aid is 
proclaimed to be on the part of politicians. 
If the ECB purchases government bonds acquired by the banks, it pays for 
them with money which does not actually exist. To this purpose, the credit 
side of the account of the bank affiliated with the Central Bank is falsified. 
The amount is credited there for which the government bonds change 
hands. The bank now owes the ECB money which is not available. Up to 
this point the whole thing resembles a computer game. It becomes serious 
when the bank which is in distress grants loans with this fantasy money. 
Because then the amount of money that a country has at its disposal is 
artificially increased. This lowers the value of the money (inflation). 

At the same time the market value of the government bonds, which in 
truth are ailing, increases. The artificial demand created by the ECB raises 
the price. The securities are considered to be less risky. The state can now 
issue its government bonds for a lower interest rate. In other words, it can 
increase its indebtedness cheaply. In this manner the state eliminates for 
itself the interest rate risk on the stock exchange (risky security = higher 
interest rate). 

At the same time the banks also remove the investment risk for them-
selves, which amongst other things consists in the value of the securities 
fluctuating or even becoming worthless. The banks can be confident that 
there is a financially strong purchaser for the government bonds which are 
in fact worthless - namely the ECB. Otherwise, the bank would have to 
bear any losses, which it would not be able to do due to the amounts 
involved. 

Instead of helping to overcome the crisis, the purchase of the government 
bonds by the ECB falsifies the value of the money and the government 
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bonds. 

The ECB is of the opinion that the purchase of ailing government bonds is 
covered by its mandate to operate monetary policy. It is not therefore, in 
its opinion, violating current EU law. 
The opinion of the Federal Constitutional Court is totally different: the 
judges from Karlsruhe see clear evidence of an infringement of EU law 
and a structural exceedance of its powers on the part of the ECB (Federal 
Constitutional Court, 2 BvR 2728/13 of 14th January 2014). 

Article 123 I TFEU stipulates the following: the ECB may not grant any 
loans to Member States. The ECB is also not allowed to acquire direct 
debt instruments of the Member States. This is why it carries out its 
purchases on the secondary market. In the view of the Karlsruhe judges 
this is clear, inadmissible circumvention with the aim of achieving inad-
missible state funding. In addition, the ECB is only responsible for 
monetary policy. Economic policy is the exclusive responsibility of the 
Member States. However, the purchase of ailing government bonds is 
economic policy - it serves the purpose of promoting the economies of the 
states concerned. 

Furthermore, the actions of the ECB are not in line with the meaning and 
purpose of the tasks with which it has been entrusted. According to Article 
127 TFEU, the ECB has to ensure price stability and support the general 
economic policy of the EU. Well no: because the money supply is inflated 
and good money thrown after bad. 

The Federal Constitutional Court has submitted the facts to the ECJ. 
Unlike the Member States in terms of their budgetary policy, the ECB is 
not devoid of any control by the courts. According to Article 263 TFEU, 
the ECJ also oversees the legitimacy of the legal acts and actions of the 
ECB. It remains to be seen how the ECJ will decide. One legal way out 
might be that the unlimited programme is limited in an appropriate 
manner. However, it is also possible that there will be a conflict between 
the two courts if the ECJ waves through the purchase programme of the 
ECB - with an unknown outcome. 
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Irrespective of the judicial assessment, it is clear that no monetary 

stability is guaranteed by the ECB, contrary to its institution statutes 

and the arrangements specified therein, if as a result of a reduction in 

the key interest rate, the interest rates for savers and investors fall - 

and as the Deutsche Postbank ascertains with respect to the FRG - € 

14 billion less is paid in annual interest in 2013 and € 21 billion less in 

2014. This does not result in any monetary stability in the sense of 

keeping the savings invested from portions of past earnings stable, but 

rather a reduction in their purchasing power. The ECB is therefore 

not operating in line with its own intended purpose. Due to the 

purchase of government bonds and the aggressive interest policy, it 

has worked its way up - without any democratic legitimacy - to 

become the main stakeholder of the Euro crisis. Democracy falls by 

the wayside once more. 

Gold purchases 

The commercial and central banks have gone over to including contractual 
currency clauses to the effect that a safeguard is available in case at some 
time in the future the Euro no longer exists. Central banks make their 
purchases in gold. Paper money seems to have had its day, appearing no 
longer to possess any value, or the banks have lost their faith in the value 
of paper money. Just like the situation in Ireland when - after the crash 
there - people wallpapered their homes with the banknotes that were no 
longer worth anything, as an art project. 

“Focus Magazin” (edition no. 49, 2012) has run an article on the gold 
purchases, showing why the world’s note-issuing banks have purchased 
almost 100 tonnes of gold worth approximately US$5.5 billion since 2010 
and why the note-issuing banks (Brazil, South Korea, Mexico, Russia) are 
now extremely suspicious of the paper on which money is printed. Owing 
to the flooding of the financial markets with increasing quantities of paper 
money by switching on the banknote printing presses to purchase ailing 
government bonds, these have to be offset as debts even though the money 
is no longer held by the European Central Bank in order to be able to carry 
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out these purchases - and all of this in order to meet target obligations. 
The fact that the flooding of the markets leads to more inflation is also 
well known in Germany, even though economic aspects there are not 
something that one has to learn at school, for example. And so it is sur-
prising when the President of the European Central Bank (ECB), Mario 
Draghi, claims that that is not the case - and is even successful with this 
claim. At the same time the ECB is also buying gold - and attempting for 
its own sake to keep the price of gold stable. 

The following applies to Germany: the interest rate reductions wanted and 
implemented by the ECB and the German Bundesbank in collaboration 
with the German Federal Government were the first measure to keep the 
markets involved in the game while at the same time generating potential 
for price increases which in fact has long ceased to exist. The banks are 
earning from the loss of the Euro. 

Target II claims 

The English word target is also used in German; in the world of numbers, 
target means: Trans-European Automated Real-Time Gross Settlement 
Express Transfer System and is part of the jargon used by bankers. It is a 
transfer system, a Real-Time Gross Settlement (RTGS), and indicates that 
domestic and foreign payments are being performed in a big way - 
involving at least billions, which states circulate amongst themselves. All 
of this happens in real time. One computer posts, another records 
(settlement, the posting is prepared, and clearing, the posting has been 
performed) - money is sent across hundreds of kilometres within 
milliseconds. 

The frightening aspect is that with these transfers it does not matter 
whether money is hidden behind figures in the computer or counterclaims 
in the case of securities which could be offset. 

It is not surprising that banks deal in money; it is possible to speculate 
with it and it can be sold without any counter-value; a fruit seller (for ex-
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ample) could not afford to carry out this type of business, since at some 
time or another he would have to supply the ordered quantity of apples or 
pears (for example) to someone and could not rely on numbers behind a 
screen. 

The system was introduced to connect the European Central Bank and the 
national central banks of the EMU to one another and to facilitate the 
money market business in the Eurozone. However, the main aim upon the 
introduction of the Target system (1999) was to introduce or remove 
liquidity. In principle it was a necessary system to be able to move money 
around quickly and easily in conjunction with the single currency; 
however, the catch is that as money is increasingly devalued and the 
national debt of all the Euro countries increases, it is hardly possible any 
more to transfer money, but only numbers. 

An example: an entrepreneur with his own company, for example a Ger-
man manufacturer of toothbrushes, sells his product to 30 customers in the 
Euro countries, such as Greece, Spain, Italy. The trade has existed for 
twenty years. For ten years the customers paid for every consignment on 
time, but suddenly almost half of the customers, i.e. 12, started to settle 
their invoices in dribs and drabs, with the others also defaulting. 

At first the banks take over the receivables and receive non-monetary 
assets from the firms which have fallen into difficulties, e.g. plants, 
houses, technical equipment. The German entrepreneur continues to 
supply his customers, as the bank is settling the claims and no entrepre-
neur wants to lose customers or turnover. The years pass. The securities 
have become dummy values in the meantime, the plants maybe still have 
the greatest value, the first repairs are due to the house, the technology is 
obsolescent. The German entrepreneur is not troubled by this - his 
business is running well. However, the bank has problems; it is sitting on 
doubtful assets, has a house that needs to be repaired and the technology is 
only useful as scrap. Nevertheless, its equity is limited and is now lower 
than the amounts of the outstanding claims - and it only has scrap to offer 
to make up the difference. Furthermore, it is likely that the customers are 
hoarding scrap not only at this bank, but also at other banks. 
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Despite the fact that nobody has any money any more, the business is still 
running successfully. In order that entrepreneurs and dealers who offer 
jobs can continue to provide work, local authorities, the town or region 
offer to stand surety for the scrap, i.e. if one of the links in the chain of 
bankrupt parties suddenly stops paying, they are prepared to pay for the 
scrap. In this case, amounts are specified which do not cover 
requirements, but which at least reassure the creditors. 

None of the parties has any money left. It is almost as if bets are being 
placed on amounts that do not exist, although the entrepreneur still has his 
products (he could indeed sell these to other trading partners, which it 
would be possible to find) - however, provided that nobody in the chain 
stops paying, the manufacturer does not have to look for any new 
customers, as they would indeed jeopardise the overall structure by 
making actual payments. Actually, the entrepreneur could look for a new 
bankrupt company, who could be found in order to maintain the current 
structure. With all the economic shenanigans, the question arises as to 
whether there are still companies in existence who deal in money. And 
this is the dangerous aspect of the matter: if nobody has any money left to 
finance the bank, then bankruptcy is only a matter of time for all of the 
parties involved in this chain. 

Countless jobs are at stake, as well as the reputation of the entrepreneur, 
the suppliers and trading partners, the guarantors. Such a case of bank-
ruptcy is embarrassing for everyone, which is why everyone will try to 
circumvent it. The situation might escalate as follows: to the extent that 
the sense of desperation increases, the means used to prevent discovery 
increase in the same way. It is feasible, for example, that there might be 
attempts to influence an inquisitive journalist (an existential threat, attacks 
on his health or even death threats and strange accidents with a fatal 
outcome); influencing a Member of Parliament or judge might also be 
feasible, or a trading partner who would like to leave the chain because he 
does not have the nerve for such machinations. Anyone who came into 
even the slightest contact with the bankruptcy chain would probably never 
touch it again. 
What sounds like a crime novel is the world of business. All Euro states 
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managed their economic affairs in this way over many years. Their security 

remains the assets of their citizens, Alfred’s house, Paula’s pension and the 

insurance for Julia’s education - and the heads of state will continue to go 

shopping in Bankruptcy-Ville until their citizens’ assets have become 

worthless. 

According to the German Bundesbank, Target II claims currently amount to € 

588.5 billion. For the purposes of comparison: the Federal German budget has 

a volume of € 306.2 billion. 

A comparable system also exists, for example, in the USA. However, in 

comparison to the USA, there is a huge difference: there it is envisaged that 

the receivables and liabilities will be in balance. The European monetary 

system does not provide for any such compensation, which became a problem 

of the ECB. Its aim was that states and national economies which are bankrupt 

and can no longer offer any securities of intrinsic value should nevertheless 

continue to participate in European credit transactions. This was intended to 

prevent a collapse, e.g. of Greece, or more accurately Greece’s banks. And 

now Greece has to obtain money from the EFSF, from the ESM, i.e. from 

everywhere, so that the banks can continue to work. And it receives money - 

also from Germany. 

As the ECB has virtually no capital of its own, the claims that the Deutsche 

Bundesbank has with respect to the ECB are worthless. In the absence of any 

recoverable assets, these claims cannot be liquidated if there should be a bad 

debt loss as a result of the insolvency of a Member State and / or a national 

note-issuing bank. In this case the German Bundesbank would have to be 

saved. Target II claims represent a significant risk to Germany and do not 

serve the purpose of halting the crisis - in the same way as the loans granted 

by the ECB which it pumps into the teetering banks in order to keep them 

alive. 

According to press reports, the Spanish banks currently have a credit volume 

with the ECB in the amount of € 375.5 billion. This results in further default 

risks, for which the Member States are ultimately liable through the schedule 

of responsibilities of the ECB. In December last year the ECB provided the 
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banking sector with long-term loans in the amount of approximately € 490 

billion. This was followed in February 2013 by a further programme of loans 

amounting to approximately € 530 billion. Further programmes are to be 

expected. They all have indirect effects on state funding: the state concerned 

does not have to step in with its own funds to rescue the banks, as this is done 

by the ECB. The bank can purchase (high-interest) government bonds with the 

(low-interest) loans that have been issued and sell these back to the ECB if 

necessary. 

The total volume of the German liability risks associated with the various 

European bailouts has been calculated by the Ifo Institute (Munich) at € 650 

billion. This is a conservative estimate, because they include as a liability risk 

the current purchases of bonds by the ECB which have already been made, as 

well as those of the national note-issuing banks. In real terms the liability risk 

is higher and continues to grow. 

Ratings 

Rating agencies are private, for-profit companies whose job it is to examine 

and assess the creditworthiness of companies and states. These assessments 

are expressed as combinations of letters, the so-called rating code or rating. 

The best grade that is assigned is AAA, the worst - for “insolvent” - is D. 

Moreover, rating agencies measure the default likelihood of receivables and 

resistance to economic fluctuations. From these ratings, investors can 

determine whether a company is stable - theoretically. In practice, some 

agencies have gradually adopted methods which are no longer in line with the 

above. For these companies, the following applies: they acquire the power of 

the banks. 

This occurs as a result of subjective, possibly even fictional ratings. The plan 

is to pretend to the investor that securities trading would bring profits. The 

investors pay in their money, but never get anything out - banks make the 

profits, the investors lose out. 

Greece is bankrupt - as should have been shown by realistic ratings. In 
contrast, for a long time the rating agencies gave Greece’s creditworthi-
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ness the best grades. Investors who put their money into Greek govern-
ment bonds lost their money. 

Germany still receives a good grade from the rating agencies. In reality the 
debts are piling up, compound interest is beginning to throttle the German 
national budget and taking away any of the room for manoeuvre which 
politicians used to have. 

The USA is also still rated with good grades, even though the US Finance 
Minister stated several times that from 1st August 2011 the USA would be 
insolvent unless the absolute debt ceiling of US$14.3 trillion were raised 
by a further 2.1 trillion. The same budget policy drama happened again in 
2013. In the last second before insolvency, the debt ceiling was raised 
again. In the meantime the explicit debts have risen to US$17 trillion (€ 
12.4 trillion). 

The practice of the rating agencies to adapt their classification to the 
altered actual circumstances far too late cannot be substantiated by the fact 
that these countries currently have guarantees and sureties totalling € 1.6 
trillion, since these are given as subsidiary credit guarantees for securing 
loans taken out from countries such as Germany, France, Italy etc. Here, 
the agencies should take into account the fact that these supporting states 
and their governments would have had to appear before the insolvency 
judge if they had been subject to the provisions of insolvency law for 
businesses and private individuals. There will therefore be no orderly 
insolvencies of the EMU bankrupt countries, as there is no insolvency 
ordinance. 

Investors - usually small investors - have been (and are still being) ripped 
off by banks and rating agencies. This takes the form of commissions, 
brokerage fees and other premiums, as well as interest rates which are far 
too low (taking into account the fact that the promised creditworthiness 
and reliability are nothing like as good) with excessive risks (the higher 
the risk, the higher must be the risk interest rate that can be achieved). The 
losses were to be expected from the very start. The little man who placed 
his trust in the system then pays again for the third time through his share 
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of the tax revenues for the politicians re-elected by him and their political 
decisions in favour of shares in rescue packages for his country. And he 
would pay for the fourth time when it crashed. 

The companies which are almost exclusively responsible for incorrect 
ratings are the American rating agencies, e.g. “Fitch”, “Moody’s” and 
“Standard & Poor’s”. They dictate the crisis of the European currency and 
who rules the financial market. Profits are privatised, losses socialised. It 
almost seems to have been forgotten that there are other rating agencies in 
the USA that carry out such assessments and that other countries also have 
rating agencies, for example Switzerland or China, whose classifications 
were quite different. These agencies provided a realistic assessment. 

The above American agencies did not provide a realistic assessment, but 
one such that the classifications did not spoil their business. They carried 
out assessments on a political basis, since it is also possible to earn money 
in and from the crisis - best of all with ratings which were too good, but 
against which the government of the USA sued. This was to the benefit of 
the Euro countries, as the good classifications induced investors to 
continue buying or selling government securities. In this way it was 
possible to maintain an artificial value for the securities which was devoid 
of any economic background (economic rating). In reality there was no 
value. 

This truth was covered up by the good ratings (and also by non-reporting 
by the press), with the result that the money market was kept alive. The 
German Federal Government also took advantage of this news, as did the 
governments of the other Euro countries, in order to prevent the flight of 
capital, but above all to retain their own political power. 

After the American rating agencies had threatened to reduce the classi-
fications to lower levels, and indeed did so, even though these were also 
more than flattering, the governments of the Euro countries were in 
agreement that they wanted to establish a European rating agency. The 
press announced that all of this was going on in order to emancipate 
themselves from the American “informers”, who were also bankrupt. 



The Euro-European nightmare

130

 

 

The European rating agency was supposed to be established in March 
2012. In order for it to be able to carry out its assessments, € 300 million 
was made available for an incorporated company, which was backed by a 
large number of major financial institutions, as well as commercial 
enterprises. This fact would give rise to speculation on the expected value 
of the ratings: these ratings would also never be realistic; they would 
correspond to what European banks and companies bestowed upon the 
desired business. 

The very idea of establishing a European agency shows that European 
politicians had in no way detached themselves from American financial 
capitalism. And it shows how great the power of the three American 
agencies is. It is still all about competition and profit. In the battle for the 
investor, agencies are still not interested in the truth today. Indeed, their 
aim would be for the European ratings to be poor from the beginning. 

Even if this European rating agency was not established, it is nevertheless 
a very surprising why it was planned under the smokescreen of a 
foundation. A foundation inspires confidence. A foundation sounds good, 
does good. But not for investors. The idea of introducing a European 
agency had something threatening about it. For the main American earners 
this meant: the tasty morsels would now be available to others; even 
worse: the savers had woken up and were now suing the American 
agencies. And the Obama government reacted by suing the “Moody’s” 
agency. After this attack, which could also result in an own goal, the 
question is still open: what will be the judges’ verdict? 

The verdict could shake the entire currency market, because the assess-
ments would suddenly have to become realistic; in addition, there could be 
claims for damages submitted by savers, which would place additional 
burdens on the banks, and higher financing costs for supporting the banks, 
as well as claims for damages for the countries holding US securities. 
After all, it was the banks who offered the products when advising their 
customers in order to keep the business with assets and investments alive - 
and that even though they must have known that they were selling the 
savers junk. 
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This verdict could also result in bank crashes, unless business according to 
the European model was introduced and banking union was taken over 
across the pond. This would result in a uniform bank bailout on the backs 
of those who had already been harmed by the incorrect ratings; however, 
their money as savers/investors/customers and their tax money will 
contribute towards fulfilling the currency stability criteria (using various 
tricks) and keeping the banks alive. Maybe not all banks. A few will 
certainly go to the wall, but most banks will survive, because first of all 
they deceived the savers, who they then mugged once more. And all of 
this, of course, to prevent the market from collapsing. The market from 
which banks, governments and rating agencies earn money and extend 
their life expectancy. These transatlantic links show the monster known as 
globalisation from its sobering side - it is clear that investors and savers 
closed their eyes to this, and above all dreamt of returns on their 
investments. 

Banking union 

The term “banking union” has been circulating throughout Europe since 
the middle of 2012. The Portuguese Jose Manuel Barroso, since 2004 
President of the European Commission, began to circulate it during one of 
the countless summit meetings of the EU Finance Ministers in the middle 
of 2012, associating it above all with the hope of controlling, or even 
solving, the debt problems of the Euro countries (and their banks) by 
means of equity capital standards which prevent banks from holding 
government bonds of their own and other countries. Similarly, Barroso 
also called for a European banking supervisory authority with significant 
room for manoeuvre and a fund to catch unstable banks or 
those which needed to be dealt with. This should be filled up by the Euro 
countries in order to create a deposit protection fund. 

It should be possible to get the FRG to pay in two ways: once directly 
through the Financial Stability Act and Fund, and again through the 
European Banking Union. 
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This method would be another idea on how to curb the Euro crisis. 
Ultimately, this was the consequence of the mad rush to implement the 
scheme step-by-step in order to prevent the crash. 

Bankrupt states have no money for such funds. It should have been clear 
to the bankrupt Euro countries which were above all sitting on the junk 
securities of their neighbours and thereby contributing to the pooling of 
the debts that they were infringing the TFEU of the European treaties; 
laws had to be amended. They were not. However, contrary to all eco-
nomic sense, the Banking Union remained a political goal - and it 
remained so because the encumbered banks were increasingly threatened 
by the crash, as they still are today. 

In principle, it had nothing to do whatsoever with saving banks, bank 
supervision or the deposit protection fund (which must have become clear 
since Greece at the earliest, and Cyprus at the latest); instead, it was all 
about creating a framework to make it easier to deal with ailing banks - 
and that in accordance with uniform European standards. Up to now it has 
been possible for the ESM to distribute its gifts to bankrupt banks. 
However, it is only allowed to do so via the detour of the respective 
Member State. We only have to remember Cyprus, which claimed rescue 
package money in order to prevent the banking crash and state crash. 

Politicians are currently discussing whether direct recapitalisation must be 
possible; for this, the ESM treaty would have to be amended. At any rate, 
banks would be saved if states depended on them - bankrupt states, mind 
you. These states have to place additional burdens on their taxpayers in 
order to compensate for the losses of the banks; it is of no relevance here 
whether the money from rescue package shares goes to international or 
national banks. 

The losses of the banks are shifted from one institution to the next, always 
in the hope of avoiding a total breakdown. When seen in the light of day, 
the pooling of debts is a way of dancing around the question: how is it 
possible to get hold of taxpayers’ money without bending or even 
breaking the law? Here it is of no relevance whether € 100,000, half or 
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10% is involved. The saver will lose his money. High finance is favoured. 
A farce in terms of the social market economy. 

This question is asked by all Euro countries; however, it is asked above all 
by the ECB, which holds the credit-burden banks of the Euro countries. 
The line of argument is as follows: if it crashes, nobody’s money is safe 
any longer, no matter what they say in Brussels, especially the money of 
the small saver, irrespective of the Euro country in which he holds his 
accounts. Furthermore, the ECB is not only a rescuer ofbanks; above all, it 
rescues itself, because the ECB is sitting on tonnes of junk securities that 
have no counter-value whatsoever. If all of the bad loans (e.g. from the 
ESM) and government bonds had to be written off, the ECB would be 
immediately insolvent and unable to act. 

As such, in order to be able to continue doping the Euro countries, it has to 
rescue itself time and again. It is only a question of time until the chain 
breaks. If a country were to go bankrupt, all of the other countries would 
also be bankrupt immediately. As a result, individual responsibility for the 
market economy would be abolished; banks with poor economic policies 
would be rewarded with money from the state. 

In order to counteract this, politicians - above all Finance Minister 
Wolfgang Schäuble - have called for banks and their supervisory bodies to 
be separated. Unfortunately, there is no basis whatsoever for a banking 
supervisory authority in the European treaties because the enthusiastic 
founders of the Euro did not see any need for one. As the crash is grinning 
at us from all countries, it is to be feared that the helpless saviours of the 
Euro will simply assign banking supervision to the ECB so that all control 

can only be exercised by the fact that the crash is indeed being avoided. The 

idea of the Economic Committee of the European Parliament, which is 

planning to draw up emergency plans and has thought up the idea of 

establishing national funds in order to rescue national banks (as was done long 

ago in Germany), does not help in this respect either. 

In this case it is also questionable where countries such as Portugal, Italy, 

Spain, Ireland are supposed to cough up the necessary money, unless by 
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stealing it from the taxpayer. In this way the intention is to protect the saver 

from others putting their fingers in the till - the saver is expropriated. That’s 

the way it goes. The idea is nothing new, but simply a new lie in order to 

superimpose the Financial Market Stabilisation Act and Fund. Not forgetting 

of course that this is the law which is supposed to guarantee the stability of the 

currency. 

The rescue of insolvent banks through state support is a legal and economic 

policy anomaly. It is regulated by the Financial Market Stabilisation Act 

(FMStG) and its preamble. This anomaly is not dealt with in the preamble to 

the law. There is no alternative in this situation anyway because the financial 

sector has to be stabilised. The legislator refuses to think of possible 

alternatives, but insolvency regulations also have to apply to banks so that it is 

not the banks, but the citizens who are rescued. 

The Financial Market Stabilisation Act (FMStG) has redefined insolvency. 

Companies which previously had to declare themselves insolvent due to over-

indebtedness can now refrain from doing so by relying on the going concern 

assumption. There is no discussion - as far as can be seen - of a connection 

between the FMStG and the delaying of insolvency. The delaying of 

insolvency is the unpunctual submission of the insolvency application. 

Paragraph 15a of the German Insolvency Statute (InsO) states: 

“(1) If a legal person becomes insolvent or over-indebted, the members of the 

representative body or the liquidators must - without undue delay, but no later 

than three weeks after the onset of the insolvency or over-indebtedness - submit a 

request to open proceedings. The same applies to the officially appointed 

representatives of the shareholders authorised to represent the company or to the 

liquidators in the case of a company without any legal personality, in which no 

personally liable shareholder is a natural person; this does not apply if the 

personally liable shareholders include another company in which a personally 

liable shareholder is a natural person. 

(2) In the case of a company as defined by paragraph 1 sentence 2, paragraph 1 

shall apply mutatis mutandis if the officially appointed representatives of the 

shareholders authorised to represent the company are themselves companies in 
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which no personally liable shareholder is a natural person or the connection of 

companies continues in this manner. 

(3) In cases where a limited liability company has no specific manager, every 

shareholder is obliged to submit the request, and in the case of a public limited 

company or cooperative without a specific manager, each member of the 

supervisory board is also obliged to submit the request, unless this person has no 

knowledge of the insolvency and the over-indebtedness or the fact that the 

company has no specific manager. 

(4) A term of imprisonment of up to 3 years or a fine may be imposed on anyone 

who - in contradiction of paragraph 1 sentence 1, also in conjunction with 

sentence 2 or paragraph 2 or paragraph 3 - fails to submit a request for the 

opening of proceedings, submits such a request incorrectly or not on time. 

(5) If in the cases referred to in paragraph 4 the offender acts negligently, the 

punishment shall be imprisonment of up to one year or a fine.” 

The capitalisation of the banks means that either the over-indebtedness 
(liabilities exceed the assets) does not apply, or that the going concern 
assumption is positive. Formally, the insolvency is not delayed, but 
prevented. 
The question arises of the distortion of competition or unequal treatment, 
as well as the de facto suspension of market forces. The situation at 
present is: companies (banks) which operate inefficiently are no longer 
punished by the market, but rewarded with money from the state. 

One example of this was the rescue of the “Holzmann” Group. Mario 
Monti (the then Competition Commissioner) authorised the aid requested 
by Chancellor Gerhard Schröder because there was allegedly a coherent 
restructuring concept that had prospects of success. However, Holzmann 
was tied to unsound contracts which would be completely unprofitable 
over the long term. The aid, which should have been investigated and 
approved in accordance with competition law, should not have been paid 
at all - however, they were supposed to (and indeed did) satisfy political 
intentions. 
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The Financial Market Stabilisation Act is used to accelerate and simplify 
the acquisition of shares, as well as risk items of companies within the 
financial sector, through the Financial Market Stabilisation Fund. How-
ever, this simply suspends competition law (§17) - at least in Germany: 

“The provisions of the first to third parts of the act against restraints on 

competition shall not apply to the fund.” 

European rules are not affected by this, meaning: the aid provided to the 
banks still requires the approval of the Commission under competition 
law. The Commission issues such approval - due to the substantial 
disruption to the financial markets (and in particular due to the Euro 
crisis). 

With these rules, the legislator opened the door to risky but potentially 
high-profit undertakings and again surrendered some of the democratic 
achievements that had been made. Losses were imposed on the people, 
who know nothing about it. 
Europe's final stage 

This development shows how the supposed saviours of the Euro contributed 

towards not saving the Euro. And as if it were not enough to affect, paralyse 

and ruin all the peoples of Euroland with the inflicted savings, the idea was 

now hatched of expanding the Euro community to involve a few more 

countries, including Serbia, Kosovo, Bulgaria and Turkey. 

As if there were nothing more worthwhile to do, the supporters of this idea 

immediately pressed ahead with their blind activism - this relates to the 

Germans and Turks, in spite of the fact that Turkey, which in the past was 

allowed at best only to join on probation, is suddenly pressed with no 

objections as a full member of the EMU to Germany’s political heart. 

The governments of Europe, above all the government of Merkel, want to 

prevent the Euro from failing. If it were possible, they believe, to redirect all 

of the European countries of the current EU into a joint European Monetary 

Union, as Merkel is seeking to do, then the Euro will be saved. This is what 
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the governments believe, and with the last rescheduling of the debts they are 

leading all countries down the path to destruction, because just as unsuccessful 

as such rescheduling has been with respect to the current Euro community as a 

financial network, it will be equally unsuccessful when even more bankrupt 

countries join the debt union.
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The effects of the Euro crisis 

Instead of getting on with their political work and actually dedicating this 
to the welfare of the people, politicians are involved in fraud and 
deception every day, buying votes by means of election presents. All 
parties do this. The awful aspect is that these election presents are part of 
the system of fraud which politicians today call politics and consider to be 
their work. At the same time, claims to power and the means used to 
maintain power have lost all sense of proportion. 

After more than 65 years of the Federal Republic it has to be recognised 
that the German people has not been allowed any right to co-determi-
nation; this was simply swept away by the governments of Adenauer and 
those that followed. Politicians have turned things around for their own 
purposes, and it is to be feared that there has never been a decision taken 
in Germany which benefited the people. The state has always been the 
beneficiary, or it was the firms who earned money from the labour 
provided by the people and used politicians to increase their profits. 
Politicians made the most of this, appointing politically agreeable judges 
or federal prosecutors who were bound by instructions, and who created or 
enforced legal structures which served the interests of the politicians. 

The financial crisis has shown that the people have been disenfranchised - 
as have been the Parliament and even the Federal Constitutional Court. At 
the end of the Euro era it will be seen that politicians even go so far as to 
dispossess the people when the failures of the speculating banks, all of the 
debt brakes, Fiscal Pacts and other ways that politicians had half-heartedly 
created to allegedly save the Euro are confined to history. 

The last throw of the dice with respect to saving the Euro is currency 
reform, which the EU Commission, the IMF and even the ECB can no 
longer prevent. Plans have to be drawn up for Germany which enable the 
citizen to maintain his or her rights and keep his or her money. If 
politicians continue to hesitate in order to save their face, the result will be 
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the expropriation of the people. This must not be allowed to happen, not in 
a world which calls itself democratic. It will begin with the savings tax, 
which should then also cover real estate assets. At first 10% will be 
required, although this amount will rise continually depending on how 
much money rescuing the banks costs. 

Delaying of insolvency 

Although these circumstances have very probably penetrated down even 
as far as the CDU/CSU, the parties fought their 2013 election programme 
under the slogan: “Growth requires foresight and a stable Euro” and handed 
this out in the form of a poster (national party headquarters of the CDU, 
www.cdu.de). 

The associated government programme, which was adopted under the title 
“Successful together for Germany - Government Programme 2013 - 2017” 
on 23rd June 2013, states: “Our goal is clear: Germany should remain a strong 

and successful country, with a stable Euro, secure and sustainable jobs - a country 

of solidarity. Germany is one of the strongest countries in the world. Anyone who 

looks around Europe knows: this positive development is not a matter of course” 

The programme invokes the social market economy, the middle classes, 
wants to create a “responsible fiscal policy”, “strict rules for the financial 

markets” and “sustainable growth” and: “Our joint efforts have brought about 

many positive developments. Europe and the Euro are making progress. This also 

makes our country stronger - never have so many people in our country had a job. 

This shows that everyone benefits in some way from the correct policy of the CDU 

and CSU. In order to set the right course for the future and secure future 

prosperity, we need a sustainable way of running the economy which guarantees 

the livelihoods and opportunities for a good life of coming generations.” 

The programme turns out to be a kaleidoscope of lies containing classic 

examples such as the “performance lie” which forms part of fiscal policy 

(CDU: “Performance should be rewarded”). The dream is again of growth, but 

growth is no longer possible. Nor has it been for a long time. The nice thing 

about the dreamed-of growth: gross domestic product (GDP) is indeed 
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growing nominally. But this is not due to the performance of a government or 

party, but based on a very simple calculation: if the GDP grows, the debts 

grow as well. The bad aspect: the higher the assessment of the dreamed-of 

growth, the greater the percentage of debt also becomes. This is the fault of 

governments. How this method is to be used to secure prosperity (see “10 

Projects for Germany’s good Future”, government programme of the 

CDU/CSU, 2013, p. 6-10), is anybody’s guess. One thing is certain: Germany 

is only delaying its insolvency. 

When Angela Merkel claims that the money of the Germans is safe, it is 

questionable whether - and above all how - reserves are to be formed in case a 

supported country such as Greece, for example, becomes insolvent in spite of 

all the money it receives from rescue packages, and Germany and other 

supporting countries are forced to pay for other supporting countries which are 

supported by their own citizens. There are no budgets in the European 

countries which indicate that there is any money left. Instead, billions of Euros 

in loans go up in smoke in the form of aid, which in turn is financed by more 

loans. 

It remains to be seen how the petition committees among the parliaments will 

respond at the appropriate time, if indeed they do so. It is unacceptable that 

taxpayers’ money (German and European) is lost in such a way. And not only 

as a result of the ongoing credit refinancing of the EU at the expense of the 

budgets. The continual financing of government costs by means of loans is 

devaluing the Euro and diminishing its purchasing power. Counteracting this 

by attempting to justify the unconditional maintenance of the idea of a united 

Europe is not sufficient. 

The idea suggests itself of demanding corresponding securities from the 

supported countries - irrespective of whether it would not be expedient with 

regard to the creation of a united Europe in the form of a community of 
solidarity to take away the land owned nationally by the weaker countries. 
Within this context the following news appeared (n-tv, teletext; no. 406 on 
16th August 2011) under the headline: “Athens provides the Finns with a 
deposit”: “Greece is to pay a deposit in Finland in return for the assistance 

which it is receiving from Helsinki in conjunction with the European rescue 
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packages. The Finnish Ministry of Finance announced that the two governments 

had agreed that Athens should transfer an amount of cash. The money is being 

invested. The amount and the interest generated from it are comparable over the 

long term with the funds which Helsinki is making available to Athens as part of 

the EFSF rescue packages.” 

An extremely interesting fact, even if for the supporting countries of the 
EU, who up to now have received no collateral, the main argument was 
that a united Europe should be supported because it guaranteed peace and 
freedom, as well as the economic advantages created by the multicultural 
community. This was particularly good for Germany. 

From the very beginning, the Finns have been against the implementation 
of rescue packages. Now they have demonstrated how their sureties and 
guarantees and shares of the money they have paid in have been secured 
by collateral in the form of a reverse transaction which benefits the 
taxpayer. 

Regardless of the above, Prof. Ulrich Blum from the Institute for Eco-
nomic Research in Halle, Germany, has stated his opinion in response to 
the question of forced loans, such as those that were imposed in 1924 in 
the bond market and also subsequently by analogy as a way out of the 
lower classifications of the rating agencies. The question is whether the 
supported countries should not impose mandatory mortgages on the real 
estate of the people in the country, so that the bankrupt government of the 
supported country is provided with collateral. The sum total of these 
amounts would be distributed according to quotas over the supporting 
countries on the basis of their shares of the rescue packages provided. This 
would enable the supporting countries to receive collateral for their 
taxpayers from the assets of the people that owned property in the 
supported country. A further consequence of this would be that the ratings 
(of the supporters and the supported) would not need to be changed. 

This would at least be an approach which corresponded to that which in 
conjunction with the Equalisation of Burdens Act of 1952 made the 
repayment of mortgages from the time before the currency reform in 1948 
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with devalued money impossible in some cases. At the time, mandatory 
entries of land charge mortgages were carried out to the detriment of the 
property owners by banks or through the banks by the respective 
governments. This is therefore a process which is in fact already known 
and which could be implemented for the purposes of providing collateral 
instead of forming reserves in the supporting country in the case of a 
payment obligation from subsidiary credit guarantees. 

At present it is the supported countries which would be affected by this. In 
an extreme case it has to be assumed that there is a crash in spite of the 
rescue packages and that this route, e.g. for Germany, will then no longer 
be passable because there is no country left that can support Germany. On 
the other hand this could be a way, if for example China or another non-
European state became involved, of expanding its economic interests. In 
this case it would be possible to offer the non-European state a form of 
security. If this were not successful, it would scarcely be possible due to 
the German debt mountain to provide evidence of any formation of 
reserves for the taxpayers (in Germany and in the EU). And this means: 
Germany continues to delay its insolvency to the detriment of its 
taxpayers; the Euro visionaries forgot to draw up an insolvency ordinance 
for states. 

If a company is over-indebted, insolvency proceedings are opened. This 
applies to companies; there is no insolvency ordinance for states. There is 
therefore no state insolvency ordinance. Even so, the bankruptcy of a state 
is nothing unusual - we remember Ireland or Portugal. In the era of a 
Europe united by the Euro it is amazing that although the parties involved 
in creating the Euro must have been aware of the error of their ways, no 
insolvency ordinance for states has yet been created. 
If such an ordinance did exist, it would have been possible to help coun-
tries such as Ireland, Portugal, Cyprus or Greece in completely different 
ways than through savings programmes or huge payments from rescue 
package funds which have to be borne by the taxpayers of the supporting 
countries. Evidently the Greeks did not want to leave the network, but 
preferred to remain a debtor country whose banks are reliant on foreign 
assistance. The advantages of this process are: instead of having to deal 
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long-term with the financial problems of the banks, banks can be retained - 
and they do not earn badly from their negative business. This is to the 
advantage of the banks; it is of no use to the Greeks. 

The German government warned against contagion, because the crash of 
Greece could indeed have caused other banks to crash, and explained the 
calamity as follows: namely, that the exit of Greece would cost € 17,000 
billion (estimated, not calculated), resulting from the losses in economic 
output which would have been incurred by 2020 in 42 national economies. 

If any country still has any economic output in the year 2020, or put an-
other way, if the economies had recovered after the crash of the Euro, all 
of the Euro states would have other worries by the year 2020. Govern-
ments which throw around billions would probably not be afraid of this 
amount of just under 17,000 billion (Euros). 

The Germans are the champions of the export business, but if the trading 
partners no longer have enough capital available to buy their products, 
they can be glad if money - and not just promises, i.e. promissory notes - 
flow into the coffers of the economy. The state receives Target II 
securities financed by loans. Even if in comparison to the bankrupt Hel-
lenic national budget the German economy is still running relatively well, 
exports have fallen and will continue to do so. The reward for the trade 
remains sureties. The government covers up the extent to which Euroland 
is really dependent on Greece. 

If Greece had been released from the network, it would have been possible 
for the Greeks to have received international support, namely on a 

voluntary basis, and until its currency had recovered to become competitive 

again. This would have been to the advantage of the Greeks, as it has already 

helped other bankrupt countries such as Argentina, Russia or Iceland. 

Had there been rules for the winding-up of Greece, it would have been 

embarrassing for the state; but cheaper for all of the supporting countries. 

The insolvency of a company has many names: insolvency, bankruptcy, 
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failure, crash. The term “Konkurs” was used in Germany up to the end of 

1998, when it was replaced by the term “Insolvenz” (lat. insolvens, from 

solvere = to pay). If a company has to apply for insolvency, there are rules 

which are stipulated by the Insolvency Ordinance (the German Insolvency 

Statute (InsO)). The Managing Director of a defaulting limited liability 

company has to appear before the insolvency judge within three weeks of the 

onset of the insolvency (§15a IV InsO). Otherwise he may receive a prison 

sentence of up to three years for delaying insolvency. 

The insolvency administrator determines whether the company is over- 

indebted. The basis of this is the balance sheet. How a balance sheet is to be 

maintained is also stipulated by the law. The commercial principle of caution 

applies here: all risks and losses are to be taken into account in an appropriate 

manner. The insolvency is announced through the District Court. All creditors 

are informed. The aim of the insolvency proceedings is to sell the company. 

The insolvency administrator returns the revenues to the creditors, e.g. the 

suppliers. 

The Insolvency Statute is indispensable for business. Businesses which do not 

manage their finances properly are removed by the market. In 2010, 168,458 

German firms went through insolvency proceedings according to the Federal 

Statistical Office (https://www.destatis.de/DE/ 

ZahlenFakten/GesamtwirtschaftUmwelt/UnternehmenHandwerk/ 

Insolvenzen/Tabellen/UnternehmenSchuldner.html). In 2011 there were 

slightly fewer, namely 159,418 companies, with the number of those declared 

bankrupt in 2012 falling to 150,298. 

Rescue packages and other forms of assistance financed by taxes do not 
exist for companies. As companies operate in almost exactly the same way 
as states, it is surprising that the law does not provide for insolvency for 
states, and indeed excludes the application of insolvency law to the public 
sector. 

According to Section 12 paragraph 1 of the Insolvency Statute, the Federal 
Government and the states are not subject to the provisions of the 
Insolvency Statute. Misuse of the public purse is therefore predestined. 
The damage is done to all of the citizens of the state, especially pensioners 
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and people who are reliant on state benefits. 

The consequences of the lack of insolvency law for states are very nega-
tive. The management of the public finances is irresponsible because in-
debted corporate bodies are supported by other corporate bodies. In the 
federal system of the Federal Republic, action and responsibility often do 
not go hand-in-hand. The state financial equalisation scheme means that 
the Federal Government and the financially strong states support weak 
countries. In addition, collection of the taxes of the financially strong 
states such as Baden-Württemberg is not consistently enforced due to the 
awareness that the money will have to be paid out again as part of the 
financial equalisation scheme. The non-collection of taxes therefore turns 
out to be a beneficial avoidance strategy and a concealed way of 
promoting the local economy, although it damages the state. 

Cutting all income 

If the economy were healthy and there were real growth, the profits of the 
entrepreneurs would grow. This would also increase the share of the 
employees’ income. The entrepreneurs should generate a percentage 
(average) return on profits that is typical for the industry, which could 
deviate within limits in specific cases, with employees having a pro rata 
share of this growth, for example in the form of a return on sales. The 
bottom line is the employee would earn more because the employer would 
earn more. 
There has not been any real growth in Germany for years, but only the 
dream of growth, which politicians talk of, or negative growth. That is 
why wages are falling, because companies nevertheless want to increase 
their profits. 

A capitalist social order which guarantees the free market economy and 
social economic activity as basic rights must enable the balanced alloca-
tion of the profits. Only then can it be considered a meaningful instrument 
by everyone for a dignified existence. 
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Currently the proportion of those living below the subsistence level is 
increasing (> 10%, trend up to 20%). Politicians who are responsible for 
this nevertheless call themselves social and still consider Germany and its 
free market economy to be free. 

Starvation wages are paid in Germany, which in spite of the welfare state 
are not increased to statutory minimum wages, but instead are agreed at 
levels above the lower wage limit, even though these are not binding for 
any collective agreement partner or guaranteed for any individual. We can 
also thank the politicians for this situation, who have not understood the 
need to place limits on business, in particular the financial markets and 
financial institutions. This would also include rules on insolvency, if they 
also applied to the states. 

Core workforces earn an average gross amount of € 2,700 a month. After 
all deductions they are left with € 1,620 net. With an average working time 
of 160 hours a month, the hourly rate is approximately € 10. Therefore, the 
hourly wage for core workforces (in the average standard salary range) is 
only 66.7% above the Hartz IV rate. The core workforces include, for 
example, management assistants in the hotel and hospitality business. In 
contrast, hotel managers earn very much more, while the bosses of the 
banks receive gazillions. 
Low wages 

Around 2.4 million people in Germany earn less than € 6 an hour. 
According to an article in “Focus” magazine (Focus online, 22nd March, 
2013, Simon Che Berberich), hairdressers with an Apprenticeship 
Diploma in the state of Saxony-Anhalt earn an average of € 3.38 an hour. 
In an interview, ver.di functionary Christel Tempel explained why this is 
the case: “The collective wage agreements for Saxony-Anhalt and Thuringia date 

from the year 1997. The wages agreed at that time cannot in my opinion serve as a 

reference any longer. Some employers however unfortunately still take these wage 

levels as a standard.” 

Tempel reported on difficulties such as the fact that the State Guild 
Association was disbanded when agreement on new loans was under 
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discussion in 2003 and that there were many people who would go on 
strike, but then accepted what wages were available, so that the present 
structures were maintained, which the employers exploited. Why some 
action was now being taken on low wages was answered by Petra Tempel 
as follows: “The employers have noticed that something has to change. In the 

meantime, even the number of apprentices is declining. The hairdressing trade has 

very often been subject to criticism. The pressure among the public is high. This 

has finally had an effect” 

The hairdressers reached an agreement on a nationwide minimum wage. 
From the summer of2015, 261,000 hairdressers (Central Association of the 
German Hairdressing Trade) are to be paid at least € 8.50 an hour. 
According to a report of the as/dpa, the minimum wage would mean that 
in the East of the Republic, salaries would jump by 150%; in the West the 
rise is smaller. 

Other trades would be just as happy as the hairdressers and are trying to 
bring about a rise in wages through their guilds or trade unions. Otherwise, 
they will belong to the approximately 1.4 million people in Germany who 
earn between € 2.50 and € 6 an hour, i.e. for 162 hours a month they earn 
between € 405 and € 972 (gross). When all of the social contributions are 
deducted (wage tax and social security contributions 
equivalent to a flat rate of € 220 a month) they are left with almost the 
same amount as the current Hartz-IV rate. Contract staff are remunerated 
on average for 50% of the work they perform. 

Minimum wages 

If minimum wages were introduced, employers would recruit fewer 
employees. This was the supposition which the Christian Democrats and 
Free Liberals fell for. The gamble paid off, the introduction of minimum 
wages was avoided. The state calls itself a welfare state, but there are 
increasing numbers of Germans who are living on the poverty line (12.5 
million at the end of 2010, with the trend increasing). 
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Minimum wages have to be introduced, not only because of all of the 
freedoms that may play a role on the labour market, but also because of 
the increasing poverty of part of the population. These include the many 
who possess little money or few assets such as property, in contrast to the 
few Germans (7.5%) who hold 90 to 92.5% of the German monetary 
assets and material wealth. They are becoming richer and richer - a fact 
which is supported by the policy of growth financed by loans. 

Large shares of the former growth rates are not attributable to the 
productivity of a country, but rather to additional productivity based on 
increased demand resulting from the granting of loans. This means that 
from the very beginning it is predestined that the few wealthy individuals 
will become richer and the number of those who have nothing will 
increase. 

In spite of all of the crises, in spite of the bankruptcy of the state, in spite 
of the delaying of insolvency, Germany's economy is in the best position 
compared to other countries within the European Monetary Union. What 
applies to the introduction of the minimum wage applies without doubt to 
the time wage sector. In addition there are the long-overdue wage 
adjustments in the (former) East and today’s West Germany. 
Even today, West Germans earn four times as much as East Germans, with 
the exception of hairdressers, as shown by the example. An additional 
aspect is the fact that there are also differences in earnings between men 
and women. West Germans are affected by this to the same extent as East 
Germans. Both here and there, women still earn 25 to 30% less than men. 
This is neither in line with the times nor expedient, but the employers can 
see the profit in this and do not want to change the system to make it fair. 

With reunification, the people in East Germany were promised freedom. 
Now the state owes them the opportunity to enjoy the same financial 
possibilities that the West Germans enjoyed for such a long time (in spite 
of the depreciation in their currency). 

In this sense it can no longer be the situation in a welfare state that the 
working population receives less and less remuneration, so that there is 
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hardly any difference any longer between earnings and state support. In 
the low-wage sector, those who prefer to work and not rely on money 
from the state are worthy of praise. And those who are forced to live on 
money from the state should receive more support with their efforts to find 
work again, because it can be assumed that many aid recipients, e.g. those 
receiving Hartz-IV, would like to work. 

Another reason is the distribution of the financial assets. The majority of 
the population (90 to 92.5%) have little or no financial resources to 
implement an entrepreneurial idea, while the smaller share of the pop-
ulation (5 to 7.5%) possesses 90 to 92.5% of the German financial and 
tangible assets. The effect of this is that only the same ideas can come 
from the same sections of the population. They possess the working 
materials, they control the procurement of goods. They manage and 
mismanage the economy and sponsor the politicians. The population has 
to pay the tax burden resulting from the aberrations of the 5 to 7.5%. 

Up to now, politicians have had no reason to put this situation in order. 
One of the reasons for this in particular is the fact that the long-discussed 
introduction of minimum wages may well take place in all sectors of the 

economy, not only among the hairdressers (across-the-board or according to 

industries, and also in terms of the amount). 

The highest Labour Court, the Federal Labour Court, recently provided 

politicians with help in taking their decisions. The judges arrived at the 

following verdict: 

• Charity is not permitted. In a welfare state, the income paid for work 

must enable the worker to lead a decent life. 

• Wages which are below 2/3 of the standard collectively agreed wage are 

immoral. 

All of the major parties have been arguing for years about minimum wage 

regulations; there have been no proposals concerning alternatives. Political 

considerations, instead of a willingness to improve the situation. 
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These proposals are based on gross earnings. This is also political planning, 

since an amount of € 8.50 per hour (gross), for example, sounds better than the 

net amount of € 6.80 per hour that is actually paid out. The gross calculation is 

a trick of politicians, namely to attach importance nevertheless to an unpopular 

topic, as it would be necessary to start arguing with business or banks, and 

pretend to the elector that politicians were working in the interests of the 

people. 

There is a second reason behind this calculation: if politicians were concerned 

with real figures, it would soon become apparent that all employees receive 

too little money for their work. The general wage structure would have to be 

raised so that politicians, industry, banks were able to comply with the 

recommendations of the Federal Labour Court. 

Because the topic nevertheless appears to be important with respect to the 

welfare state and somehow during election periods, all political parties have 

included gross amounts in their respective electoral programmes. The Merkel 

government touts the minimum wage which permits the bargaining parties 

involved in collective agreements to stipulate what is appropriate according to 

the sector concerned. That is what happened with the hairdressers, who are 

satisfied for the time being. The SPD, Greens and the Left are calling for an 

across-the-board minimum wage. At the party conference in Nuremberg at the 

beginning of May 2013, the FDP voted in favour of minimum wages in 

individual sectors and regions, even though protests from the ranks of the 

party initially threatened to prevent this. 

None of the parties campaigned with net wages. None of the parties was in a 

position to assess the topic of salaries and wages away from the current level, 

which is just above the support level, or especially incomes which are below 

this. The result of this is that a large and increasing share of employees are not 

able to earn a livelihood in spite of the fact that they are in regular work. The 

topic needs to be tackled from the roots. If the negotiations were based on 

amounts, the minimum wage would have to be set at € 18 an hour, so that a 

decent amount remained after the deduction of rent, ancillary costs, electricity, 

gas, water. 
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There is an urgent need for politicians to carry out a revision of the wage 

sector in order to eradicate the mistakes made at the time the nation was 

founded and adapt the circumstances to modern times. This could have been 

performed not in the form of a patchwork or through party struggles, but 

mainly on the basis of mathematical economics calculations, which would also 

have created a fair pension (state pension, company and private provision), 

thus also rendering the debts of the welfare system controllable and enabling 

employees to receive a pension payment. 

Reduction of all social payments 

What is even worse than cutting wages and salaries is the fact that state aid is 

being reduced. This applies, for example, to Hartz IV recipients, artists, the 

long-term sick, orphans, widows. All these services are being slashed, even 

though this hardly seems possible, certainly when considered from the aspect 

that people have to live on this income, although the subsistence level report 

demands different figures. People in Germany live according to these rates, 

being dependent as they are on state aid. 

The Federal Republic is - at least in theory - a welfare state. Every citizen 
has the right to a decent existence. The state has to provide appropriate 
social services - social welfare or Hartz IV. The laws for this are drawn up 
by the German Bundestag, which lays down the figures and determines 
who receives how much state support under what conditions. In doing so, 
it has to comply with the Basic Law and the guidelines of the Federal 
Constitutional Court, determining minimum needs in a manner which is 
transparent, appropriate and realistic on the basis of reliable figures and 
coherent calculation procedures. 

This is not only about the items required for an individual to exist, such as 
food, clothing, household items, accommodation, heating, hygiene or 
health. It is also about an individual being able to maintain interpersonal 
relationships and participating in social, cultural and political life. Since it 
is not possible to derive any social assistance rates on this basis, the 
Bundestag has the freedom to take discretionary decisions, which the 
politicians also exploit for their dubious tricks. This means that the results 



The effects of the Euro crisis

152

 

 

obtained are not in line with requirements, but only compromises and 
reference to the lousy budget situation. 

Hartz IV and social assistance rates are determined by the statistical 
method. The basis of this is the statistically determined consumption 
expenditure of households in the lower income groups (reference group). 
This information is approved by the Federal Constitutional Court. Instead 
of having the required figures determined by an independent group of 
experts, the significant social deficits of the federal German salary 
structure are converted through the statistics into the benefit levels. 

The amounts determined in this way are too low and socially unjust. They 
are reduced again, since multi-person households (20% of the net income) 
are taken into account differently to households containing only one 
person (15% of net income), and Hartz IV recipients evidently need less to 
live on than working people. The national debt is frequently cited as the 
reason for draconian cuts. Benefits for the most vulnerable are reduced 
with reference to the empty coffers of the state, without those responsible 
for the empty coffers ever being held accountable. The Federal 
Constitutional Court has not taken any action against this method of 
working during the course of various lawsuits. 

Youth unemployment 

With her Euro rescue policy, the Chancellor is responsible for the fact that 
coming generations will have to pay off wage refunds in particular. This 
refers above all to wage refunds arising from debts incurred as a result of 
the rescue package credit guarantees. Furthermore, there are ancillary 
costs such as interest and fees for travelling abroad, as well as building 
society saving contracts and life insurances, including Riester pensions, 
despite the share of state subsidies. Equally costly are payments for an 
immediate currency reform, should this become possible. Actually these 
would be the lesser of two evils, because they allow the existence of a 
Euro which retains its value better, and they would be less of a burden on 
the taxpayer and savers, because the costs of delay, which are increasing 



The effects of the Euro crisis

153

 

 

every day, would be eliminated. 

Today’s earned incomes and the incomes of future generations are the 
security on which the German government, but also other European 
governments (through the ECB via rescue packages and other credit 
guarantees) design their budgets. They calculate with money that no one 
has yet earned in order to take out loans produced by the budgets in 
Europe every day. As a result, the youth of the future are being robbed 
from the outset of their development prospects because their earnings can 
no longer be realistic. As the budgets which are associated with the Fiscal 
Pact are now already borrowing money from today’s 40 to 50-year-olds, 
these people have little prospect of real pensions. 

This is how youth and old-age poverty is created. This development can 
only be stopped by an immediate currency devaluation because of the 
packages closed by the Euro countries. 
Poverty in old age 

Pension entitlements under the statutory social security system (German 
pension insurance) are suffering not only for demographic reasons, but 
also in terms of government interventions, such as the imposition of non-
insurance benefits in the past. In addition, there is the loss of purchasing 
power as a result of the non-adjustment of the statutory pension or 
compensation that has not been adjusted to inflation. For this reason alone, 
the state pension is diminishing in size significantly from year to year. 

As a result of the printing of money by the ECB in order to keep the Euro 
on the market and, for example, support Greece’s banks, the key interest 
rate was lowered to 0.5%. This causes the real value of money to decrease 
and the inflation rate (currently at 1.9%) to rise. Savings and investments 
are worth less as a consequence, depending on how much inflation 
increases and interest rates fall. The returns on investment of both private 
and public pension schemes (for example, Riester pensions) also decline in 
this way. The pension from the age of 69 called for recently by Michael 
Hüther, the head of the employer-related Institute of the German Economy 
(IW), might therefore become a reality. 
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The same applies to the pension insurance benefits of the private pension 
insurance companies, such as life insurance companies, whether in the 
form of public limited companies or mutual insurance associations. The 
non-guaranteed surpluses of the revenues (from investments), which have 
declined in recent years and which are above the legally guaranteed 
discount interest rate, are diminishing. This is also reducing the non-
guaranteed surpluses and even the guaranteed discount interest rate, which 
for commercial life insurance companies has been 3% and for mutual 
insurance associations 3.5%, to lower values (from 1st January 2012 to 
1.75% for the life insurance companies). The lower the guaranteed interest 
rate, the higher the contributions which have to be paid for such contracts. 
Currently, everything revolves around the question of the pensions paid 
for existing pension beneficiaries from private pension insurances. The 
non-guaranteed surplus shares are becoming smaller, insofar as they have 
been used for pension payments and are not converted former endowment 
policies, for which guaranteed surpluses were paid out in a lump sum. An 
important factor here is that existing contracts are subject to higher interest 
rates, despite the low interest levels generated currently and in the future. 

Restrictions can be expected for everyone who receives a pension from a 
private scheme. On the other hand, losses may result from market value 
declines related to balance sheet receivables or the assets on the balance 
sheets of the life insurers in various forms. 

If the Euro were to crash, all deposits would immediately drop in value. 
Some would be worthless, while others would retain a small value. It 
would certainly not be possible to live off them. 

The more countries in which life insurance companies are involved in 
government bonds move closer to default levels due to the low rating 
agency classifications for countries, the greater is the risk for each private 
life insurance annuity. 

The ECB itself saw this danger when the Federal Government targeted the 
hard rescheduling of Greek debt. In this case, the ECB would have had to 
write off enormous market values due to the fact that it held ailing Greek 
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government bonds, which also affected German banks as a result. This 
was the reason why an agreement was reached between France and 
Germany to the effect that easier debt restructuring should take place, for 
example by extending the terms and improving the interest rates - also 
with private investors, especially the banks on a voluntary basis (which is 
actually prohibited state funding). 

This would serve the interests of the banks and extend political survival. If 
the voluntary nature of the deal were violated, a change to the rating and 
market value declines would have to be expected for the bonds. The 
banks would lose money, which of course they do not want; the ratings of 
the agencies would be affected in such a way that Greek papers (or Italian, 
German, French, etc.) would be null and void. Greece would then be 
bankrupt, which is prevented, although this would be the only way to 
salvation. If Greece’s debts were eliminated in this way, the country would 
suddenly be solvent, because the debts which had previously been 
crushing the country would no longer exist. They would finally have the 
value that they had and not the one given to them by the rating agencies. 
The Euro crisis is primarily a failure for countries that depend on these 
countries and who receive their monthly income from the state into whose 
coffers they have paid in. No matter what the banks, politicians or those 
responsible decide, no pensioner will be able to maintain his or her 
existence at the current level. 

Job cuts and job losses 

Instead of politicians attempting to find a reasonable and quick solution to 
the Euro crisis, debts continue to be replaced by debts. This affects all 
areas of life. During periods in which companies save on the wages of 
their workers, who on top of that then have to accept a reduction in their 
pension rights due to the rescue measures, the next step on the way to the 
social basement is the step towards job cuts and job losses. Because even 
if Germany’s economy is currently in the best position of all: the losses in 
the social systems, the losses due to Target II claims and unrecovered 
production performance can no longer be borne by Germany either. 
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Plans for the expropriation of the citizen 

Money is always available. That is the advantage of the money business. It 
is an art to make more money from that which is already available and 
convert it into assets which are not money. What sounds complicated is 
the bread-and-butter business of brokers and money dealers, whose main 
target is savings and who juggle with fantastic returns on investment in 
order to relieve the investor as painlessly as possible of his money. 
However, savings are not only the targets of the banks; in times when the 
financial market is the market of the state, savings are also what the 
government is after in order to end the Euro crisis, for example - at least 
that is the official reason. 

This intention, however, is as cryptic as the fabulous but never fulfilled 
returns on investment of the financial brokers (snowball system) and 
bankers, but it has the same goal: to relieve the citizen of his money. In 
this case, the state lags behind. It cannot entice a citizen to simply hand 
over his money without any value in return. Chancellor Merkel would be 
reluctant to write a letter in which she begged her fellow citizens to throw 
their money on the streets in order that the Euro, which was of no 
importance to the citizens, could be saved. The citizen can live without the 
Euro; especially as it is a currency which loses value every day and has 
long been beyond rescue. 

Citizens do not need money per se. They are not even reliant on it. It is 
suggested to them that they need it and it is suggested to them that they are 
reliant on it. This is the basis of the principle of the swindle known as the 
redistribution of money, which always takes place from the bottom to the 
top. The citizen who earns, saves, invests is giving away his money to 
those at the top, where it is burned for the purposes of the dreams of the 
bankers and the addictions of the few. In times of crisis, such as that of the 
Euro, the state is the bank. One small consolation in this may be that the 
state has to come up with something in order to get at the money of its 
citizens. 

The latest trick in this crisis is that the key interest rate has been reduced in 
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many steps to its current level of just above zero percent (0.25%) by the 
ECB, mainly in order to help the politicians of the nation-states replace the 
high national debt interest rates with lower rates, while savers receive 
returns on investment to the same extent which are worth less. This 
renunciation of returns on investment by means of the internal offsetting 
of the share which savers have to forego helps to reduce the public debt of 
the country concerned. 
Politicians and banks (and the ECB) share the task of relieving the citizen of 

his money. This is one reason why the credit wishes of bankrupt countries are 

able to be structured in a more favourable manner. In this way, countries such 

as Ireland or Spain suddenly renounce rescue package funds. Ailing countries 

no longer have the bad reputation of being bankrupt, even though nothing has 

changed with respect to the bankruptcy of the state. 

Inflation is combated by increasing key interest rates. However, the ECB has 

used up all of the options available to it and is now no longer in a position to 

increase the key interest rate because this would mean the immediate 

bankruptcy of the countries referred to (plus high debt interest rates for the 

respective national budget). The negative interest rate as the only way open to 

the ECB to get banks to continue to provide loans on favourable terms in order 

to stimulate the economy and - in the event that this does not happen - impose 

charges on banks for parking their funds with the ECB in the form of penalty 

interest (minus interest). 

This approach belongs to the category of the wrong way to rescue the Euro; 

another plan is to do away with cash or impose duties on citizens1 savings. 

Both plans require that the amount of cash actually available or the assets of 

the citizens are known. The corresponding information could be obtained from 

the banking sector - this would then be possible entirely without the consent of 

the citizen, i.e. without any effort on the part of politicians. 

With this information alone, the bankrupt country of Germany, for example, 

can provide security against new loans to continue the touching up of the 

rescue process. In this respect, both possibilities appear feasible, but would not 

be in line with the previous behaviour of the money henchmen, because if 
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possible they want to continue poaching unhindered in the legal vacuum and 

want the cash flow to be maintained. The money is supposed to disappear into 

the pockets of the state and the banks - the citizen is not supposed to be aware 

of this, and above all is not supposed to put up any resistance. Up to now 
this has been done mainly by means of the description and trade in junk 
securities; but this source has now dried up, so that new sources are being 
tapped which are associated with risks, above all the risk of resistance. 

In order to be able to impose duties, a legal basis would have to be created. 
Either on the part of the EU, which Germany would then wave through 
without the blessing of the popular representatives so that Germany's 
rights could be circumvented, or by a corresponding government decree, 
which would apply in the event of an emergency. This would mean that 
the Merkel government would have to issue an official comment on the 
actual state of the crisis, which is something the Chancellor is reluctant to 
do; it would also mean that the money would only flow once. This would 
be a drop in the bucket and would necessarily lead to the situation where 
emergency on top of emergency would repeatedly have to be justified in 
order for money to flow permanently; however, this would increase the 
resentment of the citizen. This is something that Angela Merkel does not 
want, with the consequence that she has so far not adopted this manner of 
working. 

Abolishing cash would currently also meet with resistance. The Germans, 
who found it difficult to say goodbye to the Deutschmark and have not 
made friends with the expensive Euro, would probably have little desire 
not to be allowed to hold any cash in their hands any longer. Moreover, it 
cannot be expected that in the pension state of Germany there is sufficient 
knowledge among all classes of society to maintain an online account and 
thereby cede complete control and power over the money of the citizens to 
the banks. 

By means of the negative interest rate and low inflation, the young and old 
alike will not even notice how little their money is worth, and it is still 
possible to quietly go on reaping the benefits of good earnings due to the 
decline in the value of the same. The loss of purchasing power is the target 
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of the Merkel government (and not just hers, but those of all Euro 
countries) if she wants to continue to prevent the crash of the Euro. Money 
comes from this source; this source is almost a secret. It is more in line 
with the actions of a German Chancellor and an ECB which considers 
itself to be a kind of government. 

The negative interest rate has another advantage. Together with inflation, 
it ensures the devaluation of the currency; however, inflation does not 
have to rise. This in turn has a nice effect in political manifestos and 
propaganda speeches, as well as having a good impact on the economy, 
which politicians exploit according to their intentions. This applies to 
Germany, but above all the Euro countries, which means that the ECB 
gives thought to such plans. 

After several years of crisis, what the ECB thinks about has long been 
decided. It will not be long before these ideas are imposed upon all Eu-
ropeans. The expropriation of savers will come if the governments of the 
Euro countries stick to their supposed rescue of the Euro, as well as to 
their plans to monitor banking transactions throughout Europe, i ncluding 
the new IBAN (International Bank Account Numbers), which will also 
apply to domestic transfers from 1st February 2014. 

The European Parliament approved the corresponding EU Regulation on 
the implementation of the Single Euro Payments Area (SEPA) with a large 
majority, even though the SWIFT agreement turned out to be a flop and 
scant attention was paid to the necessary controls on data protection. The 
EU expects banks (and consumers) to make cost savings worth millions 
because transfer charges will disappear. 

That was probably the real reason to standardise money transfers. If there 
is also information about purchasing behaviour, account transactions and 
turnover which could benefit the EU, then it is questionable to what extent 
the EU Parliament to be elected in May 2014 is really in the picture, and 
with which provisions it will be supported by which parties. 
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The new "tithe" 

After it had been announced in early November 2013 that industry was 
finally coming out of the recession in small steps, it achieved this mainly 
by making workers redundant and not refilling the vacancies. 

This mainly affected the countries of Germany, Italy, Greece and Spain. 
The press even went as far as to report: the crisis is being attenuated, as 
has also been observed since the beginning of November 2013. This 
attenuation is even supposed to go so far that countries such as Ireland or 
Spain want to renounce their rescue package funds. However, it remains 
only a matter of time until these countries will again be clutching at the 
coattails of the International Monetary Fund in order to obtain 
appropriations for their budgets. 

The basis for the supposedly good news was the so-called Purchasing 
Managers’ Index (PMI), which produces reports for individual countries - 
therefore also for Germany and the Euro countries. The PMI is modelled 
on the US Purchasing Managers’ Index (PMI). 

For the survey in the Euro countries, approximately 3,000 industrial 
companies are surveyed, for example in Germany, France, Italy, Spain, the 
Netherlands, Austria, Ireland and Greece. The bosses have to assess assets 
such as production, receipts of order, employment, delivery times and 
inventories, and award them points. The number 50 plays a decisive role - 
a mark of 50 is considered neutral, a value of more than 50 represents an 
increase and a value of less than 50 stands for declining industrial 
production. The greater the deviation from 50 points, the greater the 
change. 

In October 2012 the level of the Purchasing Managers’ Index in the 
Eurozone stood at 45.4 points; in October 2013 it was 51.3 points 
(http://www.markiteconomics.com/Survey/PressRelease.mvc/ 
a6fd345394324beebb4f1dad033893bd). 
For the collection of this data in Germany, 500 Purchasing Managers or 

Managing Directors from manufacturing industry are selected (representative 
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of the German economy according to industry, size, region). The index is 

derived from the variables of performance, receipts of order, employment, 

delivery times and raw material stocks. The figure 50 also applies to this 

survey, showing to what extent the business of manufacturing industry has 

developed compared to the previous month; values below 50 indicate a 

contraction of performance; levels above 50 signal growth. The greater the 

deviation from 50 points, the greater the change. A value of 50 means no 

change over the previous month. In October 2012 the PMI in Germany 

reached 46 points; in October 2013 it stood at 51.9 points. 

A similar survey model is the Business Climate Index, which is published by 

the Ifo Institute. In this, 7,000 companies are surveyed (main construction 

industry, wholesale trade, retail trade). The Ifo Business Climate determines 

the current business situation in the companies and assesses the expectations 

for the next six months. The situation can be rated as “good”, “satisfactory” or 

“poor”; the business expectations for the next six months can be considered 

“more favourable”, “unchanged” or “less favourable”. The balance value of 

the current business situation is the difference between the percentage shares 

of the “good” and “poor” responses; the balance value of the expectations is 

the difference between the percentage shares of the “more favourable” and 

“less favourable” responses. 

The business climate is a mean value calculated from the balances of the 

business situation and the expectations. In order to calculate the index values, 

the transformed balances are all normalised to the average of the year 2005. 

For the years 1991 to 2013 the value fluctuated between 106.80 and 106.60 

(which indicates stagnation). Over the years the value fell below 90 points or 

hovered between just over 90 and 100 points. 

It is a fundamental flaw to want to deduce an improvement in the economic 

situation in Europe from these values. The biggest mistake is that it is the 

managers who assess their company. It would be possible to draw an accurate 

conclusion of the situation if independent auditors determined the data and 

were given permission to inspect the accounts and business management from 

the above-mentioned aspects, as well as other papers. 
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It is still the case that companies have too few orders due to the crisis and are 

not selling enough of their products or are getting too little money for their 

services to put them in a position to recruit more employees. The economic 

situation allows temporary employees to be recruited or the hiring of student 

assistants or schoolchildren, although these can expect little or no money for 

their work. 

From these figures it can be seen that the labour market has not yet recovered 

and that the Euro is being rescued by means of inflation and price increases, as 

well as through the payments of investors and savers, among whom it is also 

possible to include pensioners. 

To this purpose it is above all important to bear in mind that the economic 

situation of a debt-ridden Europe and a bankrupt Germany is not reflected in 

the balance sheets of the companies, but rather that the position of the state 

depends exclusively on the national budget, which in the case of Germany is 

indebted to the tune of € 15,000 billion (implicitly and explicitly). This level 

of indebtedness cannot be made up for by prudent economic management. An 

additional factor is that all Euro countries are bankrupt. 

In order to get hold of the money which the debt union would require in order 

to counter the indebtedness of the states (not the economy), the International 

Monetary Fund has thought up a plan (http://www.imf.org/ 

external/pubs/ft/fm/2013/02/fmindex.htm; Box 6 on p. 49) which states: the 

imposition of a levy of 10%. This would affect all owners of savings, 

securities and real estate. The IMF points out that this would be a one-time 

levy. 

The report mentions the debts which skyrocketed in the years from 2007 on. In 

this respect it can be assumed that the IMF does not publish 

any country reports (which was standard practice until 2006, i.e. before the 
Lehman crash) and will perhaps publish manipulated figures in April 2014 
in order not to spread the malaise of the crisis among the peoples of 
Europe. The IMF has announced that the public debt ratio of the debt 
union will reach unprecedented heights in 2014, namely a value of 110% 
of gross domestic product (GDP). Therefore, the crisis has not improved; 
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it has risen by around 35 percentage points since the beginning. The Euro 
countries are sitting on debts of more than 90% of GDP. The imposition of 
the “10% tithe” could return the debt levels to those of 2007. 

This would help the supposed Euro rescuers, who in this way would 
present themselves with the gift of a sort of second round. The IMF sub-
stantiates this “tithe”, which also applied to the clergy during the Middle 
Ages, by stating that after the world wars it was standard practice to use 
capital levies to repay debts. 

Despite all of the ideas on how to stem the crisis (the IMF presents some 
of them in the report, including a tax on the rich), the following still ap-
plies: there will have to be some plan or other for expropriation. The 
economy may have changed, but nothing has improved; the Euro countries 
are bankrupt, and the rescue measures are making the situation worse. 

Soon no more cash 

It has recently been said that cash is to be abolished. This is supposed to 
be the situation in Sweden already. In Sweden of all places, which was 
considered to be financially stable. Now it might be hoped that the time 
without cash would be a good time, but this is not the case, and this is due 
to the difference between the values of deposits, assets and money. 

So-called deposits are amounts of money which are placed in trust with 
and stored by the bank. Today the bank entices us to increase our deposits, 
much to the benefit of the bank. The game goes like this: if someone pays 
money into his account, he is issuing the bank with a loan. Coins and notes 
are turned into forms, so-called receivables. These are not considered to be 
means of payment, but are third-party capital for the bank, a loan; if the 
money that is in the account is taken out, the bank pays back the loan with 
interest. This is less than 2%; however, it could be between 4 and 8% if 
the bank were not interested in enriching itself from the loans it has been 
granted. The state also earns from this. 



The effects of the Euro crisis

164

 

 

Balances in accounts cannot be so-called in rem property. Coins and notes 
have been converted into forms. They are real, but the amount of money is 
not. The assets are property, but also abstract, taking the form of a fund 
(shares, bonds, raw materials, real estate, etc.). These values do not appear 
on the balance sheets of the investment companies or custodian banks, nor 
do they appear on the bank’s balance sheet. Excepted from this are the 
bonds issued by the respective bank. These are actual assets. 

This is where the fun stops with respect to money; this is also the case in 
the state banking system, because the Bundesbank Act states: 

Section 14 para. 1 “Without prejudice to Article 128 para. 1 of the Treaty on the 

Functioning of the European Union, the German Federal Bank (Bundesbank) has 

the exclusive right to issue banknotes within the scope of this Act. Banknotes 

denominated in Euros are the only unlimited form of legal tender. The German 

Bundesbank has to publicly announce the denominations and the distinctive 

features of the notes it issues.” 

Para. 2 “The German Federal Bank may, without prejudice to Article 128 para. 1 

of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union, call in notes for 

collection. Notes that have been called in become invalid after the expiry of the 

exchange period specified when the call-in is announced” 

Accordingly, only Euro banknotes are considered to be money; old 
Deutschmark notes or toy money from the shops children play with are 
not. If cash is abolished, each payment will pass through an account in a 
manner which can be controlled or traced similar to credit cards. This 
releases the citizen from his money, because the state can intervene in this 
asset balance sheet and reduce or increase the current assets. 

This would certainly provide the ECB, for example, with unrestricted 
access to the accounts of German citizens in order to compensate for 
bottlenecks in Europe, for example. This universal power of attorney, 
which every German citizen would agree to with the abolition of cash, 
admittedly without ever having voted on it, would again mean the end of 
the coveted democracy in Europe before it had been realised by the co-
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determination of the people (the peoples). 

Bank balance sheets could be adapted to party-political ambitions, and 
those in charge would put their hands in the pockets of the citizen in order 
to compensate for any failures. The sell-out of the citizen would also go 
hand-in-hand with the transparent account, since all transactions could be 
traced and would be capable of being collected. 

The credit card provider Master Card wants to turn the transaction data of 
its customers into money; the retention of stored data is followed by 
transaction data storage. Other credit card providers would follow suit and 
join in the supervisory nonsense. Politicians and the press would then have 
the task of dressing up this chess move and would, as always, drag down 
the safety and welfare of the people, as the mighty cannot apparently cope 
without such controls. If marketing people collect and evaluate this data, 
and it becomes apparent which purchases cannot be resisted and how the 
sales figures of each and every company can be increased, then the state 
must also be involved in this. The citizen pays twice - once because he is 
forced to, and once because he cannot help himself. 

Behind this action there is fear - the fear of the politicians that the bank-
ruptcies of the Euro countries will become public knowledge, that the 
common people will withdraw all of their money from the banks and - 
when they start hiding it under the mattress again - that the state will fall 
by the wayside. The citizen can pay for rolls (it does not matter what with; 
if necessary even the unpopular Schiller edition which took up so much 
space on the shelf will be sold at a loss); the state will go bankrupt because 
it cannot operate the economy and depends on the money of its citizens 
(and of high finance, which is obsessed by profit). Because of their greed, 
the banks have turned the money and all of the assets into promissory 
notes. This is the basis for the bankruptcy of the states, and the well-
trained and watched-over citizen goes along with it all - what else can he 
do anyway, if he wants to keep a little of his hard earned money?
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Bankrupt Germany 

Since the time Cyprus suffered financial ruin it has been clear what pro-
cedure will be adopted in the future if a state goes bankrupt. Although 
Merkel’s government has confirmed on several occasions how safe our 
money is in the event of state bankruptcy (for the first time upon the 
outbreak of the financial crisis in 2008, the second time on 15th/16th De-
cember 2010 in connection with the Euro summit on new rescue package 
decisions, then at the Euro summit on 21st July 2011, and finally in the 
“Bild” newspaper on 19th April 2013), even though this statement is not 
legally binding, especially as such a guarantee would first have had to 
become law and approved by the Bundestag to become valid. In addition, 
Merkel did not define which savings are safe and which are threatened. It 
can therefore be assumed that the guarantee was aimed at inspiring trust in 
politicians and meant that savers left their money in the account where it 
had always been - so it would be available to the state if the worst came to 
the worst. 

If there is a crash, the important aspect is the value of the money which 
remains after the deduction of all associated costs. The rate at which the 
money is then traded affects everyone who has to do with money, 
including savers, investors, those hoping for returns on investment and the 
deposit insurance funds with their assets - the complement of the full 
deposit before the crash is guaranteed; however, as there is no basis 
available for it, this only represents a private guarantee which no Chan-
cellor and no state can fulfil. Accordingly, each account is affected, no 
matter whether it is very full, only a little full or empty. All monetary 
amounts are subordinated to the value in the same way that the 
Deutschmark was only worth half of its previous value after the intro-
duction of the Euro. Unfortunately, after the crash of the Euro, the rate is 
hardly likely to be set at half, but much lower. 

It will not be possible to achieve a solution in this matter by legal means. 
Unless it is one like that in the case of “Your pension is safe”, as Norbert 
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Blum once said. The publisher Axel Springer went to court to lodge his 
objection to this blanket statement, and was satisfied with the verdict 
arrived at by the judge: the statement is valid in principle, even if the 
pension were to be just one Euro. This would also be the case with the 
Chancellor’s guarantees. 

No matter which currency comes along or what it is called, it will only be 
worth a fraction of this value due to the stubborn misguided policy of the 
current heads of Europe. Not only that: the current Euro policy aims to 
lead the Euro out of the crisis so that it is stronger than before. This was 
stated by Angela Merkel in the “Bild” newspaper. However, this is 
impossible. The purchasing power of the Euro has declined. The Euro is 
backed by illegal gold purchases. It is therefore schizophrenic when 
Angela Merkel says that prosperity based on credit must end. 

Prosperity has long since come to an end. Poverty is increasing in all Eu-
ropean countries. When Angela Merkel refers to prosperity based on 
credit, she probably means the credit-financed national budgets of the last 
(at least) five years. For party-political considerations and in order to stay 
in power, the Merkel government has accumulated more debt than at any 
other time in the history of Germany, making the budgets suitable for the 
Fiscal Pact through the use of tricks on the balance sheets and saddling the 
taxpayer with costs which are not affordable. 

The statement that prosperity based on credit is over should apply to Mrs 
Merkel in particular, because it is she who demonstrates every day how 
keen she is to remain the First Lady, enjoying all of the associated 
benefits, which also go beyond a term of office. It is thanks to her that the 
flight of capital has been prevented throughout all phases of the crisis - 
which on several occasions could have led to a crash in Germany - by 
means of lies and manipulation of the press. 

The Federal Republic of Germany therefore finds itself in a similar 
situation to the GDR in the last few years of its existence. Internal analy-
ses of the SED have shown that living standards would have had to be 
reduced by one third to prevent the debt collapse. Head of State Erich 
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Honecker refused to introduce corresponding reforms. In the end, the 
debts of the GDR were absorbed by reunification. 

Who will cough up for the debts of today’s Germany remains question-
able. The public sector would scarcely be able to pay back all of the debts 
over a period of 200 years; in order to close the sustainability gap of the 
German budget, one third of the German budget would have to be saved 
permanently. Another route would be through bankruptcy law, i.e. the 
debt haircut and currency reform, because Germany is bankrupt. 

... going once 

The assets of the Germans which are stored at the Deutsche Bundesbank 
currently amount to € 4,992 billion. The balance sheet volume consists of 
stocks of gold, which are stored in Germany, USA, France and the United 
Kingdom, as well as receivables from the European Central Bank (ECB), 
receivables from goods clearing transactions with the national central 
banks of other EMU countries (Target II), which at the same time are 
obligations of the ECB towards the Deutsche Bundesbank. 

These target II claims are high-risk because the banks and central banks 
have to cough up for the purchasers, instead of these paying for services 
or goods delivered. In addition, junk securities are traded as normal papers 
because the ratings are too high. In this way, investors are being cheated. 

The ECB holds junk securities for ailing government bonds, which it 
buys, as well as ailing customer receivables relating to invoice trans-
actions for goods with the national central banks as claims which are 
ultimately not guaranteed against default. Therefore, these claims can be 
written off directly by means of direct offsetting. 
This also applies to the German Bundesbank, which is also sitting on 

enormous quantities of worthless claims - and in exactly the same way as the 

ECB does not form any risk provisions. In this case, German industrial 

companies would have to create risk provisions to set against the receivables 

of the banks. However, nothing of the sort happens. This is why the Deutsche 
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Bundesbank is bankrupt - and therefore Germany as well. 

... going twice 

Like a player who has been treated badly, Germany is bankrupt for a second 

time, namely because interest rates have been lowered (especially due to the 

debts), instead of being increased to prevent repression. The fact that these 

interest rate reductions have been performed, although they should have risen 

because of the support provided, proves that the central banks are not 

independent. Politicians intervened to prevent repression, which in the inverse 

relationship the market would not only have kept the same, but would have 

increased. 

The result is that interest from the perspective of savers and investors is very 

low, so that they buy. Government bonds, which are supposed to guarantee 

safety, are worth nothing. Financial repression brings savers more tax to the 

level of the renunciation that they suffer due to the failure to receive interest 

for risky securities which are said by the ratings to be a good buy. 

Except that - in this way - investments are reduced by a second route, i.e. by 

an interest rate reduction for savings and assets in the case of government 

bonds. In relation to the national debt, the interest for the national debt is 

reduced, so that instead of interest of between € 140 billion and € 150 billion 

per year, only € 31,000 billion per year is declared in the federal budget. 

The amount arises prior to the reduction in the key interest rate (concerted by 

a split economic policy) of the nation states of the European Monetary Union 

(EMU) together in the interdependent network with 

the European Central Bank (ECB) - taking into account the requirement in 
the case of mixed interest for the previous demands of the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF) from the risk interest rates of all EMU countries for 
the case of Euro bonds, required between 5.5 and 6 per cent. The other 
amount of € 31 billion is the one set as a target by the Financial Agency in 
Frankfurt for Germany, however, taking into account the aforementioned 
concerted reduction in interest after the reduction in the key interest rate 
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by financial repression for all savers and investors and purchasers of 
government bonds. The citizens receive too little, and with the too little 
that they receive, the state virtually pays less interest on its debts. 

However, what is overlooked is that this controllability does not cause the 
national debt to fall, but instead increased dramatically, as the lower key 
interest rate - just as the resulting reduction in the guaranteed interest rate 
for life insurance companies specifically causes the required actuarial 
reserve liabilities to be reported in the balance sheets to rise - drastically 
increases once more the already excessive total indebtedness situation 
(explicitly and implicitly) in the nation states. 

One aspect which has been particularly stressed by the party politicians 
and the press is that for this reason, some bankrupt states occasionally no 
longer need bailout funds because as a result of this concerted trick of the 
states within the network of the governments of the nation states with the 
committees of the European Central bank (ECB), they are suddenly 
offered more favourable interest rates for the capital they borrow on the 
financial markets. That is, their debts are subject to a lower interest rate if 
they now take up funds on the financial markets under the lower interest 
conditions after the reductions in the key interest rate. 

But that does not change anything whatsoever with respect to the bank-
ruptcy situation. The bankruptcy situation is only made to look better. The 
level of indebtedness does not decrease as a result, at best the interest rate, 
although this is consciously controlled down to this slightly lower level. 
This means that it appears that it can be claimed that no bailout funds are 
currently needed. On the other hand, it has to be expected that these 
bailout funds will have to be made use of again. Such outward 
manipulation to make the situation of such bankrupt states look better is 
not in the interests of the citizens because this again only represents a 
cover-up; the citizens then assume that the bankruptcy situation in and of 
itself is suddenly not as unfavourable as it before, even though it is. 

Within the framework of market economy events, and taking into account 
accepted accounting principles, this practice is not tenable and would have 
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to mean that interest rates would rise. However, since interest on implicit 
state debts is only incorporated into the calculations with respect to the 
present value in order to determine the shortfalls, i.e. the underfunding - 
meaning the implicit indebtedness - it only increases the computational 
implicit debts, although the interest does not appear as interest that has 
actually been paid in the budget because it does not have to be paid, but 
only increases the debts themselves. The actual interest burden in the state 
budget is not affected by this, as a result of which the extent of the 
bankruptcy is obscured, which is already being delayed anyway at the 
expense of the citizens, who have to cough up for the costs of the delay in 
the insolvency by means of credit guarantees and the resulting liability 
debts if one of the bankrupt countries to which the liability relates 
becomes insolvent. If the interest rates rose, Germany would not be able 
to cope with this and the credit-burdened state budget would collapse - or 
as a result of the costs of the insolvency delay, which have been accruing 
for many years, and which reduce the value not only of the Euro currency, 
but also the returns on investment of government-funded pensions or 
insurances. This is used by the state to pay its credit costs. Unnoticed by 
the people, the politicians are gambling with the assets of the Germans, 
and gambling them away by playing games with numbers. 

... sold! 

Up to now, the following politicians’ slogan has applied in Germany: 
Germany is doing well. But this is no longer the case, especially since the 
first bailout package for Greece, because the Germans have committed 

themselves to more and more new rescue measures consisting of credit and 

other guarantees, as well as payments. The next tranche for Greece has been 

called for. The Merkel II cabinet consisting of the CDU/CSU/ FDP, but also 

the SPD, voted in favour of the payment of the amount to save Greek banks. 

The debt haircut - which is actually long overdue - was again rejected by the 

government and SPD, thus making the rescue more expensive - at the expense 

of the German citizen. 

So far Germany has paid sureties into rescue programmes for Greece, 
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Portugal and Ireland totalling € 73 billion (Federal Ministry of Finance). € 60 

billion of this will be used by 2015 to rescue the Hellenic banks. Up to now 

Germany has provided guarantees for about half of this amount. For the 

German taxpayer the money is incurred as a loss if bailouts fail and countries 

such as Greece or Cyprus can no longer service their loans. 

If it is possible for indebted states such as Greece or Cyprus to comply with 

their savings goals and repay loans, then the previous bailouts would even be 

a good deal for Germany. Because the Federal Government can currently 

borrow the money for interest rates near to zero on the markets. But this must 

remain a fantasy and a game of playing with numbers, which the government 

nevertheless appears to believe in, because since the first aid package for 

Greece, Germany has committed itself to more and more new rescue 

measures. The German share of the combined rescue packages of the ESM 

and EFSF, which can hand out up to € 700 billion in loans, is a maximum of € 

280 billion, made up of the German share of € 190 billion in guarantees for 

the ESM and approx. € 90 billion, for which the Federal Government has to 

stand surety for the emergency loans of the EFSF. Additionally, Germany also 

has a share of € 15 billion in the contributions of the International Monetary 

Fund (IMF). 

To say that Germany is doing well and has not paid very much so far is 

wrong, because the Federal Government also had to provide cash for the ESM 

in 2012, and will have to do so again in 2014. Add to this the costs of bailing 

out the German banks, which are also in debt. Since 2008 the level of debt of 

the banks has risen by € 200 billion - how much of this will have to be borne 

by the taxpayer is unclear, although it is certain that the taxpayer will have to 

pay for the mismanagement of the banks; he pays more according to the 

degree to which the debt crisis in Europe becomes more acute, which then 

presses down directly on the mountains of debt of the country’s banks. 

Since the beginning of the crisis in 2007 triggered by the Lehman crash, 

Germany has paid the following amounts to rescue the Euro: 

• EFSM bailout fund: 60 billion, the German share is € 12 billion; 

• Rescue package for Greece (IMF and EU): Greece received € 110 
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billion from the first - sixth bailout fund; € 24 billion of which came 

from Germany; 

• Deposit Protection Fund: according to an estimate of the Citigroup 

(http://www.handelsblatt.com/finanzen/boerse-maerkte/anleihen/ euro-

krise-hollande-zoegert-das-ist-das-problem/7067700-3.html), the 

Deposit Protection Fund called for by the EU Commission would have 

to have a volume of € 197 billion. The German share then would be a 

maximum of € 55 billion; 

• Bond purchases by the ECB: the ECB bought bonds of the Euro 

countries which were heading towards a crisis for € 209 billion; 

Germany’s share is € 57 billion (more than a quarter); 

• IMF contribution to the rescue packages: the International Monetary 

Fund paid € 250 billion for the rescue packages; the German share was 

€ 15 billion; 

• ESM: the permanent rescue package has € 700 billion; Germany’s 

share is € 190 billion; 

• Sureties in the EFSF bailout fund: the bailout fund provides guarantees 

with € 780 billion; Germany alone with € 253 billion; 

• Target liabilities: the Target liabilities within the ECB clearing system 

are at a level of € 818 billion; the German share of this is € 349 billion. 

All of these payments are not included in the budgets of the corresponding 

years, even though they were taken from the ongoing budgets and refunded 

via loans. The majority of these payments continue to have an effect even if 

coming budgets in Germany can only be consolidated again because the 

payments have deliberately not been included in the budget. They would 

immediately break the deficit limits and Germany would once again be 

bankrupt. Or Germany’s Finance Minister does indeed increase taxes in order 

to achieve his plan to balance the budget by 2014. The draft of the “Law on 

the Establishment of the Federal Budget Plan for the 2014 Financial Year” 

provides for new borrowing to be limited. This is to be achieved by issuing 

fewer German bonds. The draft bill states: 

“According to Article 115 of the Basic Law (GG) in the version amended by 

Article No. 6 of the Law on the Amendment of the Basic Law of 29th July 

2009 (Federal Law Gazette I p. 2248), the budget is to be equalised without 
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any revenue from loans. Any new structural borrowing of the Federal 

Government is then allowed only up to an amount of 0.35% of gross domestic 

product (GDP).” 

The Minister of Finance would be allowed to borrow € 34 billion in loans 

(net). Compared with the election gifts of € 30 billion which Angela Merkel 

promised, and for which she would also have to borrow, it can be expected 

that Germany will grind to a standstill. Or taxes will be increased or 

expropriations will become possible. The gifts of the politicians, as before 

elections, remain empty promises. They would have to be paid for by the 

recipients of the gifts anyway - the citizens - at the expense of the revenues 

and government support. 

The following applies to both the rescue of the state and the associated bank 

rescue: it will be all the more expensive the more Euro states carry out debt 

haircuts or even leave the Monetary Union. The most expensive outcome 

would be an end to the Euro - then the sureties might be completely lost. As a 

result, Germany would be bankrupt; Europe as well. But it is even more 

expensive to continuously delay insolvency. The supposed Euro rescue will 

not save the Euro, but will only postpone the crash - with the consequence 

that no stable monetary reform will ever be possible - only an uncontrolled 

crash with devastating consequences for the state, economy, people - and 

above all the poor. 
Obituary of a flagging country 

The most important obligation of politicians is the control of power. 
Business, banks, the church, institutions and politicians have to be sup-
ported by a framework which defines how democracy is to be carried out, 
controlled on the basis of a democratic society with a socio-compli- ant 
economy. Such a framework setting is the Constitution, which must above 
all provide for the co-determination of the people. 

After the Second World War, leaders of state and elected governments 
had the opportunity, and also the task, to organise the new order of the 
state for the benefit of all Germans. The financial asset situation, but also 
the distribution of real estate assets, would tend to indicate that a 
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framework serving the people was not intended. The Basic Law came 
about under mysterious circumstances. It served the interests of 7.5 to 
10% of the population who represent high finance and business. 

Of the total German financial assets amounting to € 5,000 billion, they 
already possess between 90 and 92.5% (€ 4.5 - 4.7 trillion). 90 to 92 per 
cent of Germans (also taking into account all pensioners, recipients of 
benefits and other forms of state support) have a share of the financial 
assets of between € 300 and 500 billion. 

Slightly more than 70 million citizens of Germany contrast with a share of 
10 million people who are considered to be the financially strong 
population, as well as dictators. This small section of the population 
controls and directs the fate of the larger portion, albeit not in the interests 
of the latter, but in their own interests. 

The consequence of this is that German society can at best be said to be in 
conformity with the market, although it should be structured according to 
the Basic Law in such a way that the economy is in conformity with 
society. The Basic Law is unconstitutional, as it were, because although it 
specifies the framework for state order and state power, it nevertheless 
excluded any co-determination of the people from the very beginning and 
legitimised itself by elections, although in the final analysis these are not 
to be considered to be confirmation of the Constitution. 

The party and economic policy clique created a framework for action for 
itself that abused the people that it was actually supposed to serve in order 
to ensure that they had to pay for bad financial decisions in particular. 
This includes the establishment of the cost-allocation system of the 
statutory welfare systems (statutory health insurance and German pension 
insurance), as well as in recent times the bank bailout during the Euro 
crisis, the costs of which (including the costs caused by the insolvency 
delay) will have to be borne by generations of taxpayers. 

Capitalism, which would have been suitable as a social system if it had 
been controlled and not only subordinated to profitable interests, could 
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have been a good foundation for all Germans with the appropriate par-
ticipation of employees and in conjunction with commercially reasonable 
business practices. The difficulties caused by the fact that only the so-
called rich were supported, with politicians benefiting from this and 
dictatorially enforcing anything that serve the purposes of profit, worked 
contrary to the welfare of the people. All oaths of office are there fore lies. 

The system of the profit economists - in tow with party politicians, banks, 
the press, church, jurisprudence - also overreached itself. Credit-financed 
growth, which was kept alive by loans, was replaced by actual economic 
growth. The profits that arose out of these transactions were high, but 
burned up any increases in employee compensation, which were again 
diminished by the two cost-allocation systems. 

This led to the indebtedness of the economy and the state, but also the 
private households, which followed the example of the economy and the 
state, creating a standard of living “on tick“ which they should never have 
enjoyed according to their income. If the banking industry had been 
banned from all areas, people would have noticed earlier the plight into 
which politicians, the economy and banks were steering the country. 
Consultants, Commissioners, politicians, scientists debated these excesses 
on committees, although the only consequences of these discussions were 
that opinions against, for example, the introduction of the Euro as a 
second cost-allocation method that placed the burden on the German 
taxpayer did not become widespread. This also includes the stagnating 
wages/salaries and the failure to adapt the wages/salaries to the profits of 
the companies, as well as the small increases in government support 
funds. 

Interventions in the “participatory system of the Federal Republic” 
through “Agenda 2010” and other measures are just as incomprehensible 
as the failure to carry out pension adjustments for social security 
pensioners in relation to civil servants, especially if they are politicians. If 
the state and employee representatives such as trade unions had acted in 
accordance with the interests of management of the economy in con-
formity with society, hardly any of the earnings of managers would have 



Bankrupt Germany

177 

 

 

become known. 

The mismanagement required by party politics in the form of allocated 
charges to be borne by the taxpayer resulted in national debts that could 
no longer be paid for or bankruptcy. This was covered up by the entry into 
the debt union by the countries of the Euro - the costs of delaying 
insolvency are also a burden on the European countries, and therefore also 
on German taxpayers. Party politics is therefore incapable of action and 
can no longer hide the fact even with lies and deceit that the state 
bankruptcies of the countries of the Euro community must lead to the 
bankruptcy of all Euro countries. 

Assuming that a framework had been set in the interests of the people, as 
the obligations of politicians should have dictated, then it could have been 
assumed that the state economy would not have ended up bankrupt. 
Economics Minister Ludwig Erhard agreed to a proposal from the 
Department of “Money and Credit” of the Federal Ministry of Economic 
Affairs in the 1950s which was specifically against the allocation system 
in the statutory welfare systems, particularly in the pension insurance 
system. Ehrhard warned against introducing the allocation system, which 
could not be financed, but instead advocated proceeding 
on a capital-supported basis and guaranteeing social security for a short 
time after the war by means of benefits financed by tax, until an entitle-
ment-based social security system had been established which would have 
enabled real pension insurance benefits. 

Party politics aiming for temporary profits and not caring for the country 
over the long term created growth on the basis of credit financing, which 
served the purposes of high finance. With respect to the people, politicians 
created a society of lies and a sham democracy, which will sink in the 
swamp of irresponsible managers. 
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The United States of Europe 

Since on 8th and 9th December 2012 at the last Euro Summit of the year in 
Brussels MEPs called for “bold reforms”, it could have been assumed that 
steps had been adopted for a genuine rescue of the Euro. These could have 
been: 

• an immediate currency reform in the 17 Euro countries; 
• suspension of the State and Community Treaties concerning the 

Euro, which hinder such a reform; 
• planning of negotiations on how in the future the Community would 

have to be set up in a democratic, legally secure and economic 
manner to serve the people so that a healthy Community is formed 
which consists of equal partners; 

• international support until the currencies of the individual and 
countries have recovered to a reasonable competitive degree; 

• disclosure of all intentions of the countries with respect to how they 
would see the future of Europe as a Community; 

• establishment of a committee and the start of work (legal experts 
and economists such as Ifo Munich) for the detection of criminal 
offences in connection with the bending and breaking of the law 
since the introduction of the Euro and efforts to initiate corre-
sponding processes and 

• abolition of all curtailments on and influencing of the press and the 
judiciary by party-political or political institutions or those bound to 
any other form (economic institutions, ministries, offices, public 
authorities). 

The self-styled reformers decided to give the ECB more teeth and called 
for Euro bonds. With this plan it was clear: there is no escape from the 
Euro debacle, not even after the many Euro summits that have sub-
sequently been held until today. Since rescue packages, payments which 
do not have any cover, and have not had for a long time, and insol-
vency/inflation mean a state steered by politics, it is high time to highlight 

ways out of the alleged lack of alternatives so that the coming generations can 
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have a future. 

If Germany is to become part of the United States of Europe, this cannot 

happen in the same manner in which the German people were once cheated 

out of their democracy. The Basic Law has been legitimised by several 

Bundestag votes, which should not have been the case. A Constitution for 

Europe is currently being discussed. The European elections in May 2014 

must not be the first step towards the improper legitimisation of Europe as a 

“United States” which (as in Germany in 1948) excludes the co-determination 

of peoples. 

Unfortunately, this is the way the politicians are going and crushing resistance 

with the help of the press and jurisprudence - all under the ill- fated star of a 

currency that only drags the European nations in one direction like a nose 

ring. This blackmail should become evident if after the election, realistic 

results and not figures manipulated by politicians are published, because the 

European nations have not deserved this huge deception (which the deception 

of the election results would follow). 

Politicians' ability to act- 

At the end of February 2012 the Greeks submitted the 4th austerity package. 

The German Bundestag decided whether the Greeks should receive a second 

bailout package. To get the money, the state should save and put its household 

in order, even though the money was not destined to rescue the Greek national 

budget, which might well be desolate, but to rescue two state banks which had 

lost money through speculation. The Greeks voted on whether they wanted to 

stay in the Euro, and decided in favour. The consequence of this was that 

German popular representatives also voted whether German taxpayers’ money 

should help. 

Greece is considered the cradle of democracy. With the introduction of the 

Euro, the country lost the currency it had been using for over 2000 years (the 

drachma), and with the vote of the German parliament also its democratic 
legitimacy. The stupidity of the speculators had damaged the Greek 
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system of government; the bankruptcy of the state was threatened because 
the state banks were no longer solvent; the people voted in favour of the 
Euro in order to be able to pay everyday bills and in the hope of surviving. 
Who could blame the people for that? 

In the neo-liberal dialect of Angela Merkel, this act of perjured assistance 
may be considered responsibility for Europe, but in fact this decision of 
the German Parliament was the disenfranchisement of the Greek people 
and the moment when there would no longer be a way out of the crisis. 
Since that moment it has been racing towards its end. The question is: how 
much is the German government to blame for the misery caused? 

German cabinets have a lot to answer for: two world wars, the Holocaust, 
the misappropriation of a Constitution for the German people before 
reunification, and especially thereafter, national bankruptcy and the sell-
out of fundamental German values to a group of Eurocrats controlled by 
financial greed and megalomania. It has gone far enough, one might think, 
but the Merkel Government seems determined to continue the fraud in 
order not to produce another Waterloo associated with the names Schmidt, 
Kohl, Merkel. 

It is this cowardice which makes government impossible, no matter what 
crime it has been guilty of. Controversies surrounding the maintenance of 
the Euro are conducted for the benefit of these lies. It robs the Germans of 
their view of the Europe in which we live and the Europeans of the view 
that we Germans have also long since lost. 

Today there is the Europe of those who cannot find work, the Europe of 
those who do not have any apprenticeships or any further opportunities to 
learn because they have to work in poorly paid jobs in order to support 
their family. But there is also the Europe that advertises for jobs at the 
ECB in Frankfurt/Main in order to recruit willing drones to manage the 
idiotic financial practices and receive money for doing so to secure their 
livelihood. There is the Europe that creates sizeable parliaments after 
elections and the Europe that permanently meets at Euro summits; a large 
meeting place for politicians, all of whom presumably come together so 
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often to weep in panelled conference rooms because they no longer have 
any way out of the crisis. Admittedly, nothing of the above is heard of 
outside, because politicians can afford tears just as little as they can afford 
to be sincere. 

The reservoir of helplessness sparked by the above situations and the 
stoked-up anger that is taking away the Europeans’ dignity may be 
discharged in the form of a war after the collapse of the currency. It is to 
be hoped that ways will then be found to punish the guilty. 

Although it can be said that the extent of the Euro crisis was unforesee-
able, it was the politicians in particular who missed all opportunities to 
turn things around. Nobody can currently tell to what extent the European 
allies will develop into a group which excludes democracy entirely or 
somehow manages to create and unify nation-state order. The main task of 
politicians in both cases will have to be to fill in the trenches that were 
dug during the crisis. Let us remember the disharmony between the Euro 
countries and the countries of the EU and the split between the creditor 
and the debtor countries. 

The Euro combines a bankrupt community which is characterised by the 
dispute over disclosure of the state bankruptcies and financial aid for 
delaying insolvency (creditor and debtor countries); however, the debts of 
the Euro have an impact on all other EU countries, which grudgingly 
support the currency which is becoming weaker by the day. 

Upon the introduction of the Euro the German press was jubilant: 
Germany had got its way (in particular against France) and obtained a 
European Central Bank (ECB) along the lines of the Deutsche Bundes-
bank. The ECB is independent; it is not subject to any political directives; 
its goal is price stability and its seat is - symbolically - in Frankfurt. It 
should be noted: the ECB is not an institution of the Euro (alone). The 
ECB and the national central banks (all EU Member States) form the 
European System of Central Banks (ESCB). The ESCB is governed by the 
decision-making bodies of the ECB. The job of the ESCB is to ensure 
price stability (according to Article 282 I, II TFEU); the ECB and the 
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national central banks of those Member States which have adopted the 
Euro as their currency form the Euro system. 

According to Article 282 IV 2 TFEU, the Member States whose currency 
is not the Euro and their central banks retain their responsibilities in 
monetary matters. Nevertheless, they are a member of the ESCB. The 
details are laid down in the regulations, since there are different categories 
of non-Euro states: 

• The United Kingdom and Denmark have a special status guaranteed 
by protocol (largely the United Kingdom: is not obliged to commit 
itself to the goal of a common currency; the Maastricht criteria do 
not apply either). 

• The remaining non-Euro countries are obliged to introduce the Euro 
(do not yet meet the necessary criteria for the introduction of the 
Euro). 

For membership of the ESCB by non-Euro countries which remain re-
sponsible with their national central banks for monetary policy, this means 
according to Callies/Rufert (comment on the EGV, EUV): “What remains 

above all in material terms from the affiliation with the ESCB is that the Member 

States with exceptional approval also remain within the key for subscription of the 

capital of the ECB.” 

Today we know that Germany has been taken to the cleaners; it pays the 
most, but has only one vote in the ECB, as does every other Euro country. 
The simple majority is sufficient for the ECB; Germany has no veto rights 
whatsoever. Reason for the ECB to purchase ailing government bonds of 
bankrupt countries - against the vote of the German representative this is 
the manner in which German citizens become the guarantors for the 
national debts of unsound bankrupt countries. 

The British refused the Euro, but subscribed to a capital contribution in 
the ECB and paid in one third (approx. € 60 million). The United King-
dom is therefore jointly liable for the Euro madness and is not even 
allowed to vote. This is stipulated by the statutes of the ESCB - pay: yes, 
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right of co-determination: no. 

If the Eurocrats stand by these provisions, politicians will have to decide 
above all to what extent the failure of the Euro is to be regulated. Will 
every nation state be responsible for this, which would favour the intro-
duction of independent currencies, or should all Euro countries pay for the 
bankruptcy in order to create a kind of Euro II? 

In addition to the trench fighting for the money that has been lost and the 
lost honour, a decision will also have to be taken with respect to who 
determines this question of the nature of the continuation of the Euro and 
EU countries? Who is to decide which way to go? War may be triggered 
on this question alone, particularly as the problem is so unknown that 
there is no experience available and no solution based on experience. 

The looming eruption of all conflicts which broke out with the Euro crisis 
over Europe will presumably instigate politicians simply to carry on as 
before, since unknown conflicts demand unknown solutions. But 
politicians do not have these solutions at their disposal because they 
cannot see into the future, and cannot recognise the developments which 
they bring about with their behaviour. This means the establishment of a 
European government that forces the errors of the amalgamation, the 
controversies of possible separation and the crisis of the Euro into a 
congregation of mourners, the like of which the world has never seen. 

In this structure, the German Chancellor is particularly well received with 
her beating about the bush. She might like to dream of becoming the 
European Head of Government, as her confidant and Finance Minister 
Wolfgang Schäuble divulged (presentation “Institutional Change and 
European Integration”, University of Heidelberg, 11th February 2013). 
Mrs Merkel might well want to take over such an office; however, she has 
to be elected in order to be allowed to be the guiding light of Europe, 
meaning that - as is the case in Germany - Angela Merkel wants one thing 
above all: to win elections. This eclipses the question of whether she is 
able to manage such an office. Or whether this question is totally absurd, 
as the Euro will collapse beforehand. And what does all of this mean for 
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Germany, which has a lot to answer for? 

The diktat of making savings, which Merkel has so far prescribed for all 
Euro countries, will have brought her little sympathy. The German 
economy, which according to Merkel is still in splendid condition, has 
been economical not only as a result of savings; the state is bankrupt, any 
political leadership will be lost at the moment it becomes clear that the 
catastrophe can no longer be stopped. It must therefore be madness which 
causes Angela Merkel to dream of such offices; it will be schadenfreude 
on the part of the European allies if they can admit to themselves that the 
water with which the German Head of government cooked was cold. 

In the short term, the route taken by Merkel may have been a form of 
rescue, as confirmed by the elections in 2013 in Germany, although over 
the long term, the diktat of saving will not fulfil the requirements. 

The opponents of Merkel’s absolutism are increasing, in France, among 
the debtor countries, in Germany. Although the heads of government, as 
well as the representatives of Europe, the Commission President, the 
President of the Council, the Representatives for Foreign Affairs, the 
Parliament, the European Court of Justice, have allowed themselves to be 
tied to the chain of the Euro, it remains questionable how in this manner a 
social contract for Europe is to come about which offers freedom, social 
security, work and democracy, as well as a guiding light who is able to 
enforce such a contract. For as long as the debt union and liability union 
are represented by the same countries, as before, such a contract is unfair 
and ineffective. 
Whether an ageing Chancellor will be the lesser evil on this basis than 
populist dreamers who can grow out of the sediment at the bottom of the 
barrel any day remains to be seen. No one could work for the purposes of 
balanced state economies and in conjunction with the codetermination of a 
people, since for this the preconditions would first have to be created in all 
nation states. Perhaps this is the most urgent task for politicians, with the 
exception of explaining that none of the countries has a penny in the state 
coffers to manage this task. 
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Although politicians are extremely keen to introduce the Euro II, it is even 
more important for them to bring about Europe II, a confederation of 
states which on the basis of the Schengen Agreement regulates its nation-
state concerns in order to participate fully at the European level with the 
co-determination of the people. 

Independence of currencies 

Just as the nation-state concerns of state governance, the budget, 
democracy and social security have to be restored, it is necessary to 
restore the independence of the currencies and ensure that currency- 
related dependencies do not degenerate into policy, with bending and 
breaking of the law. 

The Future of the Euro 

The “Welt” newspaper reported on 21st April, 2013 that Kai Konrad, the 
economic adviser to the Federal Government, gave the Euro “only a limited 

chance of survival in the medium term”. To this purpose, Konrad wanted to 
abolish the debt limits. In answer to a question posed by “Welt”, Konrad 
said: “No country can make as many debts as it likes without exposing itself to the 

danger that at some time or other, the investors will pull the plug. In this respect, 

it should be in the interests of everyone to keep their own debt mountain as small 

as possible. However, where the boundary lies beyond which a state can no longer 

successfully manage its economy in a sustainable way varies from state to state. It 

depends amongst other things on factors such as growth dynamics and the 

development of the population.” 

Europe’s wounds are bleeding again: the disparate national laws and leg-
islation, which cannot be determined by financial matters alone - and must 
not be determined by these alone. Konrad even advises: “The countries 

should have the freedom to go into debt as they wish - on condition that they also 

bear sole responsibility for these debts” This contradicts the previously 
imposed Monetary Union, but Konrad sees a way out: “This is possible if 



The United States of Europe

187 

 

 

one makes the banking sector crisis-proof. It would be best if banks were to 

withdraw from public finance completely. Then one could ask the creditors of the 

state concerned to cough up the money in the case of insolvency without 

immediately risking a crisis in the system” 

The basis of the policy should be determined by the German Bundestag; it 
is responsible for the legislation. The entire authority of the state is bound 
by the laws; the laws form the framework for action for the government, 
administration and jurisdiction. The Bundestag is the institutional 
foundation of the Federal Republic. If the foundation is damaged, this also 
affects the superstructure - good governance and administration and 
equitable jurisdiction are not possible with bad laws. 

The most important political control element of the Bundestag is the 
annual budget laws, which determine how much money is to be spent and 
for whom. Unfortunately, the Bundestag has not exercised its control task. 
The public finances are out of control. 

Since the founding of the FRG in 1949, the Bundestag has shown that it is 
not in a position to exercise its right to control the budget with which it 
has been entrusted in a responsible manner. The same applies to the other 
parliaments of the other regional authorities: the federal states and 
municipalities are also in debt beyond measure. 

Currently, the national debt crisis is being intensified by the European 
sovereign debt crisis. The national debts, which are already incredibly 
high, are being potentiated by European credit guarantees under the 
European Stability Mechanism and the European Central Bank. Instead of 
preventing further debts, the German Bundestag is following along the 
lines of the European logic of wanting to fight debt with more and more 
debt - proof of its political and economic incompetence. 

Many countries - one democracy? 

In the same way as at the time of the establishment of the German nation 
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the Founding Fathers concentrated in particular on the state and its order - 
this incidentally on both sides of the German-German border - there was 
hardly any mention of what the people wanted, let alone that it was 
allowed to have a say. The situation is similar with respect to democracy 
in Europe, which speaks of legal principles, political room for manoeuvre 
or the powers of Commissions. The European peoples may have an 
opinion on the “European Project”, but the decision-makers are not 
interested in proposals or co-determination. Europe is teeming with 
conferences, concepts for making savings, EU regulations which deal with 
matters such as the lengths of cucumbers, the heights of lawn edges, dog 
exercise areas, but do not reach agreement on a common Europe in which 
people reside, work and live. 

Difficult it may be - unlike in school classrooms or on advanced training 
courses - to see the others’ point of view, because in the union of states 
each country reports in its own language and about its own concerns. Few 
magazines report about what is going on in Greece, Spain, Germany. 
Discovering the perspectives of the others is likely to be difficult to 
implement by political means; nevertheless, it is the prerequisite for the 
coexistence of the European peoples, especially among conditions which 
are almost hopeless. 

What form should the everyday lives of Europeans then take? An answer 
to this question was offered by actors, politicians, writers under the slogan 
“Doing Europe” (Ulrich Beck, Daniel Cohn-Bendit, “We are Europe” 
Manifesto for the Re-establishment of the EU from the Bottom, in: Die 

Zeit, 3rd May 2012, p. 45). The passionate demand "for European Democracy 

from the bottom”, which is based on the idea that there is no European nation, 

but a Europe of individuals that has to grow up to become sovereign power. 

For this purpose, a plan has been issued to the effect that not only younger 

people or the educated classes have to create this Europe, but also pensioners, 

the unemployed and working professionals. A type of volunteer year for 

Europe should be used not to squat down behind the domestic oven, but 

instead to carry out democratic work in Europe. 

The idea should be moderately refined, as should the offers of the politicians, 
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the principles and statutes of the authorities, business, the banks or the legal 

system, insofar as this could ever be possible in the downward spiral of a debt 

union. 

The lack of a European sense of home is added to by the loss of national 

democracy, if it ever existed, while eurocratic regulations are asserted and it is 

to be feared that whatever type of European authority exists, it could monitor 

compliance with the regulations. This structure generates fears and little 

prospect of retaining individuality. 

Elections such as those for the European Parliament on 25th May 2014 do not 

create any confidence in the validity of the results announced, and certainly 

not in the power of the vote that has been cast. The disastrous financial 

situation of the debt union leaves no room for democratic progress. If 

democratic aspects were to be considered by the politicians and become one 

of their targets, progress might be possible through tax increases or 

expropriations. But politicians are already speculating on these possibilities 

when it comes to preserving the bankrupt union. The dream of a European 

sovereign state will therefore remain a dream for a very long time. 
Germany's place in Europe 

Germany is losing its reference to itself, increasingly becoming a parade 
ground for Empress Angela Merkel, who dictates what is to be done. The 
results are breaches of the law and legal contortions that know no 
boundaries. 

The State of Germany is reminiscent of the last few days of the GDR. It 
may be a coincidence that someone displaced from that country is taking 
revenge as Chancellor on her chromosomes (of her father, Pastor Horst 
Kasner), and all Germans and Europeans are having to pay for this 
displacement. 

What Angela Merkel copied from the GDR was how to limit freedom of 
expression, how to keep the population quiet and how it was possible for 
many people to feel happy when they were not. After returning to the 
West, she must have been preaching to the converted with these nice ideas 
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to Chancellor Kohl, because Helmut Kohl did not like the press, and nor 
did he like the people. However, Kohl did not need to worry about this 
any more; keeping the people out of political discussions had been 
achieved by his predecessors. The people did not get in the way and were 
well prepared for a regent such as Angela Merkel, who was able to 
combine the achievements of the GDR with the realities of the FRG. 

The GDR was soothed by its rulers; the FRG did not enable its citizens to 
become free, intelligent, responsible fellow human beings either. The 
dictatorship of the parties was created; approved by the Basic Law 
(Article 21), which allows the parties to rule autocratically. 

The people were eliminated from the process by a trick, which is 
explained by Ottmar Jung in his book “Basic Law and Referendum: 
Reasons and Scope of the Decisions of the Parliamentary Council against 
Forms of Direct Democracy”. 

Protocol notes of the post-war politicians show that they assumed that the 
Basic Law was valid without the co-determination of the people, that 
several federal elections would legitimise it. No one among the makers of 
the Constitution hit upon the idea that as a result of this common law, the 
co-determination of the people would be excluded for all time. (Jung, 
Ottmar, Basic Law and Referendum, p. 25 and 211, see also Jung, Basic 
Law and Popular Legislation, p. 208 with reference to Muss- gnug, 
Conclusion of the Constitution in Isensee/Kirchhof, Manual of 
Constitutional Law, p. 254 f) 

Time and again, different parties call in their election manifestoes for this, 
but the legal situation surrounding the introduction of such co-de-
termination would bring to light how it has been prevented and would not 
answer the question of the manner in which and on what basis it might be 
introduced. There are discussions; but there are no results for the people; 
the consequences for politicians are that the government is apparently 
allowed to take decisions beyond measure on the citizens and matters 
affecting the citizens as it suits them, and citizens’ rights are forgotten. 
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In times of the Euro rescue, where politicians cheat and lie, where - in 
spite of their official oaths - they are not threatened by any consequences 
whatsoever and the bankruptcy of the Euro countries and the depreciation 
of the Euro are demanding greater and greater sacrifices from the peoples 
of Europe - without any prospect of success, because the Euro has been 
lost and can no longer be saved. For this reason, the only option open to 
politicians is to follow along their emergency path. 

The citizens are being conned when they pay for the political megalo-
mania in many ways and have no chance to oppose this. Political and 
economic customs have led to a dictatorship and to the lies which the 
politicians sell, the greatest of which is that the Euro can be saved and that 
this can be used to shape the future of Germany, as the coalition 
agreement of the current grand coalition states under the slogan “Shaping 
Germany’s Future”. 

The attempts to give the people more say, which were announced in the 
press during the time of the negotiations between the government partners, 
and which were advocated by the SPD and CDU, have not been followed 
by any action. Decisions on European policy are taken by the Bundestag 
and Bundesrat; it will not happen that the citizens of Germany will be 
allowed to vote on questions of the Euro and the EU. 

The coalition agreement provides on pages 105 to 106 for a dialogue 
between the people and the state institutions (p. 151 under the heading 
“Participation of the Citizens”) - co-determination is not envisaged. 

Germany is a sham democracy, a dictatorship of the money traders, whose 
puppets are the politicians who continue to work against the people. 
Constitutional bodies and the protection of the Constitution are therefore 
deprived of their meaning and function. The judiciary and the press obey 
the commandments of need. And yet: the Germans will get a Constitution 
which the country and the times deserve. 

Under no circumstances is it acceptable for the situation to go so far that, 
as described in the coalition agreement on p. 156 et seq, mistakes, bending 
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and breaking the law and telling lies may lead to the setting-up of the 
technocratic Europe that Merkel wants. This Europe will exclude the 
citizens in the same way as the constitutions of the FRG and the GDR did. 
An alliance of states created on the basis of wrongfulness or the bending 
of the law will lead to war. To this purpose it is necessary for politicians to 
understand that German democracy is a sham transaction that needs to be 
corrected. In addition, a German Constitution has to be introduced which 
has been created on a democratic basis, and then a partnership with 
European countries beyond the Schengen Agreement will be possible. 
Therefore, the following must apply to Germany: 

• de-dictorialisation and the 
• creation of a new constitution.
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Tomorrow's Germany 

Germany will become a part of Europe. The treaties have been concluded 
- there is no way back. In itself, there are no reasons to object to the 
European confederation, except that it should be financially stable and not 
centrally managed. The autonomy of the members, compliance with 
constitutional obligations and - last but not least - independent currencies 
guarantee the economic network. 

This is not the route that has been taken by the politicians who allegedly 
love Europe. They preferred American conditions as far as the public debt 
and the subsequent delaying of insolvency are concerned. The central 
administration is hardly likely to take into account nation-state obligations 
- too important is the well-being of the structure which the states have to 
subordinate themselves to. The Euro currency cannot endure and keeps 
the confederation together by means of debt. The result of such a 
development is recession and war, because the nation states will (rightly) 
hold on to their rights and idiosyncrasies and know how to defend them. 
Whatever one thinks about Europe, the route taken up to now has not been 
fundamentally wrong - but it becomes wrong when the interests of the 
peoples are placed on the backburner and are represented by a few, almost 
uncontrolled leaders. 

Germany’s contribution to the confederation must be a realistically bal-
anced national budget which is not financed by credit. German business 
would have to ensure fair payment for its blue and white-collar workers. 
Those in need of assistance would have to be served, in all cases for as 
long as it was necessary - and in an appropriate manner. Co-determination 
of the citizen would have to be possible in the same way as it would be 
important to know the foundations of economics. True, direct democracy 
would be the engine for self-responsibility and for weeding out - as 
Hannah Arendt so aptly called it - the banal, the evil, which above all 
consists in the fact that everyone does their job and represses the possible 
consequences and entanglements. 
Europe could be the network which arbitrates in disputes involving the affairs 
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of state. This would not require an over-paid parliament, but judges who 

worked quickly at fully functioning courts or regulators who served the 

confederation independently, a kind of European headquarters where the 

representatives of the countries were heard. 

De-dictorialisation 

After the Second World War, nations and peoples were interested in 

denazifying the Germans and their allies. Not all Germans were Nazis, but 

those who had been guilty of crimes had to be punished. The dead, injured and 

those who had suffered had to be atoned for. Germany will always be to blame 

for the war. It is bad enough that it is again a German government which is 

guilty. 

The crime is the devaluation of the Euro and the associated impoverishment of 

the Euro countries. The crime also consists in the fact that banks and national 

budgets have been unified, purely and simply in order to delay state 

insolvency and get the citizen to pay for the failures and the new borrowing. 

The fraud associated with this practice, the monitoring of the citizen and the 

controls over his financial activities will occupy several generations of 

historians to come and lead to the question: How was that possible? 

The war is still going on in the bank accounts. Dictators are fomenting fear 

that the accounts could become empty, while at the same time helping 

themselves to money, fortunes and assets that do not belong to them. The 

press do not explain the situation in their reports, while the judiciary rule in 

line with their party political interests. There will be a few dead left behind. 

Poor people and people without prospects die an earlier, agonising death. All 

of this in the welfare state of Germany, which also places the protection of 

human rights in first position under the “Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 

European Union” The individuals to blame for the war are politicians, who 

overestimate their abilities and act in the mistaken belief that they are doing 

what is politically correct. 

How are politicians punished when they have put themselves beyond the 
reach of the law? What will follow? How can it be ruled out that those in 
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power are not again sick and willing to risk the bankruptcy of the state in 
order to remain in power? How guilty are those who carried out this 
policy; how guilty as those who put up with it? 

These questions cannot currently be answered. It is to be hoped that 
through education and information, many people will come round to 
thinking about these matters and politics will again be a subject for dis-
cussion - contrary to the long-term sleep which all German Chancellors 
have prescribed for their people, as a consequence of which they were - 
and are - able to continue with their dictatorship. The tyranny of 
oppressing the people, of blind faith. 

History has taught us two things - countless people have died or gone to 
rack and ruin because of the co-determination and misdirection of the 
people; millions will die due to the fact that the people have not had a say, 
that party politics has taken control. Neither path has been sufficient to 
benefit the people, which Angela Merkel recently promised to serve for 
the third time - with God’s help. She can wait a long time for that, and in 
the meantime act as the head of a Christian party in an antisocial and 
undemocratic manner - and above all, scarcely in line with the teachings 
of Christianity. 

The bona fide world is sustained by parasites and lunatics. This pattern 
has to be reversed. The call is for overthrow, for revolution. Germany 
must be “de-dictorialised”, as must Europe, where the Euro will be 
abolished and there will again be national currencies, rights and duties of 
the states, cooperation and genuine, direct democracy. 

The Politician of Tomorrow - the Citizen of Tomorrow 

The politician of tomorrow will be governed by laws and regulations 
which the people have issued or approved with their votes based on pro-
posals put forward by politicians. Every politician must serve the cause, 
i.e. the state and its citizens. He must be checked and assessed by inde-
pendent committees. Party politics must pursue goals that serve the 
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advancement of the state, which also means that decisions cannot be 
overturned or changed by future legislation. The people decide. If legal 
changes are required, there must be ways and means to do so quickly - 
again regardless of party-political interests, but for the purposes of 
objective requirements to be decided upon by the people. Politicians must 
show that they have professional qualifications, and it must be possible to 
get rid of them if they have endangered the progress or existence of the 
people by committing gross errors. 

After the Empire of the Kaiser, war, the Hitler regime, war, the 
dictatorship of the working classes, parliamentary democracy and the 
dictatorship of the parties, it must be understandable to every German 
citizen that a confederation of states in which Germany plays a role is 
characterised by self-determination of the people and controls on the 
powerful. German rights must be preserved, as well as support for each 
member of the alliance. As in Switzerland and Norway, there may be 
citizens who perceive their task to be involved in co-determination. For 
this, transparent bureaucratic procedures must be created; only the self-
determining people may govern Germany. 

Publicity work of the government 

The publicity work of the Federal Government is carried out via many 
paths, both official and unofficial. One way in which the people learn 
what politicians are doing is press conferences; the Government pays a 
Press Officer - that is how it should be in a marketing-oriented company, 
to which the Government has long since degenerated. 

The publicity work of the Federal Government always submits very positive 

reports about the development of a country which - along with its government 

- can in fact no longer be saved. Nor can the parties swimming in the neo-

liberal mush who have created for themselves one single task: to prevent the 

self-inflicted bankruptcy. In this respect, neither the facts nor the truth of 
reason are involved in this. 
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The real publicity work of a Federal Government must be transparent. The 
intentions and plans must be reported. No government can do everything 
right; appearing before cameras, admitting mistakes and drawing 
conclusions would be the honourable thing to do. 

It must therefore finally be reported that Germany’s debt mountain is € 
15,000 billion high, taking into account all credit guarantees for bankrupt 
countries, the liabilities with the highest risk in goods clearing 
transactions, those of the central banks in the EMU, the riskiest liabilities 
among the banks and the private debts of more than € 6 billion of all 
indebted German citizens and the debts that have been incurred by the 
welfare systems. 

The reporting on the national budget is not realistic, nor is there any re-
alistic reporting about the prospect that we all face with respect to the 
rescuing of Europe: the bankruptcy of the state, chaos, unemployment, 
youth poverty, poverty in old age. Instead, there are (for exorbitant fees) 
expert reports which are agreeable to politicians and which confirm how 
good everything is going to become. And so that the citizen can see that 
things are moving, Commissions are formed (also at exorbitant costs) 
which take decisions that are agreeable to politicians in order to maintain a 
pretence - namely that the Republic can still be saved. And Europe. And 
the Euro. 

In this way we lose sight of the fact that the national budget is of itself not 
in a position to carry out the funding that would actually be required. The 
economy is not used to rescue the state; greedy bankers are not stopped 
and the politicians and their press bodies always speak about growth, even 
though this can never happen - particularly if the current Euro rescue 
course, i.e. the model of taking out loans against debts, is maintained. 
The publicity work of the Federal Government takes the form of white-
washing, which cannot be the subject of legal action; the press is failing in 
its actual purpose. In this respect, all the work performed by the 
Chancellor, for example at press conferences, through her spokesman, 
through the ministries is useless, but unfortunately effective in the 
interests of the Government. In this way the state has eliminated a further 
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means of control through the press. This must be stopped. 

Press work 

It is difficult to assess the value of an item of news. Time pressure and the 
responsibility of having to constantly decide bring incorrect decisions with 
them. Experience and meaning also contrast with one’s own prestige and 
career advancement. 

The attraction of becoming famous through an item of news may be of 
interest to reporters and editors, and it is always a question of the inter-
pretation of the ethical principles of a professional group when deciding 
somewhere between these two poles which topic becomes an important 
topic and which topic is printed when in which publication. This method 
does not serve the purposes of providing comprehensive information, 
detecting mistakes, serving only the truth, even if this harbours mistakes 
which have to be admitted; nor does it serve the purposes of human 
dignity held by those whose integrity is to be scrutinised because of their 
office and about whom it is reported - because this is exclusively the task 
of the persons providing the information. 

The reporters and those reported on decide on behalf of their readers; 
unfortunately, not enough editors question the effect of these items of 
news. They decide against a topic because they fear getting into trouble, 
fear losing their job or their reputation among their colleagues - the other 
version is: they definitely decide in favour of a topic to make a name for 
themselves. It is the right of journalists to use the freedom of the word, 
contradiction, criticism which is securitised by the Basic Law. 
Journalists are there to protect fundamental rights and expose abuses. This 
protection of democracy is not only a right, but also an obligation - 
towards the reader, towards democracy. The freedom of the press is not 
issued by political parties, politicians, lobbyists, trade associations, public 
offices, authorities or any other body. It is the mandate of the journalist to 
defend the Basic Law. The task of the journalists bestowed upon them by 
the citizen is: to gather and evaluate information and make it immediately 
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available - not in the interests of any of the above- mentioned or other 
institutions, but as representatives of the citizens. Journalists have to 
protect - as do politicians - Basic Law matters on a basis of trust. That is 
why they are subject to the substantiation of the Federal Constitutional 
Court. It is therefore out of the question whether an item of news can be 
printed or not: democracy covers a broad spectrum, where every opinion 
may be believed; where every reader must find something that enlightens 
him. The attempt to limit this spectrum is unconstitutional. 

In addition to the obligation to provide information, journalists have a 
duty of criticism. This criticism is a yardstick in the debate about how 
democratic a democracy is. Criticism must be allowed. This includes the 
influencing of journalists before the articles land in the media, as well as 
the suppression of information because the prospect of it being printed is 
too small. This is the responsibility of senior editors, editors- in-chief or 
deputy editors. Their responsibilities would be the same as those of the 
writers and editors who make the assessments; unfortunately, their 
intentions depend very much on economic, political or other interests. 

The danger of carrying out this task in favour of political influence in 
order to increase one’s own prestige is large; exerting influence to help a 
party reach the top or assisting a government to gain prestige among the 
people does not form part of the mandate of the senior editor, who is 
nothing more than a journalist. Like the politicians, they have all accepted 
the mandate of the popular representative and must carry out their work of 
informing the public about what politicians do, do not do or should do. 
Political and economic education for all 

Since the 1968 years, political education in Germany has been notorious. 
At best, something for young politicians who want to make a name for 
themselves. If more people took an interest in politics and participated in 
the political processes of both their town and state, alternative decisions 
would be possible. 

For this, the awareness needs to be created that every citizen is responsible 
for his state - in other words has to stand up for helping to shape it. The 
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obligation to take care of the state must become a citizens’ cause. Schools 
must make a contribution to this, so that it must be possible not to leave 
politics solely up to politicians. 

How a state is to be led is determined by its citizens. If they display little 
interest, they give cliques the power that the people should have, who then 
act only in their own interests, as was evident at the latest upon the arrival 
of Helmut Kohl as Chancellor. 

The freedom of the press, the right of co-determination as a citizen and the 
right to be politically active without immediately being put down as a 
revolutionary or dissident is not really a right, but more a civic duty which 
has become lost under German Chancellors. Political co-determination as 
guaranteed in the Basic Law, which is essential in any democracy, has 
been distorted by politically motivated amendments to the law or 
interpretations of current law. People who rebelled against this or 
demanded co-determination became terrorists or enemies of the state. 

From this development it can be seen that politicians and the people have 
moved apart - even more than that, they have lost sight of each other. The 
people’s camp, which is determined and used by the politicians’ camp 
with apparently no possibility of change, stand opposed to one another as 
enemies. A small group of politicians controls the masses of the people, 
doing so through plans, programmes, statutes - fraud, lies, promises. To 
what extent the rules which are required to gov- 
ern the state are adhered to is determined by party politics. In the wake of 
the Euro crisis, it is above all the failures and abuse of power of politicians 
which have come to light, at least from an economic perspective. And the 
people - the people keep quiet, because they want to believe that 
everything will turn out all right in the end. 

It cannot be denied that politicians have a conscience, a sense of respon-
sibility and interest in their profession - at least some of them. It is also not 
worth wanting to govern a state exclusively according to economic 
standards or transferring the responsibility that an entrepreneur has for his 
employees and with respect to suppliers and partner companies to the state 
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and - assessing the situation according to these standards - accusing 
politicians alone of having failed when there is a crisis. 

Strict economic management would be a plan, although successful eco-
nomic management according to a budget plan would not be the only 
means. The extreme of exclusive political governance contrasts with ex-
clusive governance in economic terms. Political capitalism wants a united 
Europe at any cost, although this cannot work from the economic 
perspective. The intention must be to get both interests under one roof. 
That would require a serious - and above all honest - debate on how these 
interests can be satisfied. Above all, it requires the insight of both 
negotiating partners that Germany, like no other country, will ultimately 
determine how the crisis of the Euro will run, and therefore also the future 
of Europe, because Europe will decide how politics, law, economics and 
the constitution will develop in Germany and all other Euro countries. 

Genuine, direct democracy 

Genuine, direct democracy means: control over politicians, i.e. over 
Parliament, even with the possibility of overturning laws that have already 
been approved by Parliament, on the basis of corresponding petitions or 
referendums. 
There is no alternative to genuine, direct democracy with petitions and 
referenda. As long ago as 2009, the Greens drew up a corresponding bill 
(http://www.gruene-bundestag.de/ cms/archiv/dok/165/165518.di- 
rekte_demokratie-print~1.html). The SPD refers to leader Sigmar Gabriel, 
who wants referenda at the federal level. In view of a survey conducted by 
the magazine “Stern” (28th July, 2010), which found that 61% of Germans 
want to introduce referenda at the federal level (34% thought that most 
decisions were too complicated to let them be taken by the population and 
5% could not decide either in favour of or against nationwide referenda), 
Gabriel is of the opinion: Of course there must also be referenda at the 
federal level in Germany. These would help to ensure that more people 
were involved and that more parties and politicians would have to 
campaign and fight for their proposals. “This is good for a living and adult 
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democracy”. Up to now, this expression of the will of the people had 
always been “thwarted by the resistance of the Union parties”. The “living and 

adult democracy” (Gabriel, ibid) was again being prevented by party 
games. 

The comrades from the SPÖ were cleverer. They managed to stimulate a 
debate about direct democracy and were quite active on paper when it 
came to expressing their intentions - instead of complaining, a clever 
rhetorical move would at least have been very political and might even 
have placated one or two of the little lambs among the SPD supporters in 
Germany. 

The opinions of the CDU/CSU are very restrained. With a certain amount 
of pain, the party dealt with proposals for direct democracy at the federal 
level, which had already been put forward as draft legislation by the 
Green, Left-wing and FDP factions for a reading in parliament as early as 
May 2006. (When the Bavarian Prime Minister Horst Seehofer called for 
more direct democracy in the election campaign, the call went unheeded - 
the Prussians are not so fast on the trigger.) 

The aim of the three bills was also to allow people’s initiatives, petitions 
and referenda at the federal level. For the amendment to the Basic Law 
required for this, a two-thirds majority would have been required in the 
Bundestag and Bundesrat in each case. In the debate, the SPD faction also 
campaigned for more plebiscitary elements. However, this was rejected by 
the Union group. 

As for the FDP, they still supported direct democracy in 2006, but with 
the change of government the “Perspective of Liberal Democracy Policy” 
adopted in 2010 fell by the wayside. In this it was stated that the party 
wanted to try to close the gap that had developed between the people and 
politicians - it remained to be seen how this was supposed to happen. 

The path to genuine, direct democracy is achieved through an amendment 
or addition to the Constitution. The preconditions, procedure and effects 
of the “votes” have to be regulated. The Basic Law does not preclude this. 
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On the contrary, the Basic Law calls for direct democracy (real) - the 
constitutional principle of Article 20 II GG should finally be reflected in 
specific constitutional reality. 

Why, therefore, has direct democracy not already been in existence for a 
long time? Because Parliament and the Government, as well as the 
political classes, do not want to give up their power. The Basic Law can 
only be changed by Parliament - why should politicians agreed to an 
amendment to the Constitution which restricts their power? 

Nothing can be expected from the politicians. A second revolution is 
needed which applies the call of the revolution in Eastern Germany of 
“We are the people” to the whole of Germany and therefore demands the 
creation of a Constitution for the whole of Germany which was promised 
over 23 years ago. 

Away with Liberalism = Liberal Constraints 

Liberalism (Latin liber: “free”; liberalis, “concerning freedom, liberal”) is 
a direction in political philosophy, but also a historical and modern 
movement that seeks a liberal political, economic and social order. 
The liberal idea comes from the English revolutions of the 17th century. Its 
goal is human freedom from state power. In addition to conservatism and 
socialism, liberalism is one of the political philosophies that emerged in 
Europe in the 18th and 19th centuries. 

No sooner had factories been invented and people forced to work 
according to the clock, workers fought against the factory owners. The 
wealth of the one was the misery of the others, and they knew what would 
improve their misery, but the capitalists could not give up the feeling of 
happiness that their profit brought them. Revolution or reform was the 
basis of discussion for almost two centuries. In the end there were two 
world wars and a new currency devaluation for the Germans. 

The man of today, the worker of today is pleased when the employer takes 
over the social insurance obligations - and the number of those who no 



Tomorrow's Germany

204 

 

 

longer enjoy this right appears to be increasing all the time. Today’s 
fighter fights between contract work and calls for capital - rightly, because 
what the employer is entitled to is also an entitlement of the worker. 

Where people 100 years ago offered themselves for hire with a learned 
profession, to which experience was added, today it is further training and 
the re-acquisition of knowledge which is demanded in many areas across 
various disciplines. These are the tip of the iceberg; deep in the water are 
the long-term unemployed or low-wage earners - the modern industrial 
dispute is being fought between the precariat and the capitalists, and no 
longer between the proletariat and the capitalists. Workers have developed 
- capitalists refined the methods of exploitation. The struggle against 
exploitation and poor pay has no more leaders. 

Political education and political interest have no connection. They are 
directed against political injustice, which makes itself felt in particular 
during times of crisis, bringing forth political failure and unfair decisions - 
one after the other, with everything being paid for by the taxpayer. 
The critics of days gone by had a plan. They pursued doctrines or theories 
- the modern worker gets upset, becomes “outraged” (Stephane Hessel), 
each for himself. For as long as there is no critical point, nothing affecting 
society as a whole, such as the abolition of capitalism, money, exploitation 
(were those not wonderful aims of the Marxists?), everyone may keep his 
anger to himself and rejoice at the job which includes social insurance; the 
directions, theories, aims are lacking. 

The crisis shows how great the failure of the powerful is: that of the 
politician, the banker, the bosses of industry, the lawyers and public 
prosecutors, the press, the church, the trade unions. They have all lived 
from a greed for profit, from the compulsion to chain themselves to profit, 
through unanimous opinions - and above all from the fact that the 
resistance against them was ineffective. There was no movement against 
the predatory Euro-European capitalism; there was no theory against the 
system. Since socialism was consigned to the annals of history, capitalism 
has been overeating due to the lack of any opposition. Without a 
counterpart, its greed has taken it to the verge of bankruptcy. Capitalism 
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needs boundaries, order, controls, otherwise it forces all of those who sail 
under it to accept its yoke, the yoke of exploitation for profit. 

What is missing today are thinkers, planners. Who should provide any-
thing to oppose the coercion in the form of modern criticism, a modern 
movement and modern theory - the people, who demand freedom, want to 
get rid of the Euro, politicians, the coercion, the system? 

Before the practical liberal constraint of uncontrolled capitalism in excess 
becomes exhausted, there is a solution: it is called controls. In the era of 
modern-day Europe, German politicians have not been able to create a 
regulatory framework in favour of all Germans that protects Germany; 
European policy has not been able to create a regulatory framework in 
favour of all Europeans which benefits Europe. 

Politics exists to preserve the framework for living together as a society. 
Historically, this principle is the overriding principle. Without a regulatory 

policy, politics has no justification whatsoever. Within a social system, such a 

regulatory policy is implemented for social order through the legislature and 

the competent jurisdiction, through the courts and the police apparatus, which 

also provides a function to create and maintain order. However, this cannot 

exhaust the function of politics. The ordering function as a regulatory task of 

politics must also cover other far-reaching areas. For example: 

• setting a framework for financial markets; 

• setting a framework for economic activity; 

• setting a framework for politics; 

• setting a framework for democracy and avoiding the proliferation of 

politicised jurisprudence within this context. 

Such order no longer exists. Germany is in the hands of financial capitalism; 

in the hands of banks and rating agencies; German politicians circumvent laws 

designed to protect German jurisdictions in Europe; guarantees for rescue 

packages place a strain on the federal budget almost even more than the 

national debt that has been accumulated anyway since 1948 of now over € 

12,000 (to € 15,000) billion. And the Euro community: got into trouble 
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because none of the allies admitted their national debts, but instead devalued 

them unreservedly through the newly created currency. As a result, the 

illusion of a Monetary Union came about, which was subsequently guilty of 

breaking the law, delaying insolvency and aiding and abetting both. 

All this happened under the supervision of - or even worse - with the consent 

of those who represent the people in Parliament. Worse still, these popular 

representatives voted to adopt laws that allowed the sellout of Germany. The 

budgetary sovereignty incumbent on the Members of Parliament was therefore 

finally forfeited; the Federal Constitutional Court did not rap the knuckles of 

the Europeans, but left the decision to them, for example with respect to the 

matters of the ESM/Fiscal Pact. 

Angela Merkel spoke of Germany and Europe having reached an epochal 

turning point, and indeed we are at a turning point, albeit a U-turn, a kind of 

time loop that is repeated every 60 to 65 years, i.e. whenever economic 

management financed by loans becomes exhausted. Growth corresponds to an 

exponential function; no politician seems able to deal with it. 

At the moment it can only be said that regulatory policy has failed, 

specifically with respect to itself. There is an urgent requirement for 

frameworks to be created for economic qualification certificates of candidates 

for political service. For service to the people, for the commitment to want to 

serve their interests; no longer for lies, enrichment, mismanagement of the 

economy and camaraderie with state alliances which, because of the national 

debt, are committed to money and not to nations, not to people. 

So far there has been no regulation of the financial markets, not even after the 

financial crisis when in September 2008 the US bank Lehman Brothers 

collapsed, after having being classified with top ratings from the rating 

agencies just two days before its collapse. Frameworks for the financial world 

have to be devised. Commissions, councils and advisers which the Federal 

Republic employs in its ministries could develop guidelines together with 

economists from the academic world and entrepreneurs. 

Framework guidelines for the economy have to be devised. For the free 

market economy, however, the setting-up of regulatory frameworks is also 
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essential. For as long as the capitalist system is retained and this capitalism is 

to be aligned to the market economy, it will not be able to continue without 

contributions from many parties, who will have a just entitlement to the profit 

of the entrepreneurs. 

The principle of proportionality and moderation should define the working 

world of those who are entrepreneurially active in favour of those who 

provide their labour. And the recognition of the labour that is provided should 

be reflected in wages and salaries which are enough to live on. Politicians 
and the trade unions should negotiate on a fair basis; trade unions should 
negotiate in the interests of those who they represent, instead of giving 
way to politicians and business. Only in this manner is it possible to 
counteract the stagnation in wage increases, which were accepted when 
the wages were adapted to the unit labour costs in the Eastern world. 

Instead, urgently needed wage increases adapted to inflation and the 
decline in value of the Euro did not take place, or were only passed on on 
a pro rata basis. All of this can hardly be explained by the feared loss of 
competitiveness which entrepreneurs are pleased to cite and trade unions 
are too often willing to accept, and has to be revised. Politicians, trade 
unions, entrepreneurs and scientists are called upon to submit proposals. 

The entire political system has to be renewed. Professional politicians 
must provide a qualification to prove that they can carry out such work; 
for this, framework guidelines and standards have to be created. The 
earnings of politicians have to be laid down by a committee appointed by 
the people and no longer by politicians. 

The bodies controlling politicians also have to be checked in terms of their 
quality and quantity. To this purpose it is necessary to restructure all of the 
supervisory bodies. In order for such work to be carried out, qualitative 
agreements also have to be concluded. Election and legislative procedures 
must no longer continue without the influence of the people. 

For the purposes of democracy, all of the points mentioned so far are in-
dispensable for the regulation it requires. It will be particularly important 
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for the (previous) legislation pertaining to the courts concerning the 
appointment of judges at the highest courts to be revised and the 
subordination of public prosecutors to the instructions of politicians to be 
eliminated. 
The aspect which sounds as if it requires a new era and new people is the 
plan. After all of the history of the eternal struggle for the betterment of 
the one and the duty of responsibility of the other, it is now finally time 
for everyone to give up their attempts at coercion in favour of others in 
each case. The criticism is the system; the movement, the turning towards 
compassion for our fellow human beings and the practice (in contrast to 
the theory) of creating and implementing compassionate interest in the 
self, the state, politics and all processes which affect the above. 

The system of coercion no longer applies when action to serve others on 
one’s own responsibility comes about. This requires discipline and con-
scientiousness on the part of every individual, regardless of their position. 
The interests of the people would be to the fore. Politicians and other 
individuals in positions of responsibility serve the people and implement 
the people’s wishes by the operation of law and order; the state becomes a 
refuge. The framework would correspond to a social order with direct 
democracy - genuine, direct democracy. 

Opposing one form of coercion with another would be the task of politi-
cians, bankers, business leaders, lawyers and public prosecutors, the press, 
church, trade unions. To this purpose, the following have to be changed: 

• The people must learn to make use of their right to have a say. 
• All powerful individuals must learn to work in a manner which 

serves the state and the people. 
• It must be in the interests of all entrepreneurs to do the preliminary 

work for the social market economy. 
• At all levels, executives must be used who know how to expand 

their position to the advantage of others and not insist on their own 
advantage. 

• Virtues such as honesty, loyalty, incorruptibility must be found 
again among the centres of government, parliaments, boards of 
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directors and management. 
• Politicians can and must only be committed to the cause in future 

and no longer mainly serve a party; legislative periods should be 
abolished, with the people having to assess to what extent a 
government may remain in power and when its time has come to an 
end. 

Control of the powerful - independence of the judges 

For the citizen who wants a right of co-determination, a right has to be 
created which he can use in order to react to infringements of the law. 
This refers in particular to infringements by politicians. The verdict of the 
judge must be in line with the law, not the interests of politicians or others. 
For this, judges must be independent. They must comply with their 
controlling task and have the necessary decision-making and intervention 
powers - although judges must also be subject to controls. Judges must be 
appointed according to their qualification and the results of their work, not 
according to their affiliation to a party or other, none legal standards. The 
separation of powers must take on a different form. 

Up to now, judges have ruled along political lines in accordance with the 
taste of the politicking lobby of business, including banks. Judges are only 
formally independent; the judiciary is not independent, but part of the 
Executive. This means: the Justice Minister or Minister of the Interior 
appoints and promotes judges. As a result, it is possible to always give 
preference to judges who are sympathetic to the party, and ignore those 
who are not. 

Anyone who wants to become a financial or administrative judge, for 
example, must have had a career in (financial) administration. Before he is 
to pass judgements in an impartial manager, the judge will be educated in 
the politically coloured administrative system and integrated into 
networks. In general, there can be no objection to a changeover from 
administration to the court, but the fact that the normal career path 
requires a prolonged period of working in administration before 
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appointment as a judge softens up the separation of powers. 
Furthermore, the election procedure of the constitutional judges who are 
supposed to stand up for compliance with the constitution is questionable: 
half of the constitutional judges are elected by the Bundesrat and half by 
the Bundestag. The Executive is involved in the appointments through the 
Bundesrat, because the state governments are represented in the 
Bundesrat. The citizens do not specify whether constitutional judges 
should represent the people. Politicians specify who are to become judges 
and prefer to recruit the judiciary from among their own ranks (the current 
Judge Peter Müller, CDU, is the former Minister President of the 
Saarland). 

Genuine independence of the judges would occur if the judiciary 
administered itself, appointed judges and decided on promotions. The self-
administration of the judiciary is a matter of course in France, Spain, Italy, 
Norway, Denmark and the Netherlands. In Germany, the self-
administration of the judiciary is not even in its infancy. 

Furthermore, constitutional judges decide in hindsight. Parliament 
proposes a law, the law is accepted and comes into force. A few years 
later, constitutional judges examine whether it was unconstitutional. In the 
meantime the law has been implemented, for example taxes have been 
collected or inadequate social benefits have been paid. It is then 
considered that this cannot be changed, even though it does not conform 
to the Constitution. 

The reason for this is that most administrative decisions have to be 
opposed within a period of one month. After this time the administrative 
decision takes effect, even if it is based on a law which is not in line with 
the Constitution. There are no benefits to the people if it is subsequently 
determined that the law is unconstitutional. If it happens that a law has to 
be replaced, a check is first carried out as to whether it is in line with the 
Constitution long after it has been applied. This room for manoeuvre 
provides an almost limitless framework for action for party political 
intentions. In the game involving Europe, every move is so important, 
since the crash could occur any day, so that ultimately the only decisions 
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that can be taken are those which are beneficial to political intentions and 
not in accordance with the Constitution. 

For the citizen this means: the legal protection has been dissolved, as has 
German democracy. If it is at all possible for a citizen to take any action 
against such decisions but ascertains that he is not affected or that the 
complaint has not been accepted for a decision, must fail from the outset. 
No citizen is able or wants to spend a period of his life with costly 
lawsuits, even if he is eventually found to be in the right, if the law nev-
ertheless stays in force. The principle of judicial exhaustion must be 
abolished; Constitutional objections must be heard immediately by the 
Constitutional Court (see Article 94 I of the new Constitution for Ger-
many) furthermore, it cannot be that administrative acts based on un-
constitutional laws can remain in force - they have to be subsequently 
repealed (see Article 94 III of the new Constitution for Germany). 

This mistake gnaws away in particular at budget law. If a Constitutional 
Court only decides years later on the constitutionality of the budget for a 
particular year, this no longer has any effect on the policy. The debts have 
been made. If, for example, the Federal Audit Office were to be given the 
right to appeal to the judges in Karlsruhe if they have any doubts about the 
constitutionality of the budget plans, this would have to be incorporated 
into the budget planning process. Any decision could be taken in summary 
proceedings and budget funds blocked (see Article 94 II of the new 
Constitution for Germany). 

Independent Public Prosecutor's Office 

While judges enjoy formal independence, Public Prosecutor’s Offices are 
subject to the authority to issue instructions of politicians. The Interior 
Ministers of the states and the Federal Government can give instructions 
to public prosecutors at any time, for example to start or stop 
investigations or to guide them in a specific direction, such as in the case 
of “Christian Wulff”. 
In fact, Public Prosecutor’s Offices are responsible for clearing up crimes 
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and taking the perpetrators to court. In a constitutional state they have a 
controlling function. This controlling mechanism has been cancelled out 
by politicians in two ways: 

• Members of the German Parliament enjoy so-called immunity and 
indemnity. They are protected against being prosecuted in criminal 
matters, unless the Bundestag removes the immunity of the Member 
of Parliament (protection of the holder of a political office from 
prosecution on the basis of his office). This is a leftover from the 
Imperial era when it was customary to protect the Reichstag from 
the Kaiser and his police. This cannot be allowed to continue today. 
Members of Parliament should not have any privileges, but should 
be answerable to the law as any other citizen. 

• The Minister of the Interior may prohibit investigations. 

The Public Prosecutor’s Office has to follow instructions for two different 
reasons: the rule of law and corruption. Public Prosecutors serve the rule 
of law and citizens’ representation, as well as the retention of power. The 
government can prevent investigations against itself and its allies and it 
can - for example in collaboration with the media - start investigations 
against government critics, as in the case of Christian Wulff. 

This intervention of the Executive (government and public administration) 
into the affairs of the Public Prosecutor’s Office places the entire 
independence of the judiciary in the criminal justice sector in question. 
The Public Prosecutor’s Office is not an investigative body such as the 
police, but is supposed to ensure that laws are implemented. Here, this is 
as decisive as the following question concerning whose interests certain 
activities serve, as a result of which influence and corruption go hand-in-
hand. This type of corruption is inherent in the system and is denounced 
by “Transparency International”, amongst others: 

“Unlike judges, the public prosecutors in Germany are bound by instructions. This 

means that cases of political corruption might not be followed up with the 

consistency that is required. Ultimately, this undermines the legitimacy of the 

political process and leads to a loss of confidence with respect to the judiciary.” 
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As with the UN Convention against Corruption, which Germany has not 

ratified so far, Germany is in an equally bad position as far as the in-

dependence of the Public Prosecutor’s Office is concerned. The Public 

Prosecutor’s Offices in the United Kingdom and Italy are independent. This is 

particularly important in Italy due to the structurally corrupt political system - 

otherwise investigations into the Mafia and Berlusconi would be unthinkable; 

in Germany, investigations into Angela Merkel are possible, but hardly likely 

to be successful. 

Citizens' access to court 

Courts must give citizens a hearing. Not only in theory must it be the case 

that: “Each citizen may take legal action; he has an entitlement to a fair hearing 

before a legal judge" This right must not be cancelled out by prolonged 

procedures from one instance of the courts to the next. Every citizen must be 

able to bring an action before the Constitutional Court because this Court is 

there for the citizen. Complaints by citizens must not be rejected as 

inadmissible. If the procedural process has not been complied with or 

incorrectly formulated with respect to its content, assistance and support must 

be offered so that the citizen is placed in a position to put forward his case. 

This is intended to ensure that, for example, the Bundestag cannot adopt an 

unconstitutional budget or that any new borrowing is excessive. If a citizen 

takes legal action against current procedural law, he is considered under 

current law not to be affected. His legal protection is lost. However, this must 

not be refused on the basis of procedural tricks (see Article 101 II of the new 

Constitution for Germany). 

The Constitutional Court must strive to accept the proceedings and also give 

reasons - irrespective of how the decision might turn out (see Article 94 II 2 of 

the new Constitution for Germany). 
A new constitution for Germany 

The way out of the democratic legitimacy deficit of the Constitution is to 

adopt a new Constitution which gives the German people the right of free self-
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determination (according to Article 146 of the Basic Law). 

The classic democratic theory assumed that a Constitution could be recreated 

in two ways, taking into account the sovereignty of the people: 

• indirectly by electing a constituent assembly or 
• directly by means of a national referendum on the Constitution. 

This raises the question as to which might be the right way with regard to the 

constituent powers. 

The principle of the sovereignty of the people is - when seen for itself - 

realised in direct or indirect democracy when the people “decides on a pending 

question by means of a referendum” (Grzeszick in Maunz/ Dürig, Art. 20 of the 

Basic Law, marginal number 62.) A Constitution is deemed to be valid if it is 

accepted by a referendum. 

According to constitutional theory, indirect democracy - i.e. elections for 

representatives of the people - should fundamentally behave in terms of its 

democratic legitimacy in exactly the same way as direct democracy 

(Grzeszick in Maunz/Dürig, Art. 20 of the Basic Law marginal number 62). 

Currently, this question is being discussed with respect to the validity ranking 

of popular legislation and parliamentary legislation at the level of the states. 

Can an act of Parliament change and cancel out a People’s Law? 

Even during the Weimar period, the question was asked about the relationship 

between parliamentary and popular legislation, and answered with reference 

to the higher democratic quality of popular legislation in terms of its 

supremacy (Jacobsen, Zur Verbindlichkeit der Volksgesetzgebung (On the 

Binding Nature of Popular Legislation)), DÖV 2007, p. 949 et seq., 950). 

The authority of the state must not be allowed to empower itself by means 
of convoluted pathways; it must be recognisable and understandable for 
the people, because it determines the processes of the state and must not 
be cancelled out by confusing tactics. The Federal Constitutional Court 
therefore rightly demands that important decisions must not be delegated 
by Parliament to ministerial bureaucracy by way of statutory 
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authorisation. The decisions must remain in the Parliament, where they are 
discussed publicly and transparently (see for example Jarass/Pieroth, Art. 
20 of the Basic Law, marginal number 6 and 42 f.). 

A comprehensive Enabling Act - modelled on the Weimar period - may be 
consistent with a democratic Constitution in formal terms, but not 
materially. The length of the legitimacy claim - direct or indirect 
legitimacy through an unknown number of intermediate stages - is 
important for the qualitative assessment of democracy. Indirect democracy 
derives its validity indirectly from the people, while a referendum is 
equivalent to a decision of the people without an (influencing) 
intermediate stage (Grzeszick in Maunz/Dürig, Art. 20 of the Basic Law, 
marginal number 62.) 

This is the reason why direct and indirect democracy are not equivalent. 
Instead, it stands to reason that when considered in directly democratic 
terms, the materiality reservation of the Constitution is offered by the 
sovereignty of the people such that the creation of a Constitution must be 
reserved for the people (people’s reservation). 

If a new constitution is desired, a constitutional referendum has to be held. 
Otherwise, a body (Bundestag) will be assigned through elections with the 
task of exercising the authority of the state on behalf of the people. The 
relationship between the people and the Bundestag is that of the 
represented and the representative. 

It is unclear how far the power of representation conferred by elections 
should reach. Should the people delegate their sovereignty to Parliament 
within the meaning of parliamentary sovereignty, so that Parliament can 
take the decision on what and how it wants? This would mean 
that Parliament could abolish democracy, e.g. by suspending elections or 
abolishing the freedom of expression. The power of the representatives, if 
there should be any, must be limited. The question is: where are the limits 
on the power of representation and who draws them up? 

In the existing constitutional order this question is answered as follows: 
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the Constitution lays down the limits. It defines the framework within 
which the power representing the people is allowed to move, what the 
representatives check who are obliged to comply with the constitution 
(Federal Constitutional Court). To what extent these controls function 
correctly will not be gone into here. 

It is more difficult if a constitutional order is to be created. It would then 
be conceivable for the people to set the limits. The power of Parliament 
ends where it is attempted to undermine a decision of the people. This idea 
is theoretically possible, but difficult in practice, which is related to the 
question: where is the limit? 

It stands to reason that in a direct act of drafting a constitution, it is the 
people who decide on the limits of the power of representation and draw 
up the framework for Parliament within which it is allowed to act on 
behalf of the people. 

An assembly that draws up a Constitution (as a pathway for re-creating a 
constitution provided for by classical democracy theory) is however 
subjected to precisely this problem of undefined power of representation. 
Is the constituent assembly of the people also entitled to adopt an 
undemocratic constitution? 

One aspect that speaks in favour of this is that democracy - the drafting of 
a Constitution - is designed to do this through a referendum. This 
understanding of the sovereignty of the people corresponds to the inter-
pretation of Article 146 of the Basic Law, according to which a referen-
dum is required for the creation of a new constitution (see Herdegen in 
Maunz/Dürig Art. 146 of the Basic Law, marginal number 37 et seq.) 
The Federal Republic is considered to be politically and economically 
successful. After two world wars which started on German soil, the state 
has been transformed peacefully in floribus. The basis of this success is its 
constitution, the Basic Law. Reunification appears to be the culmination 
of this development, which is a history of lies. 

Apart from the bankruptcy of the state, party political power games and 
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democratic shortcomings, the question also arises: what does the citizen 
actually determine by elections, for example, because by voting he has an 
influence on politics? 

The elections to the 18th Bundestag revealed above all the reluctance of 
the citizens to participate in elections. 30% of those entitled to vote did not 
do so. They form the largest group within the population. The strongest 
party in the Bundestag is not able to unite as many votes behind it as there 
are non-voters; approximately 18 million non-voters contrast with around 
15 million CDU voters. 

What is new is that 15% of the votes cast are not represented in the 
Parliament. The FDP (Free Democratic Party) and the AFD (Alternative 
for Germany) failed to overcome the 5% hurdle. In addition, there are the 
small parties - specifically those 15% of the electorate’s votes which are 
ignored. If these are added to the 30% of those who did not vote, 45% of 
voters have lost their vote. As a result, Parliament is no longer 
representative. It does not even represent the will of the electors. This is a 
democratic heart attack. 

The Democracy of the Federal Republic is representative - any form of 
direct popular participation through referenda is excluded. A purely 
representative democracy which is no longer representative faces ruin. 
The 5% hurdle may be justified in order to prevent excessive fragmen-
tation of the political landscape for the purposes of government stability, 
but if it means that 15% of the votes of the electorate are ignored, the right 
to vote is devalued. The Constitutional Court decided as long ago as 1990 
that the 5% clause is permitted for elections to the Bundestag 
(Constitutional Court of 29th September 1990 - BvE 1, 3, 4/90, 2 BvR 
1247/90). However, the Constitutional Court also made clear that this 
decision did not apply for all time, but that circumstances may arise in 
which consideration of the 5% clause was no longer compatible with the 
right of equal opportunities in the elections. Such circumstances have 
applied since the last elections. It is to be hoped that the Federal Consti-
tutional Court will deal critically with the constitutionality of the 5% 
hurdle. For the European elections in May 2014, the Constitutional Court 
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has already taken a step in the right direction - it has overturned the 
envisaged 3% clause for the European elections. The European elections 
have to be held without a locking clause (Constitutional Court of 26th 
February 2014 - 2 BvE 2/13 etc. - 2 BvR 2220/13 and others). 

The Roman historian Sallust (86 BC to 34/35 BC) knew the problem: The 
parties prey on the state. How readily politicians take up lucrative 
positions in business (supervisory board positions) and represent the 
corresponding economic interests. And how readily politicians determine 
how much they earn, providing themselves with lavish pensions in their 
old age. Of course they also release themselves from all obligations: 
nobody checks what a parliamentarian does and what he spends his money 
on. He is not accountable. 

A feeling of distrust is growing with respect to the United States of Eu-
rope. The feeling of a lack of democracy on the part of the European 
Union is not a misunderstanding of a few individuals who are opposed to 
Europe and who - in spite of all attempts of established politicians to 
communicate the benefits of the European Union - remain unsaga- cious. 
Rather, it is legitimate criticism based on democratic theory. 

One feature of democracy is the so-called democratic legitimacy chain, 
which is very convoluted in Germany and therefore highly disputed. This 
also applies to the European stage. 

The government representatives on the European Council are not bound 
by the decisions of the Bundestag. They can vote differently on the 
European Council to what the German popular representatives wanted. If 
the European Council developed decision recommendations which were 
then submitted to the national parliaments for a vote, the procedure would 
be more democratic. 

A look beyond Germany’s borders shows that in other European countries 
the situation is no better. The modern cradle of democracy - Great Britain 
- has no written constitution on which the people have ever voted. British 
constitutionalists speak openly of the fact that it is Parliament (and not the 
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people) which is the sovereign body. They are - and this is to be 
welcomed - at least more honest than their colleagues from the continent. 

In no other EU country is there direct co-determination provided by the 
people (popular legislation). Everywhere, the democratic legitimacy of the 
applicable Constitution is doubtful. Belgium is worthy of mention in this 
respect: the Constitution was passed by a Parliament which according to 
census suffrage was elected by only one per cent of the population. 

A union of non-democratic states cannot be democratic. The shift of 
power to committees such as the ECB which have not been legitimised 
democratically (not even indirectly) shows how undemocratic the EMU, 
even though it above all must be interested in preventing the crash of the 
Euro. 

The attempt to create a European Constitution had to fail. This is a good 
thing, because by means of a constitution, the ailing European Community 
is attempting to give itself an appearance of democracy, as Germany did 
in the past. 

A chance of democracy in the European Union might be possible if all of 
the member states are governed democratically. A democratic vision for 
the European Union could be based on Switzerland: referenda at the 
European level with a double majority requirement - a majority of the 
European people and a majority of the voting nations (similar to the Swiss 
cantons). 
A corresponding constitutional reform would soon reach its limits. According 

to Article 79 III of the Basic Law - the Eternity Clause - the structural 

principles of the Constitution cannot be changed. Not by a unanimous vote of 

the Bundestag, not by the people. How a new constitution for Germany can be 

introduced is not stated in the Basic Law. It regulates constitutional 

change/reform and makes it dependent on a qualified majority in the 

Bundestag and Bundesrat, which ends at the Eternity Clause. The Basic Law 

stipulates in Article 146 when it comes to an end: “This Basic Law, which 

applies after the completion of the unity and freedom of Germany for the entire 

German people, shall lose its validity on the day on which a Constitution comes 
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into force which has been adopted by a free decision of the German people 

A new constitution must be created and the people must vote on it in a con-

stituent act that is independent of the Basic Law as a pouvoir constituant. 

Proposal for a new constitution 

The Constitution presented should be considered a proposal that offers points 

in comparison to the Basic Law which serve the people and are relevant to the 

economy of the state. 

The federal / constitutional principles 

Article 20 

(1) The Federal Republic is a democratic and social constitutional state. 

The federal states are to be abolished. 

Federalism leads to pointless multiple structures and the complication and 

delay of political decision-making processes. Regional questions can be 

resolved at the regional level, e.g. in districts and local authorities, for 

which there is no need for states with parliaments and administrative 

apparatuses. 

(2) The legislature is bound by the constitutional order; the executive 
power and the judiciary are bound by law and order. The executive 
power shall be in line with the rulings of the Federal Finance Court, 
the Federal Social Court and the Federal Administrative court. Non-
application decisions are not permitted. 

In practice, rulings of the Federal Courts such as those pertaining to fiscal 
matters which are favourable to the citizen are not implemented by the 
administration. The Minister of Finance shall stipulate that judgements of 
the Federal Finance Court relating to the citizens are to be ignored. So-
called non-application decisions shall apply. For this reason, this 
paragraph has been supplemented. 
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Article 20 b 

The legislature, executive powers and jurisdiction shall observe the 
principle of transparency. Secret agreements are prohibited. 

Bundestag 

Article 38 

(3) Anyone may become a Member of Parliament if he or she has 
demonstrated in an examination that he or she has knowledge of 
economic and financial matters and political and social fields. 

Up to now, expertise has been of no importance in the allocation of par-
liamentary seats. The decisive factors are tactical considerations of power 
within the party. Party supporters are rewarded with a seat in the 
Bundestag. This has to be counteracted by the demand for evidence of 
fundamental knowledge. The most important right of the Bundestag is the 
right to adopt a budget. This may be conscientiously exercised by the 
members of the Bundestag if they have fundamental knowledge of 
economic and financial questions. 

Article 45e 

The Bundestag shall appoint other specialist committees as required. 

The prerequisite for membership of a specialist committee according to 
Articles 45 and 45a (Affairs of the European Union, Foreign Affairs, 
Defence) or of another specialist committee is that the Member of Par-
liament can show in an examination that he or she has fundamental 
knowledge of the respective specialist field. 

The same reasoning applies as in Article 38 (3). 

Article 46 

As every citizen, Members of Parliament are subject to the general 
laws. This also applies to the penal laws. Members of Parliament 
enjoy neither immunity nor indemnity. 
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Article 46 of the Basic Law as amended protects Members of Parliament 
from prosecution. Prosecution requires that the Bundestag cancels the so-
called immunity of the Member of Parliament. This is a relic from the 
imperial era which was intended to protect the Reichstag from the Kaiser 
and his police force. This can no longer apply today. Members of 
Parliament should not have any privileges. The Public Prosecutor’s Office 
is free and independent according to this Draft Constitution. There is 
therefore no longer a danger that the Government can avail itself of the 
services of the Public Prosecutor’s Office against members of Parliament 
of which it does not approve. 

Article 48 

(3) The Members of Parliament have a claim to appropriate remu-
neration which guarantees their independence. Secondary employment 
which is not of a voluntary nature is prohibited. Infringements of this 
stipulation shall require the Member of Parliament to pay 
compensation and be subject to further punishment. Serious 
infringements shall lead to impeachment. 

Members of Parliament serve the state. As every employee, they should 
use their labour solely on behalf of their employer. Therefore, secondary 
employment is prohibited. Any infringement of this prohibition shall be 
subject to appropriate sanctions. 

Article 49 

The number of seats in the Bundestag is limited to 300. This may not 
be exceeded by overhang seats. 

As a result of the last electoral reform, the Bundestag is to be further i 
ncreased in size. This is associated with substantial costs for the citizens. 
Only the parties benefit - they are able to distribute more posts to their 
members. The enlargement does not however result in improved policies. 
For this reason, the number of Bundestag Members is to be restricted. 

Legislation - Direct Democracy 
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Article 70 

Bills are introduced to the Bundestag by the Bundestag, the Federal 
Government, the Bundesrat or petitions by the people. 

Article 71 

(1) By means of petitions it is possible for 100,000 eligible voters to 
submit bills to the Bundestag, as well as other expressions of their 
political will. Official representatives of the referendum have the right 
to a hearing in the Bundestag and its committees. 
(2) The Bundestag shall decide within a period of four months on the 
petition. 

Article 72 

(1) In cases where the Bundestag rejects the petition, a referendum 
shall be held not later than 12 months after the negative decision of the 
Bundestag. The factions of the Bundestag may present their own bills 
for a vote on the same matter. 
(2) With a majority of its Members, the Bundestag may decide to 
hold a referendum on a political matter that it has dealt with. 
(3) A bill or another expression of political will shall be deemed to 
have been accepted by a referendum if it is approved by the majority 
of those voting. 
(4) A law amending the Basic Law shall require the approval of at 
least two-thirds of the votes cast. 

Articles 70 to 75 of the Basic Law as amended govern the responsibilities 
between the Federal Government and the states in terms of legislation. 
With the abolition of the states, these provisions no longer apply. The 
cancelled provisions are replaced by rules relating to direct democracy. 

Article 73 

(1) Specialist committees shall be formed for the most important 
policy areas, in particular the questions of economic and financial 
policy. The specialist committees shall be manned by recognised in-
dividuals from science and the practical field. The Bundestag shall 
decide with a three-quarters majority on the members of the specialist 
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committees. 
(2) The specialist committees shall be consulted on all draft laws 
which fall within their specialist field. 
(3) The specialist committees have a right of veto in their specialist 
field against bills of the Bundestag. The Bundestag can overrule the 
veto with a three-quarters majority. The veto can be overruled in a 
referendum by a simple majority. 

In addition to the lack of the participation of the people, the German 
legislature is negatively affected by the fact that parliamentarians often 
take decisions without a sufficient degree of knowledge and simply follow 
party discipline. This is to be changed by the formation of specialist 
committees. The role model for this is, for example, the “Five Wise Men”. 
Court 

Article 93 

(1) The Federal Constitutional Court decides on complaints which may 

be submitted by any person (i.e. natural and legal persons under private 

and public law and constitutional bodies) with the assertion that the public 

powers have violated constitutional law. 

(2) Furthermore, the Federal Constitutional Court shall take decisions on 

complaints relating to the alleged threat of the infringement of 

constitutional law. This applies in particular to bills. Upon request, the 

Federal Constitutional Court shall take a provisional decision in summary 

proceedings. 

The field of application of the constitutional complaint is currently restricted 

to basic rights and similar complaints. However, issues which affect all 

citizens cannot be submitted to the Federal Constitutional Court for a review 

in this manner. For example, the question of whether a budget is 

constitutional. This is a gap in the legal protection system which is to be 

closed by extending the scope of the constitutional complaint. 

Article 94 

(1) The complaints under Article 93 do not require that the party 

submitting the complaint has been affected in terms of his/her/its rights. 
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There is direct access to the Federal Constitutional Court. It is not 

necessary to pass through all of the instances of the courts before 

submitting the constitutional complaint. The Federal Constitutional Court 

substantiates its decisions after taking into account all of the arguments of 

the complainant. 

(2) If the Federal Constitutional Court is satisfied that laws are in-

compatible with the Basic Law, it declares the law to be null and void. If 

the Federal Constitutional Court is provisionally satisfied in conjunction 

with summary proceedings that draft laws are unconstitutional, the 

legislative process shall be suspended until a final decision is taken. With 

respect to budget legislation, the German Constitutional Court is entitled 

in the event of an unconstitutional budget law to block the disbursement of 

the funds by the Bundestag. 

(3) Administrative acts and court decisions which can no longer be 
contested and which are based on a law which has been declared null 
and void must be abolished upon request within one year after the 
announcement of the Federal Constitutional Court judgement. 

Under current legislation, access to the Federal Constitutional Court is 
difficult. The citizen has to pass through the various instances of the 
courts with procedures lasting many years before he is entitled to be heard 
by the Federal Constitutional Court. With this proposal, access to the 
Federal Constitutional Court is to be made easier. 

In addition, the Federal Constitutional Court must give reasons for its 
decisions. In practice, the Federal Constitutional Court rejects many 
constitutional complaints without stating the reasons. The grounds for this 
procedure are not known. 

Currently, the legislature is taking a calculated risk - it takes unconsti-
tutional decisions in the knowledge that the Constitutional Court will only 
reach a decision a few years later and all decisions (e.g. tax assessments) 
cannot be reversed. This abuse of power has to be rejected. 
Unconstitutional judgements and decisions are to be reversed when the 
other appeal deadlines stipulated in the laws have expired. 




