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INTRODUCTION BY PETER MUNK

The crisis facing Europe is clear. For going on a generation, the majority of the national governments
in the eurozone have spent more than they take in. The result is rapidly increasing debt and
corresponding servicing costs as countries’ deficits rise faster than their economies are expected to
grow. This dangerous dynamic, and its pernicious social consequences, is nowhere more evident than
in Greece, where the national public debt is fast approaching 200 percent of GDP. Taken as a whole,
the eurozone currently has 1.1 trillion euros in debts due in 2012. And we must view these debts
collectively, since the economic and political covenants of the European Union make it impossible for
any individual country to restructure its debt unilaterally and still remain in the euro.

What lies at the core of the EU breakdown, and what we are witnessing, is the historic
recalibration of the role of the modern state in real time. If the 2008 financial crisis showed us the
failures inherent in the U.S. capital market model, the eurozone crisis is demonstrating the limits of
the highly leveraged social welfare state. Through both crises, citizens of North America and Europe
are struggling to reimagine what their governments can and should be. How much power should they
have? How much money should they spend? And how should we draw the lines of accountability
between citizens, the state, elected officials, and increasingly powerful transnational institutions? To
top it off, this is all happening during a period of growing political uncertainty and unrest.

These issues formed the background for the ninth semi-annual Munk Debate, held at Roy
Thomson Hall in Toronto, on Friday, May 25, 2012, before an audience of 2,700 and with over 3,000
people watching online. The resolution for the evening, “be it resolved the European experiment has
failed,” fostered our most spirited, and dare I say emotional, debate to date. Our debaters are each
deeply invested in the still uncertain fate of the European project, which brought immediate
consequence to the night’s discussion.

Four exceptional debaters were assembled to tackle this critical issue. Arguing for the resolution
were economic historian Niall Ferguson and German editor-publisher Josef Joffe. Arguing against the
motion were EU parliamentarian Daniel Cohn-Bendit and former EU commissioner Lord Peter
Mandelson.

Niall Ferguson is a celebrated Harvard professor of history, a Daily Beast/Newsweek columnist,
and the author of numerous international bestselling books, including The Ascent of Money: A
Financial History of the World and Civilization: The West and the Rest. For more than ten years,
Ferguson argued, it has been the case that Europe has conducted an experiment in the impossible. A
monetary union without labour market integration and without any fiscal federalism was bound to
blow up. And the proof, said Ferguson, is in both the economic stagnation of the union and also in its
geopolitical insignificance.



 
Debating with Niall Ferguson was Josef Joffe, the publisher of the prestigious German weekly Die

Zeit. He is the author of numerous bestselling books on global politics, including Überpower: The
Imperial Temptation of America. Europe has transcended a thousand years of war, Joffe argued, but
twenty-seven nation-states will never grow into one. Europe is crumbling before our eyes, and its
proudest achievement — the euro — is going to bury the union. In the end, Europe is broke, and
Germany neither wants to, nor can afford to, pay for the rest. We must now hope, Joffe concluded, that
the collapse of the economic union will not bring down European political ties.

Daniel Cohn-Bendit, who argued against the resolution, emerged on the European scene in the
1960s as a key leader of the student revolts in France. Half a century later, he remains fondly known
as “Danny the Red,” and serves as co-president of the Greens/European Free Alliance Group in the
European Parliament. He also sits on the EU parliamentary committees for Economic and Monetary
Affairs and Constitutional Affairs. In the past, Cohn-Bendit has argued passionately that “we need a
true democratic process for the renewal of Europe, in which the European Parliament plays a central
role.” The centrality of the democratic process must be seen in tandem with the EU’s true political
successes. Cohn-Bendit reminded us that this is a union born out of what was once the most
murderous region in the world, and as a result, Europe is an objective that we must not disavow,
despite the challenges of economic union.

Our final debater was Lord Peter Mandelson. Lord Mandelson has held numerous senior cabinet
positions in the United Kingdom as a Labour MP under prime ministers Tony Blair and Gordon
Brown. He was Great Britain’s EU commissioner from 2004 to 2008, and is currently the chairman of
Global Counsel, an international strategic advisory firm. Mandelson urged the audience to measure
the European Union against a longer history and a bigger aim. While the euro is certainly in trouble,
he argued, the eurozone is not the whole European project. The EU is based on a political idea that a
group of once antagonistic countries can be more than the sum of its parts. It is this supranationalism
that must remain the focus of our steady hand and be the topic of debate.

I was enthralled by the intellectual vigour and emotion of these four debaters. And because I grew
up in Europe, this debate held particular significance for me.

As both Ferguson and Joffe argued persuasively, it may be simply too expensive to rescue the
economies of Greece, Spain, and possibly Italy, in addition to what has already been provided to
Portugal and Ireland. In the end, it will come down to the German people, and the value they place on
the economic union. Germany could possibly afford to bail out country after country, but it is
questionable whether German savings can continue to fix the recurring problems of the European
experiment. On the other hand, as Cohn-Bendit and Mandelson both argued, it may make more
economic sense — despite the exorbitant costs — to save the union than reap the fallout of its
collapse.

Perhaps the common currency was a mistake. And maybe the EU will be stronger if its member states
revert to their national currencies. But either way, Europe is more than an economic union. It also
unites the European peoples in a way they have never been united before. For a very long time, Europe
was a place of tremendous violence — wars that my own family lived through. So, to me, the
overriding importance of this project was that it eliminated local, regional, and international wars and
conflicts that wiped out millions of families. We must never lose sight of the fact that it brought
various peoples and cultures together into a political system capable of negotiating difference.



 
There are also lessons we can all learn from the problems facing Europe. At its core, we are

seeing a challenge to the welfare state model. This is not just a conflict between countries, but a
question of how countries are structured. The European crisis is the first manifestation of challenges
facing the Western world as countries try to satisfy the ever-growing entitlement culture. It is a
question of managing post-industrial economies, built on an industrial state model. And so the topic of
this Munk Debate holds significance for those of us watching from afar. We are all observing with
keen interest to see how — and if — the crisis will be resolved.

I would like to make one final comment about the debate itself. This Munk Debate was very
emotional. Our debaters care passionately about the fate of the union, and about the prosperity and
challenges that their countries face. For me, this is all the more reason to support spaces for the public
exchange of conflicting ideas. I feel strongly that government policy needs to be bolstered by high-
level public debate.

I think it is in all of our interests to elevate our awareness of, and engagement in, key issues that
are currently at the forefront of global debate and discussion. In my mind, a hundred speeches will
never match the power of one single debate amongst true thought leaders. In this kind of public forum,
you are putting together people who have equal knowledge but vastly different policy views, which
forces a defence of public policy too often missing from our civic discourse.

When we started holding these debates, our intention was a simple one: to highlight the finest
thinkers debating the crucial issues facing our world. In that respect, we have again exceeded our
expectations with this debate on the future of Europe. And for this I have to credit my Aurea
Foundation Board and, more specifically, Rudyard Griffiths and his team, who have done a wonderful
job organizing and hosting these debates. I am proud of our Foundation’s debate series, and, as ever, I
am grateful to our debaters for an exceptional evening of discussion, excitement, emotion, and — yes
— entertainment.
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THE MUNK DEBATE ON EUROPE

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Ladies and gentlemen, good evening. My name is Rudyard Griffiths. I’m the co-
organizer of this debate series with my colleague, Patrick Luciani. It is my privilege to be your
moderator once again.

I want to start by welcoming the worldwide audience who are watching tonight’s debate live
online, on web sites including Canada’s leading news source, theglobeandmail.com. A warm hello
also to the global TV and radio audience tuning into this debate: in Canada from the Business News
Network (BNN), to CBC Radio’s Ideas, or on CPAC (the Cable Public Affairs Channel), and on C-
SPAN throughout the continental United States. And finally, hello to the 2,700 people who have once
again filled Roy Thomson Hall to capacity for a Munk Debate.

We’ve had some stellar debates in this very hall. Who can forget that evening with Christopher
Hitchens and Tony Blair on religion’s impact on the world? A year ago today Dr. Henry Kissinger, at
eighty-two years of age, participated in his first public debate on this stage, eloquently arguing against
China owning the twenty-first century. And just a matter of months ago, Nobel laureate Paul Krugman
and former U.S. treasury secretary Larry Summers went head-to-head on the future of the North
American economy.

As entertaining and engaging as those contests were, they did not have the urgency of tonight’s
debate. In the last month, the unthinkable has become the thinkable when it comes to the future of
Europe. As early as mid-June 2012, Greece will form a new government that will have to decide in the
coming months — by choice or out of necessity — if the country leaves the eurozone. Many observers
have predicted that a Greek exit from the eurozone could cause a catastrophic spike in the borrowing
costs of Spain and Italy — two of the world’s largest debtor nations — and a bank run throughout the
region. The result could be an implosion, both political and economic, of the European Union that
would most likely plunge not only that continent, but North America and the world, back into
recession.

But as dire as the scenarios presented in the media about Europe’s future are right now, they need
to be set against a record of real accomplishment and important history. The European Union, born out
of the Second World War, now encompasses six decades of continuous history, some twenty-seven
member states, twenty-three different languages, and an advanced economy that is responsible for a
quarter of the world’s economic output.

In the sweep of human history, Europe’s institutions, its values, and its common goals are
rightfully acknowledged as some of humankind’s most important accomplishments. So I think we’re
all wondering tonight — we in this room and people around the world, especially people in Europe —
whether the considerable strengths that Europe enjoys will allow it to survive its unprecedented crisis,



 
and maybe even emerge from the other side stronger and more united; or, as two of our debaters will
make the case this evening, is the eurozone crisis an expression of a series of deep and fatal flaws
buried in the core of the euro itself that dooms it to failure?

Tonight, we are going to try and answer these important questions and tackle the big geopolitical
question of our time. We will debate the motion: be it resolved, the European experiment has failed.
Before introducing the all-star European cast of debaters that we’ve assembled, let me take a moment
to recognize the organization that is solely responsible for staging these evenings. It’s really thanks to
its generosity and public-spiritedness that we have the opportunity, twice a year, to gather here in
Toronto and listen to some of the world’s brightest minds debate the big issues facing our country and
the globe. Ladies and gentlemen, please join me in a round of applause for the co-founders of the
Aurea Foundation, Peter and Melanie Munk.

Now, let’s get our debate underway. Can I have a big round of applause for our two debaters
arguing for tonight’s motion, Niall Ferguson and Josef Joffe, and their formidable opponents, Daniel
Cohn-Bendit and Lord Peter Mandelson.

Peter Munk joked with me earlier that we should rename these events the Ferguson Debates, since
this is the third time Niall Ferguson has participated in a Munk Debate. But, brain cell for brain cell,
he is one of the most formidable debaters of his generation. He’s also a celebrated Harvard professor,
a Daily Beast/Newsweek columnist, a documentary film impresario, and an internationally bestselling
author.

Josef Joffe, also speaking in favour of tonight’s motion, brings a vital perspective to this debate
— the view of the German people on the fast-moving eurozone crisis. He is the publisher of the
prestigious German weekly Die Zeit, Germany’s equivalent of Time magazine or Maclean’s. He is the
author of numerous bestselling books on international affairs, including Überpower: The Imperial
Temptation of America. His analysis of geopolitical events appears regularly in everywhere from the
New York Times to The New Republic to the London Times Literary Supplement.

Let me introduce the debaters arguing against the motion. The life story of Daniel Cohn-Bendit is
in many ways synonymous with the European experiment: born in France in 1945 to German-Jewish
parents who had fled Nazi Germany, Mr. Cohn-Bendit burst upon the European scene in the 1960s as a
key leader of the student revolts in France. Half a century later, he remains fondly known as “Danny
the Red,” and a highly influential voice in Europe, where he serves as co-president of the
Greens/European Free Alliance Group in the European Parliament. He sits on the EU parliamentary
committees on Economic and Monetary Affairs and Constitutional Affairs. He is also co-president of
the respected Spinelli Group, a European parliamentary association dedicated to the federalist project
in Europe.

Our final debater tonight, Lord Peter Mandelson, is one of Europe’s most prominent and eloquent
advocates for the cause of European federalism in the face of the current crisis. He has held numerous
senior cabinet positions in the United Kingdom as a Labour MP under prime ministers Tony Blair and
Gordon Brown. Most important to us tonight, he was Great Britain’s EU commissioner from 2004 to
2008, a role that gave him an intimate understanding of the internal political and economic workings
of Europe. Today he is the chairman of Global Counsel, an international strategic advisory firm. To
top off his many talents, he is also a gifted writer. His autobiography, The Third Man, published in
2010, was a Sunday Times number-one bestseller for five consecutive weeks.



 
All 2,700 of you in attendance voted on the debate’s resolution as you took your seats, which is a
critical part of these events. We asked you to consider the motion: be it resolved the European
experiment has failed. Your votes should give us a close idea of where public opinion is in this room
right now. The numbers are interesting: 41 percent voted in favour of the motion, 37 percent were
against it, and 22 percent were undecided. So public opinion is split.

On the second question on your ballot, we asked you whether or not you are open to changing
your vote, depending on what you hear at this debate. Wow — this is an undecided audience! Ninety
percent of you would change your minds in the next hour and forty-five minutes. Only 10 percent of
you have your minds completely made up. Ladies and gentlemen, this debate is very much in play.

One last housekeeping point that we stick to at every debate: our debaters will have six minutes
for their opening remarks and three minutes for their closing remarks. I now call on Niall Ferguson for
the first opening statement. Sir, you have six minutes.

NIALL FERGUSON: Thank you. Merci. Mersi. Grazie. Gracias. Grazzi. Go raibh maith agat. Dziekuje.
Danke. Aitäh. Köszönöm. Multumesc. Dêkuji. Paldies. Ačiū. Dakujem. Obri-gado. Hvala. Dank u.
Kiitti. Blagodaria. Merci villmahl. Efharisto. And my personal favourite, tak.

There are twenty-three ways of saying thank you in the European Union, and I think that in itself
illustrates why the European experiment has ended in failure. Do you remember those experiments
that you used to do as a kid with a chemistry set? You would keep adding chemicals, one after the
other, to see what would finally produce an explosion. That’s what they did in Europe. It started with
six; that wasn’t enough. It went to nine . . . nothing. Ten . . . a little bit of smoke, nothing more.
Twelve . . . nothing. Fifteen . . . still nothing. Twenty-five . . . beginning to bubble. Twenty-seven . . .
explosion!

I’m absolutely certain that Lord Mandelson and Daniel Cohn-Bendit will tell you that the
European experiment has succeeded because there has been peace in Europe since it began in the
1950s. Can we just knock that on the head? European integration has had absolutely nothing to do with
peace in Europe since World War II; that has been the achievement of NATO [the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization]. The creation of the European Union was not about war and peace, otherwise
there would have been a European Defence Community, and that was vetoed by the French National
Assembly in 1954.

Europe has to be judged in economic terms, since its own terms have always been economic. And
how did it do? In the 1950s the economy of integrated Europe grew at 4 percent. In the 1960s, it was
about the same. In the 1970s, growth was 2.8 percent; in the 1980s, it slid to 2.1 percent; in the 1990s,
it was only 1.7 percent: and so on, down to zero.

As European integration has proceeded, its growth has declined. The share of Europe in global
GDP has fallen since 1980 from 31 percent to just 19 percent. Since 1980 the EU has grown faster than
the United States in only nine out of thirty-two years. Never has its unemployment rate been lower
than the U.S. unemployment rate.

Are any of you investors? What were the worst equity markets of the last ten years? They were
Greece, Ireland, Italy, Finland, Portugal, the Netherlands, and Belgium — the worst in the world. And
on top of all of this, we have monetary union — the ultimate experiment gone wrong.

We warned them, ladies and gentlemen. We said, if you have a monetary union without labour
market integration and without any fiscal federalism, it will blow up. I predicted that in 2000. It is



 
happening in real time, in a chemistry lab, on the other side of the Atlantic.

But this was also a political experiment gone wrong. Do you know what that experiment was? The
experiment was to see if Europeans could be forced into an even closer union — despite their wishes
— by economic means because the political means failed.

And when the European peoples voted against further integration, their respective governments
were told to try again. It happened to the Danes in 1992, and to the Irish twice: in 2001 and again in
2008. Their citizens gave the wrong answer in the referendum, so the governments just held another
one. This tells you something about why this experiment has failed — it has failed because it has lost
political legitimacy. And we see this not only in Greece but in government after government across
Europe. Thirteen have fallen since this crisis began two years ago, and more will follow in the months
to come.

Finally, the European experiment has been a geopolitical failure. The European Union was
supposed to act as counterweight to the United States. Do you remember Jacques Poos’s 1991 “hour of
Europe” speech announcing that Europe was going to solve the war in Bosnia?1 Yes, that was
supposed to be in 1991. But one hundred thousand people died in that war and 2.2 million were
displaced, and the conflict didn’t end until the United States finally stepped in and sorted out the
mess.

Henry Kissinger famously asked, “Who do I call when I want to call Europe?” The answer came
several years later: you call Baroness Ashton of Upholland.2 Nobody had ever heard of her, nor had
they ever heard from her. Ladies and gentlemen, you’re Canadians. You know how hard it is to run a
federal system with just ten provinces and only two languages; that’s why you will understand more
readily than most people why the European experiment, with twenty-seven countries and a staggering
twenty-three languages, has ended in ignominious failure. Thankfully, here in Canada I only have to
use two or maybe three words now. Thank you and merci.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Daniel Cohn-Bendit, you’re up next.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: Good evening. I can say it only in English. You know, I have to calm myself.
I’ve never heard such stupid things! And I will tell you why. My parents fled from Germany in 1933.
My father was a lawyer, and he would have been arrested after the burning of the Reichstag. Then they
had to flee to the south of France because my mother and father were Jews. I was conceived after the
landing of the troops in Normandy. Nine months later, in April 1945, I was born.

Imagine if I had said to my parents that in fifty years there would be no military forces between
France and Germany, except those that are part of NATO; that there would be no troops, no soldiers in
all of Europe; and imagine that I said you could travel anywhere on the continent. My parents would
have said, “We have a problem. We have a kid who’s speaking too early, and he’s speaking nonsense.”

European integration was a big civilizational step. Many of the world’s most destructive political
experiments originated in Europe: we created colonialism; we created fascism; and we created
communism. The continent was the most murderous region in the world. We started two world wars,
and the fighting had to end. We could not continue on this path, and we decided that the best idea was
to form a union that allowed the European peoples to do business together and exchange goods. They
took the big step when they created the European Union.

Then communism fell. And then there was the generation of François Mitterrand and Helmut



 
Kohl. Mitterrand said — and Margaret Thatcher agreed — that you have to deepen European
integration; you have to deepen it so that there would no longer be a hegemonic state in Europe; so
that there would be no more fighting, and so that countries would have to work together — they could
fight in a parliament, but no longer on the battlefield.

Then they created the euro. And, yes, the euro is in trouble. But having a union is difficult. A
common state like Europe has never been created without war. And, Niall, you are right about Bosnia;
I personally supported the idea of a European intervention. But we have to take responsibility for the
continent. Look at the situation in Europe today; the nation-states can’t take on the problems of the
crisis — the economic fiscal crisis and climate change — alone. At this rate no European state will be
in the G8 in thirty years. Only Europe can defend the European Union.

Yes, the process is challenging. But I prefer Europeans having difficulties speaking to one another
than being at war together. The language of war is universal, so this argument about all the language
barriers is crazy. We have translators. We can make it work. Come to the European Parliament and
you can see for yourself.

Joining the European Union is the dream of many countries. If it is as bad as you suggest, then
why have countries voted to get in? Why, after the fall of the Wall, did the Polish want to join? What
about the Hungarians? They wanted to be part of the EU because it’s the future. Saying it’s the future
doesn’t mean it’s not difficult; it doesn’t mean that we can’t have backlash. But I strongly believe that
if we don’t continue European integration, the European nation-states will be in trouble because of
their ageing societies.

We need to stay together to defend ourselves. The European Union is an umbrella that allows us
to defend our vision of how to live together, and we were able to achieve this without war. As you
know, the United States of America came together after a civil war. Our civil wars were two world
wars, and then we Europeans learned to work together. I know discussion can be more complicated,
but I will tell you an old Jewish joke: if you have two solutions, always choose the third. And this is
Europe.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Up next, speaking for the resolution, Josef Joffe.

JOSEF JOFFE: I have to start by correcting my friend Niall. He’s wrong about the phone number. There
is a phone number. The phone number is Catherine Ashton’s. You call the phone number and then you
get a computer voice: for Germany, press 1; for France, press 2 — that tells you where Europe is at.

Let me say something else. I think Europe was a wonderful idea. After all, Zeus, the god of gods,
risked his marriage by running off with Europa — a woman he was smitten with. And Ovid, the
Roman poet, sings, “Till in the open sea he bore his prize . . . her right hand grasped a horn, the other
leant upon his back.”

Europe was also a wonderful idea several eons later when it decided to unify after the two most
murderous wars in history. What a magnificent story. First, six nations got together by integrating
coal and steel. Next, they slowly created a common market for goods, capital services, and people;
democracy followed à la Cohn-Bendit with a European Parliament, and finally they introduced the
euro, which meant no more francs, pesetas, and drachmas. Now there are twenty-seven member states.
The euro reigns from Portugal to the borders of Poland. Now what would come next? Of course, the
United States of Europe.



 
DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: Yes!

JOSEF JOFFE: Wrong! Europe is crumbling before our eyes. The grandest experiment since the thirteen
American colonies became E Pluribus Unum now faces its most deadly crisis. Why has this seemingly
inexorable march of progress ground to a halt?

Think about integration as a mountain climb in the Rockies or on the Alps. In the beginning or in
the foothills it is nice and easy. As we rise, the ascent gets tougher and the air gets thinner. Finally we
reach the sheer cliff, the north face of the Eiger, in Switzerland, for example — a cliff that forms the
core of national sovereignty.

This is where we are today, with the euro, our proudest achievement, about to bury us. We have
gone too far, so what do you do next? There are only three ways: you retreat, stop, or attack. Do you
attack the summit and climb to the United States of Europe? “Just look at your party of seventeen,”
this mountain growls, “all stragglers, miscreants, cripples, free-riders.” And because this is a very
educated mountain, he would add that there is no true unification without war, where the strongest
element forces the rest into a single state.

That is what happened in Italy and Germany, and of course, as Danny already said, in the United
States, where the civil war was actually a war of national unification. There will be no such war in
Europe, and thank God for that. There is no Bismarck or Lincoln in Europe’s future. And Frau
[Angela] Merkel is no Bismarck, of course.

But what does this deadly crisis tell us? It says that you can’t go to the summit unless you are
both willing and able. Except you are neither of those things and nor will you ever be because: (a) you
can’t and will not give up the biggest chunk of democratic sovereignty, which is the power to tax and
spend; and (b) you don’t belong in the same climbing party to begin with. Just two or three or four of
you have the discipline and the stamina to keep going. The rest are overweight, lame, or out of breath.

So let’s bring it down from the mountain metaphor. The political point is that Europe is broke,
and Germany neither wants nor is able to pay for the rest. Even France is broke. Furthermore, the
stragglers don’t want to go back to camp, to get into shape through a very painful domestic regimen
that has already killed so many of their governments.

The deepest problem is the stubborn tenacity of the nation-state, which will not submit when the
core of its sovereignty is at stake. Money, as the Germans say, is where a friendship stops, and so does
integration. The EU is not cavorting in the foothills anymore. It’s facing the north face of the Eiger.

So is Europe history now? We don’t know yet. But we do know one thing: that the experiment has
failed in one sense because that wonderful dream from the 1950s — of up, up, and away — has
collided with the nasty reality of the nation-state that will not fade away. And if truth be told, how
many Frenchmen, Italians, Germans, Poles, and so on, will want to part with two thousand years of
history? Who wants to be ruled from Brussels rather than from his or her own capital?

Let me conclude with a prayer. Let’s pray that the inevitable crash of the euro, the most ambitious
part of the experiment, will not bury the rest of the union. And let’s plead with Zeus to save Europa
from the angry seas and set her down at a cozy little harbour because Europe cannot conquer the sea
that is the nation-state. But if she drowns, Canada and the United States will not flourish. Amen.
Thank you.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Our final debater, speaking against the motion, is Lord Peter Mandelson. Sir, you



 
have six minutes.

PETER MANDELSON: Thank you very much. First of all, I must take Niall and Josef up on their sneering
remarks about Catherine Ashton. Two days ago the five permanent members of the United Nations
Security Council, along with Germany — the great powers — went into very serious negotiations with
Iran about the development of their nuclear capability. Who was leading the great powers? Who was
leading the Security Council permanent members? No, Niall. No, Josef. It was not Hillary Clinton, it
was Catherine Ashton. So let’s have a little less sneering, please, and a little more seriousness.

Tonight is an opportunity to see an Englishman, a Scotsman, a German, and a sort of Frenchman
knock each other around on stage. It sounds like the beginning of a bad joke, really, which is what I
understand many of you think Europe and its currency are at the moment. But Danny and I are going
to ask you to step back and look at a more serious and bigger picture. We are going to ask you to
measure the European Union against a longer history and a bigger aim. Before we can define failure in
this motion we have to know what we are talking about.

The EU’s currency zone is certainly in trouble, and it’s sending out distress signals. I don’t deny
that. But the eurozone is not the whole European project. That project started over six decades ago
when people realized that the whole in Europe could, should, and would be bigger than the sum of its
parts; that by pooling elements of our sovereignty and decision-making we can achieve things that
would not be possible if we remained a collection of relatively small and rather combative nation-
states. In doing that, we have put centuries of conflict in Europe behind us, which is not a small
accomplishment.

We have also ended the division of Europe, east and west, and successfully anchored all of the
post-Soviet states and the post-dictatorship states of Spain, Greece, and Portugal in a system of values
of irreversible democratic and human rights — no small achievement. And we have created the
world’s largest economic space of its kind.

In creating this unique model of supranationalism, we’ve succeeded in doing what has never been
attempted or done before in any other part of the world. This union has become absolutely central to
European life — our commerce, our diplomacy, our security, and our policy coordination in so many
different areas. I don’t think either Niall or Josef could argue with this achievement if they were
actually being serious. So presumably they agree that if the EU did not exist, European states would
actually want to invent something today very much like it.

I don’t think we can even write off the euro as a failure yet, although the currency union is
certainly flawed. It’s now clear that two decades ago Europe started to run economically before it
could walk politically. This is not, in my view, because we were over-ambitious; rather, it was because
we were actually not ambitious enough. We weren’t ambitious enough to create the political
institutions and machinery needed to make economic and monetary union work.

Now we debate the question: is this failure of the eurozone permanent? In my view the failure is
one of design and execution, not concept and principle. The other side will tell you that the whole
thing is going to hell in a handcart. But there is a workable version of a single currency; the question
is whether Europe has the political will to implement it.

So, yes, a serious stumble and, yes, a serious flaw in design. But failure for the whole European
project? I would argue not. It’s very easy to be a historian, like Niall, talking about the past, looking
through your rear-view mirror the entire time. But for a politician and a minister, I’m afraid, you have



 
to be a little bit more practical and a little bit more serious.

So has Europe failed? I would say it is just too soon to know. Could Europe fail? Of course it
could. But must Europe fail? Absolutely not. Thank you very much.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Well done, gentlemen, a very strong opening to the debate. And I think you’ve
flushed out something important, which is how this audience chooses to define the European
experiment. Is it the euro? Is it a larger civilizational experiment? That’s going to be up to you to
decide when you pick up your second ballot after the debate, and for those of you voting online right
now.

The next phase of this debate is to have these speakers engage each other directly. Niall, as the
first to speak, I’m going to come to you. What have you heard from the opposing side that you
fundamentally disagree with and that you think they’ve got wrong from A to Z? I’m then going to ask
them to rebut your point.

NIALL FERGUSON: Exactly as I predicted, Danny Cohn-Bendit fell into the trap of attributing Europe’s
peace to the European Union, to the process of European integration. Europe’s peace, since the 1940s,
has had almost nothing to do with the process of European integration, which has been primarily
economic. It is not the institutions of the EU that made peace. NATO and the division of Europe
during the Cold War did that. The only attempt to make European institutions concerned with military
affairs failed in 1954 because France voted it down in the National Assembly.

Europe’s issues are economic. And I noted that neither Danny nor Peter addressed my point that,
in economic terms, Europe has failed to deliver. I’ve just come back from Europe. Maybe you live
there and so don’t notice, but there is a massive economic crisis unfolding on the continent because of
the failed project of monetary union. What are you going to say about that?

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: I will tell you two things. First, one of Europe’s biggest achievements is that the
European peoples came together — NATO isn’t the only reason there is peace on the continent.
Because if the people of Europe hadn’t united and become essentially borderless then there wouldn’t
be peace. This is one achievement and you can’t deny it.

I want to continue on economic failure. When German reunification took place, Jacques Delors
[former president of the European Commission] put together a plan to have Germany integrate via
fluid cash exchange. It was the European states united that helped the Germans with reunification.

Why else would all the eastern European countries want to join the EU? When Poland entered the
union, it was European financing that helped the country emerge from communism, and today the
Polish majority agree on this point. Such was the case in many countries; Europe has been
instrumental in their success.

On the economy, Josef and Niall were right on one point: we must have both a political and fiscal
approach. If not, we will be in trouble. It is time to be ambitious, and we have to come together.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Let me come back to Josef and ask him to follow up on what Danny’s saying.
Why is a United States of Europe not a conceivable outcome of this crisis, considering the cost of
collapse and what would ensue?



 
JOSEF JOFFE: The problem with Danny and Peter’s opinion is that they assume the desire is there; that
if we had political will, if we had political union, then we would overcome all the problems. But that
is putting the cart before the horse. The problem is that isn’t the reality, and we have to figure out why
we don’t have these two things. None of us — the Brits, least of all, by the way — wants to give up
national sovereignty.

We don’t want to be ruled by Brussels. Neither do you want to be ruled by Brussels, nor you.
Certainly none of us wants that. And that’s why, when we get to the north face of the Eiger, we can’t
keep going.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Lord Mandelson, you come in on this point. Why would countries set aside some
of these final key pieces of their sovereignty in return for a larger Europe that would come out of this
crisis, in your view, stronger and more united?

PETER MANDELSON: I don’t think they do have to set aside their sovereignty, as you put it; I don’t think
they need to cease being nation-states. They don’t have to cease to be Britain, or France, or Germany.
The Spanish don’t have to stop being Spanish. And the Belgians will continue to muddle through as
they do. We’re not asking people to give up their nation-states. What we are observing is that
Europeans have chosen to see their states and their governments pool their sovereignty and their
decision-making abilities in respect to certain key areas of their lives. And the most important part of
their lives is their economic life — how businesses are created, how jobs are generated, how wealth is
created in Europe.

Europe is far from being broke. We still represent 25 percent of global GDP and we don’t have
anything like the debt mountain of the United States. Are you suggesting that because the United
States has debt, they are broke? Of course, they’re not broke. The argument for a single market, which
is the biggest single economic space or block of its kind, is twofold.

The first point is that by enabling businesses to trade across a single market of 500 million
people, you allow businesses to grow in ways that would otherwise not be possible if they were
limited to their own countries and if they faced a range of twenty-seven different sets of regulatory
laws and policies preventing them from trading freely across that single market.

Second, why was I admitted in Washington, or Beijing, or Moscow, or Delhi, or Brasilia, when I
was the European trade commissioner? It’s not because I am British, it’s not because I am Peter —
charming, articulate, lucid; it’s because I represented Europe, a market of 500 million people. And
those countries, with their businesses, job creation, and their imports and exports want to get access to
our 500-million-strong market.

If I was simply knocking on the door because I was Luxembourgian; if I was simply knocking on
the door because I was Belgian; even if I was knocking on the door because I was German —
representing a relatively small market and a small population — I would not get a hearing. I would not
have the clout. I would not be able to negotiate with the force with which I was able to negotiate as the
European trade commissioner representing the entirety of the EU — that’s reality.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Let’s hear the other side. Niall, you’re up.

NIALL FERGUSON: Number one, it’s all very well for you to sing the praises of the European Union as



 
an economic area, but it is actually 19 percent of global GDP, and shrinking fast. Why is it shrinking?
It is shrinking because Europe is inflicting a completely man-made, avoidable recession on itself.
Why is it doing that? It is happening because of the faulty design of the European monetary union.
Who designed it? People like Peter, who designed it in the 1980s.

PETER MANDELSON: Lovely! I’d love to take responsibility.

NIALL FERGUSON: The design flaw existed from the outset. The Delors Report from 1989 claimed that
for all of this to work, for the monetary union to work, there would have to be central control over
national budgets, which never happened. Remember the Stability and Growth Pact?3 Every single
member of the eurozone violated it. The Greeks cooked the books, but they weren’t the only ones.
Even the Germans violated their own rules, and the net result has been an economic disaster. Do you
know what the youth unemployment rate is in Spain today? Fifty percent. You need to put a face on it,
Peter, because it is not your problem. But I can tell you that young Spaniards are in trouble and they
are fleeing Europe.

PETER MANDELSON: Do you think that the banking crisis might have had something to do with the fact
that there is 25 percent unemployment in Spain? Where have you been?

NIALL FERGUSON: I’ll tell you where I’ve been. In February of 2009 I was in this city [Toronto], and I
said the European banking crisis was going to be as bad as the American banking crisis because the
leverage issue was just as serious and the whole of the balance sheets was bigger. I’ve said that
repeatedly since early 2009, and what has been done in Europe? Nothing. Do you know what your
policy was — you and your fellow eurocrats? You just kicked the can down the road for month after
month after month.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I want to get everybody’s voice in here, so I’m going to give Josef two minutes
and then I’m going to give Danny two minutes, because we’re going to move onto questions next.

JOSEF JOFFE: You have accused us of having no arguments. Let me turn this around and point out that
you said something that is typical of all failed experiments, from socialism to the EU. The theory is
okay; the concept is okay; the problem is just in the design or execution. You remind me of the French
NATO officer who comes to NATO for the first time and says, “This works very nicely in practice, but
will it also work in theory?” The theory of European integration is wrong. And I can tell that it is
wrong by the way you argue. You spend so much time arguing for this wonderful economic space, but
nobody challenges this wonderful economic space.

We are talking about whether Europe can acquire the will and the wherewithal to go to the next
step. And if you want an economic model, look at NAFTA [North American Free Trade Agreement]
between Canada, Mexico, and the United States: it’s almost as big as Europe. They have free trade, but
who wants to get together politically? Do Canadians want to form a political union with the United
States or with Mexico? You’ve now made a case for an economic free trade zone, but that’s not what
we are debating in this room.



 
NIALL FERGUSON: Hear, hear.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Danny, come in on this, because you’re sitting in the European Parliament every
day; you’re at the proverbial mountain face there. Why do you think we can have a greater level of
integration when we are seeing a lot of political disunity in Europe right now?

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: We have European laws for the governance of the European economy and the
banking system, and for how economic stability should be realized by all the member countries.
Before the Stability and Growth Pact, these were decided by the European Parliament, but since the
first of January 2012, they are decided by law. And you are right — when the Germans and the French
break the Pact, it is ineffective.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: I’ll turn to your opponents. Is there anything final that you would like to say
before we go to questions?

NIALL FERGUSON: Yes. This is very simple. What you’ve heard is that Europe has to go to the next step
in order to sort out the crisis. There has to be some central control of fiscal decisions at the national
level. That is federalism, as you know from your own Canadian experience. The trouble is that’s not
what Europeans want. Indeed, when a treaty for European federalism was put to referendums in 2005,
it was rejected by the French and the Dutch, and then abandoned.

So what you are calling for — a transition to the United States of Europe or a Federal Republic of
Europe — doesn’t have political legitimacy, which is why it hasn’t happened. So your solution is a
non-solution; it isn’t going to work. The Germans are not going to vote to make those financial
transfers to the other countries.

PETER MANDELSON: I’m confused about something, Niall. I’ve been listening to what you’ve been
saying this evening. But I also read an article that you wrote in the Financial Times earlier this month.
You were talking about the repairs that are needed to the eurozone, but nowhere did you write that
they were impossible to implement. You talked about the need for a new fiscal compact; you argued
that the ECB [European Central Bank] needs to help national banks directly; you mentioned the
creation of eurobonds; you discussed joint and several liability for eurozone sovereign debt. Your only
complaint was that it was taking Europe longer to create a fiscal federalism than it had taken the
United States.

NIALL FERGUSON: Exactly.

PETER MANDELSON: You finished your article with a great flourish, quoting the Spanish philosopher
José Ortega y Gasset. You said, “Europe is the solution,” not the problem.4 Now who is the true Niall
Ferguson, may I ask?

NIALL FERGUSON: Since that article was published —



 
PETER MANDELSON: May 2, 2012 — just three weeks ago!

NIALL FERGUSON: Since that article was published, have you heard anything from the German
government to suggest that any of those things are going to happen?

PETER MANDELSON: You’ve said the opposite of what you were arguing three weeks ago!

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: This has certainly been a lively debate. Do we all agree that we want to hear
questions from the audience? The first question is going to come from a good friend: CBC’s senior
business correspondent, reporter, and on-air personality Amanda Lang.

AMANDA LANG: My question is for Niall. I’m going to build on Josef’s analogy of the mountain climb. I
think mountain climbers would tell you that as many people die on the way down as on the way up. So
the question is a very practical one: is it not better, more sensible, in this time of crisis, to press on to
closer monetary and political union, rather than retreat, with all the losses that might entail?

NIALL FERGUSON: One point on that, Amanda. I’ve been arguing for some time now that these steps
need to be taken to avoid a major banking crisis comparable in its magnitude to the crisis of 1931.

PETER MANDELSON: Well done, I agree!

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: We agree!

NIALL FERGUSON: But the problem is that since I wrote that article, nothing has come from Berlin but a
single word: nein. She [Angela Merkel] says, no. And here is the problem. You can say thank you in
twenty-three different languages, but when it comes to saying no, there is only one language that
really matters, and that is German.

The single biggest problem is that the proposition before the German government and people is:
do you want to take the next step to a federal Europe? And when the Germans look at how much that is
going to cost them, they say no. Although I would very much like to avoid the breakup right now, I’ve
seen no sign that the German government, from a domestic point of view, is willing to take the
massive political risk that would be involved in eurobonds. This is not going to happen. That is the
significance of the piece you quoted from, Peter, and you know it.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Peter, you spoke last, so Danny, go ahead.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: I just wanted to tell Niall that they have taken a poll in Germany on the question:
“Do you want Germany to take on more debt to invest in Europe?” And a big majority said yes.

JOSEF JOFFE: No. Danny’s Green and Red friends said they wanted to take on more debt, but not the
nation as a whole.

Can I also answer the initial question? First of all, I want to say something about Ortega y Gasset.



 
You don’t understand, Peter, how much you played into Niall’s hands with that quote, because Ortega
said that “Europe is the solution” about 150 years ago. It makes the point that this wonderful desire
the two of you share in your dream-like approach to politics does not work. Otherwise something
would have happened in these 150 years.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: Excuse me, but maybe sometimes you should dream.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: We’re going to go to the next question right now. We have Thrasy Petropoulos,
live on Skype from Athens, Greece — the frontline of the eurozone crisis. He is the managing editor
of the leading English-language daily in Greece, the Athens News. Thrasy has been watching the
global web stream live. What have you heard tonight that you fundamentally disagree with in terms of
what these two teams have presented?

THRASY PETROPOULOS: Well, it’s interesting. I’m living in a country that might soon find itself outside
of the eurozone. So I suppose I have more of a comment than a question. I’d like to know, given that
there are ten members of the EU that are not in the eurozone, what life do you think there would be for
the European Union without the euro? Given that the union is built on freedom of movement and
trade, and that there are so many issues like immigration and the environment that are going to affect
all of us, how will the EU work if more countries abandon the euro?

NIALL FERGUSON: So, can Greece leave the euro and remain in the European Union as, for example, the
United Kingdom does?

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Let’s deal with the first part of this question. Can Greece exit the eurozone? Can
you have a “Grexit” and still have those other countries hold together in a single unit? Can it survive?

PETER MANDELSON: On the basis of opinion polls, 70 to 80 percent of the Greek people say they want to
remain in the euro. I think they know full well that if they were to come out of the eurozone now and
revert to their own national currency it would, in all probability, sink like a stone. Inflation would
soar. The sovereign default, as well as the default on euro-denominated contracts — both within the
country and externally — would create a lawyers’ paradise; it would create extraordinary economic
and social chaos in Greece. That is why, for Greece’s sake, we have to move heaven and earth to keep
it in the euro.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: Look, I am critical of the Greek government because I think the austerity
measures are too strong and the population can’t stand them; but if Greece leaves the eurozone, the
new government will have no money to pay back their debts and there will be an uprising. And what
happens with population uprisings, as we know from history, is that the military will take over. There
are big risks involved, and I think we really should do more to keep Greece in the euro.

We have to try and help ease these difficulties because it could be very dangerous otherwise. The
EU countries with their own currencies outside the euro, like Denmark, have national currencies that
move in sync with the euro. So there are a lot of countries that are not in the European monetary



 
union, but are completely linked to the euro because they are economically linked to Europe. The euro
can create stability even in difficult times. Look at the United States: the dollar stabilized California
and New York, for example, when they had no money.

JOSEF JOFFE: How can you say that, given how the euro is tumbling? It is the strongest force for
instability in our lives. I don’t want any Brit to tell me about what the euro is and what it should do,
because it isn’t their issue. Otherwise, Britain would have been in the eurozone instead of gloating,
“Thank God we never got into it!”

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: What Danny and Peter are saying is important: that Europe will do whatever it
takes to keep Greece in Europe regardless of whether or not there is a new government that will reject
the austerity measures. Will Germany sign on to that?

JOSEF JOFFE: I will gladly do it if you tell me where the money will come from. Will we get it from
the Brits, who are broke? Will we get it from the French, who are broke, whose national debt has
escalated from 35 percent of GDP to 90 percent in twenty years? Will we get it from the great state of
Luxembourg? Or maybe from Spain, which is also broke? Where will we get the money? If you tell
me where the money is, we can talk business.

NIALL FERGUSON: That’s a really good question. Where will the money come from, Danny? Where will
the money come from to keep Greece in?

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: The money will come from eurobonds.

NIALL FERGUSON: But the Germans are saying no.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: The Germans will not say no.

PETER MANDELSON: Two weeks ago, I was in the German Chancellery, meeting with the person
responsible for Europe. The other month I visited with the president of the Deutsche Bundesbank in
Frankfurt. Prior to that, I had been to the Ministry of Finance in Berlin. On not one occasion did any
official — president, councillor, or whomever he was — ever say to me that Germany did not want to
become part of the solution of the eurozone crisis. And secondly —

NIALL FERGUSON: So what did they tell you? Did they tell you what they were going to do? Because I
read the Financial Times too, and every statement that has come out of Berlin since I wrote that article
has been negative about eurobonds and negative about using funds to bail out —

PETER MANDELSON: You’re wrong, actually. Do you want the answer? Why do you think it is, Niall,
that they keep claiming that they’re not prepared to do anything, and yet an extra 500 billion euro
exposure has come onto the balance sheet of the Bundesbank?



 
NIALL FERGUSON: Because they can’t stop that; because they can’t prevent it.

PETER MANDELSON: No, because they’ve agreed to it, Niall. They want to be part of the solution.

NIALL FERGUSON: No, that is not how it works and you know it. Their Target2 liabilities, which are now
hundreds of millions of euros, were automatically run up under the terms of the monetary union. The
Germans didn’t have a say. It happened automatically. And they’re extremely worried about it —

PETER MANDELSON: I thought you said the Germans could always say no. But the point is they haven’t
said nein, they’ve said ja.

NIALL FERGUSON: No, Peter, that is not correct.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: We’re going to go to another question. This one is important because, as Niall
mentioned, this crisis affects a lot of young Europeans. There is 50 percent unemployment amongst
eighteen- to twenty-five-year-olds in both Greece and Spain. So I’m going to go to Melanie Greene, a
master’s student in International Affairs at the Munk School.

MELANIE GREENE: Thank you. I’d like to ask the debaters tonight what hope, if any, do young people in
Europe have for the future, given the extremely high youth unemployment across the continent?

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Danny, why don’t you weigh in on that? Your political career began as a young
man on the streets of Paris. Was unemployment at 50 percent back then?

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: I have two things I want to mention. First, in the last European Council meeting,
they approved measures to take 25 billion euros from the European budget to start new youth
programs in Spain, Italy, and Greece. Second, the German Chancellor and François Hollande — the
newly elected French president — agreed to put together a proposal for a special program to combat
youth unemployment across Europe that would be discussed at the end-of-June summit. And Ms.
Merkel said that Germany will participate as much as they possibly can on this issue. The European
Parliament is on the right track by putting this proposition forward, since youth unemployment is a
real concern.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Niall, you’re a historian; you’ve looked at revolutions throughout history. Is there
a tipping point? Does 50 percent unemployment in that demographic suggest that social instability is
now just seething beneath the surface?

NIALL FERGUSON: When I arrived in Barcelona just a few days ago, it took me over an hour to get to the
hotel because of the student demonstrations; this isn’t only happening in Montreal. The mood is very
bleak. And it is very bleak with good reason. When you look at the current unemployment rates for
young people and also at the future prospects for European growth, it is hard to see what kind of a
future lies ahead for European youth.



 
Moreover, when young people look at the fiscal policies of the generation that screwed up Europe,

what they see is a mountain of debt that they are going to inherit. If you do any calculation about the
future path of taxation for the next generation of employees — those who are lucky enough to be
employed — the taxes are going to be far higher than they were in the last generation. We see this
almost all the time, with the exodus of talented young Europeans to study in the United States. And
it’s really perceptible. This was already happening before the crisis, partly because of the bleak
economic prospects, but also because the continental European universities have been rubbish since
your generation screwed them up in 1968.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Our final question from the stage is a good one because it’s going to take this
somewhat acrimonious foursome and force them to think in a new way.

BRITTANY TRUMPER: There has been a lot of great debating tonight, so what I want to know is, which of
your opponents’ arguments do you find the most compelling?

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: This is going to be a bit of a mental shift for all of you. Josef?

JOSEF JOFFE: Peter, you defended something I totally agree with, which is that it is much better to have
free trade and open borders than to have closed borders and no free trade. But that was not the issue of
this debate.

The issue was whether Europe — the experiment — has failed. And the basic failure, I think, is
that we have ground to a halt, and cannot continue. The reasons are deeply buried in our societies, in
our social contracts and our political cultures, and above all in the fact that we are not one nation-state
but twenty-seven separate nations with twenty-seven different histories and ways of doing things. And
if you don’t believe that these cultural differences can’t be overcome, just look at the four of us, and
the way we have debated here.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: So, Lord Mandelson, I’m going to have you end the question-and-answer session.
Which of Niall’s and Josef’s arguments do you give credence to in the context of this discussion?

PETER MANDELSON: Well, I’m trying to give credence —

JOSEF JOFFE: But you haven’t heard a good argument here, correct?

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: You are like a little child.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Gentlemen, let’s not make this personal.

JOSEF JOFFE: But I don’t agree with that one; I don’t agree with that argument.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Lord Mandelson, you have the final word here.



 
PETER MANDELSON: I am trying to give credence to Josef’s argument that somehow we have achieved
free trade across a 500-million-strong market in the European Union without anyone doing anything
about it. Now, how do you think we came to create this market? It didn’t happen by accident. It
happened by political design. It’s been built up over sixty years, and culminated in the creation of the
single market in the late 1980s and the early 1990s. The architect of this design, by the way, was the
then British commissioner in Brussels.5 So thank you for all your sneering remarks about the British
in Europe!

Josef, I want to ask you: would you rather see this fall apart? Would you rather dismantle it?
Would you rather see a single market cease to exist? Because if you do, if you want to end what you
call the European experiment, I would then have to put it back to you: how do you think business is
going to grow? Considering the depth of the economic chaos that is going to blight Europe not for
years, but for decades, where do you think jobs are going to come from? That’s all I’m asking you to
do.

I’m not denying that there are problems in the single currency. I’ve acknowledged those and I
think they’re very serious. But I happen to think that we can put them right. Niall disagrees; he thinks
it is impossible; he thinks the Germans will always say no. I hope I’ve persuaded him that the
Germans are actually in the middle of saying yes, but they want certain things to be put in place
beforehand. They want a little more discipline, a few more rules, and they want a little more control
over the eurozone before they start turning on the spending taps even more. I don’t blame the Germans
for asking for those things.

But to go back to my question for Josef. If you think this European experiment is so terrible, what
effect do you think it would have on our economy, our businesses, and our jobs if we just let the whole
thing fall apart?

JOSEF JOFFE: I didn’t argue for letting it fall apart.

RUDYARD GRIFFITHS: Gentlemen. Let’s move to closing statements. Lord Mandelson, because you just
spoke, I’m going to change the order slightly. Daniel Cohn-Bendit, you’re up first with your closing
arguments. You have three minutes.

DANIEL COHN-BENDIT: I want to make this simple. I completely agree that Europe and the single
currency are having difficulties. I would sign my name to Niall Ferguson’s article in the Financial
Times. But we have to move forward. Our opponents say the problem is that Germany will say no. But
Ms. Merkel wants to get a fiscal compact, and she needs a two-thirds majority. But she will need the
votes of the Social Democrats and the Greens for this. And the Greens and the Social Democrats say
that we have to take a step toward more solidarity and a redemption fund plan. Second, we need to
take common responsibility for the future in countries like France, and we are going in this direction
now. But this will be very difficult, knowing European history.

We are in a situation in Europe where the majority of the people want to move forward in union
even if they are afraid. And Niall is right: France and Holland voted against the constitutional project;
but we made a mistake. I never said Europe didn’t make mistakes. However, the way out of the crisis
is by deepening integration. This will take time and sometimes be challenging.

But to say the European project has failed moves us backwards. If you have scrambled eggs, you
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