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Introduction:
The euro was created with two different ideas at its core, one was the expansion of "stability
culture" which was very much pushed by Germany and the other was that of "shared monetary
leadership", pushed by France.
Quotes
"Denmark does not have an opt-out, it has an opt-in"
"There are now more control mechanisms on the EU level than there are on the German federal level"
"Ireland, Spain and perhaps Portugal show that courage is sometimes paid back by voters"
Main findings:
 Completion of the banking union with fiscal backstops is needed. Capital market union and a
fiscal union would be good to have but not necessary.
 It was noted that who pays is still based on national budgets even though the rules and
enforcement is done at the EU level. It was noted that the treaties did not provide for
mechanisms on how to deal with such an economic crisis and they had to be defined.
 The nation state is still the basis for democratic legitimacy in Europe because there is no EU
public sphere as of yet, which would make having an EU Finance minister very difficult due
to legitimacy of such a position.
 There was an argument about the need to have a look at welfare state obstacles to labour
mobility (especially among low skilled workers) and its impact on the Eurozone. The lack of
vocational training and the high level of youth unemployment were also discussed.
 It was noted that countries with low growth and weak performance were also the countries
which were not taking the single market seriously. There was a problem that there was no
benchmarking among Member States to compliance and application of single market rules.
 Question was raised why there was such criticism of the "European deposit scheme" by
certain member states.
 It was noted that "who pays" is still the national economy even if the rules and enforcement
mechanisms are on the European level.
 It was noted that the "Five Presidents" paper was not calling for a joint fiscal policy but
rather for a special type of budget for the Eurozone. That there was to be a "conditionality
clause" which will help incentivise the reform process. It was noted that finance ministers
still believe the euro is an intergovernmental exercise even though the euro is the currency of
the EU and countries are either not yet in the Euro, and one has an opt-out while another
has an opt-in and it is important to remember that both Denmark and Sweden in 2008 were
considering holding a referendum.
 Sanctions by capital markets have proven to be not enough and European banks have
become less Europeans with capital returning to the home market.







It was noted that with a budget of 1% a "Eurozone budget" if a part of the EU budget as a
whole was meaningless in a macroeconomic sense to be able to deal with systemic problems.
There was a suggestion that instead the ESM could become a European Monetary Fund.
There was a debate on this last point though with some arguing not to create a new
institutional structure and especially not a new intergovernmental structure.
The notion of no parliament of the euro area but rather coordination between the EP and
national parliaments was made.
A proposal was made not only to allow for the Commissioner who deals with the Euro to be
the Chair of the Euro Council but this could also lead to a combination of the President of
the Commission being the President of the Council.
There was an argument made that what may be needed is to properly enforce existing rules
before making further reforms.

