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INTRODUCTION

Each crisis situation has at least two aspectaritbe a chance for a com-
plete change of system which will enable a dynasecelopment in the future.
It can also be destructive though, for the ingtituall system in question and for
the political community. Especially when the probteare not being solved or
just covered up, and the public policies only featminimizing the costs in-
curred during the transition from one crisis to theo.

The way in which the crisis is being dealt with wisadhe quality of the po-
litical elite and also the effectiveness of theegivpolitical power system. It
indicates its dominant action rationality. Are thetions undertaken temporary
or rather strategic? Are they undertaken with exfee to the interest of the
whole community and durability of the system oryonlith reference to the
dominant (but individual) interests?

We can look at the crisis of the common currenoynfthis analytical per-
spective. It has showed the weakness of the pallisgstem in the EU (espe-
cially in the eurozone). It revealed the inabildf the political elites to solve
problems in a lasting and efficient way. The termyeis to treat thesymptoms
rather than the underlyirgauses of theroblem. While it is true that the tempo-
rary actions undertaken may stabilize the situatibay can also generate suc-
cessive difficulties in the near future. This walye objective is a short-term
appeasement of the situation rather than a laatigcomprehensive solution of
the problem. It is not a coincidence that the dedaobjective of many deci-
sion-makers is the stabilization of the markets amickhe economic growth. It is
more and more visible that the political eliteselantrol over the course of
events or even contact with reality [Boll et alg12]. They focus on political
marketing in order to calm the investors and tbain voters, instead of solving
the problems in an effective way. It is, as it seem characteristic feature of
many modern democracies. Politics became more dadraof marketing and
electoral manipulation than an ability to conduedtem operations in a strategic
time perspective.
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MAJOR CHALLENGES OF THE COMMON CURRENCY SYSTEM
AND THE POTENTIAL FOR FIGHTING THEM

Three major weaknesses of the common currencymsysteuld be hamed:
(1) Disparity of macroeconomic parameters and émgléncy to increase struc-

tural diversity between the individual EMU membérhis concerns primarily

the growing disparity in economic competitivenesd the rate of inflation be-
tween the leading and peripheral Euroland coureigecially PIGS.

(2) Limiting economic growth. During the crisis shis particularly evident in
the peripheral countries.

(3) Lack of a proper economic governance as welhther institutional short-
ages of the system in question that stem fron iis. ¢donnected with the cen-
tralization of monetary policy at the EU level aadthe same time the de-
centralization of fiscal policies in member states.

The fundamental institutional problem of the euystem is that the Union
exists without any strong political power (that kbbe compared to the sover-
eign power of national states). In internationalnetary systems of this kind
power may be established, for example, by a domigafeopolitical player that
would impose its institutions and political will bwill also financially guaran-
tee the functioning of a currency union duringiaisr Other solution, especially
in a situation when there is no one dominatingestatwhen we are dealing with
democratic countries, would be to build a polititatleration. This makes it
necessary to form electoral institutions that woetdble transferring the fiscal
policy up to the federation level. In case of thedpean currency system nei-
ther of the above mentioned solutions is emplojakt importantly, the mone-
tary union is not coupled with any political uniorstitutions that would legal-
ize the transfer of fiscal competence from theamati up to the EU level. In-
stead we have strong sovereign powers at a natienal and developed elec-
toral institutions up there as well that contrat thuthority over fiscal policies.
According to experts (De Grauwe 2007, 113), theecy union without a strong
political union between the member states is nt# &blast in the long run. It
will not be able to shoulder especially the burdémore difficult problems of
the deteriorating economic situation.

Up to now, the reforms undertaken in the euro aresoverdue and mostly
partial. They postpone problems in time, rathemtisalve them. They are
mostly aimed at increasing the budget disciplineh& member states and at
enhancing the Stability and Growth Pact. The stedatiscal Compactwhich
has been agreed during the EU summit in Januarg PO&katy on Stability.,.
2012] can serve as an example. It is a documentbhilized a several-month
internal debate in Europe but it has brought vexy practical results. It mostly

! PIGS: Portugal, Ireland, Greece, Spain.
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repeats the existing provisions in European lavefimlia, the so-calle®ix-
Pack adopted in 2011). During the debate, some of #he suggestions have
been crossed out or considerably appeased. Itikeathiat, among other things,
in the case of the operation of transferring solaments of thézuro-Plus Pacto
this document and the requirement to register ¢emle concerning the reduction
of the structural deficit in the national constiins. Because of the fact that the
document has taken the form of a treaty outsidenuamity structures and European
law, it will be problematic to use the EU institris on its basis. It means that there
will be difficulties while monitoring the progress introducing its provisions
and impossible to impose fines on countries whighnat implement them.

The main direction of the debate was focused oitigall and structural
matters. It was primarily about the French asmrato use the present crisis in
order to deepen the division of the so-calledb-speed EuropeA sign of this
tendency was, among other things, an attempt emgtinen the EU’s political
power in hands of the eurozone member states. @thantries, like Poland,
declared willingness to stop these processes. &untire, the propaganda ob-
jectives, related to reassuring the investors tional voters, were also impor-
tant. As a result, much effort and energy was wdisin political and marketing
matters, instead of finding solution to the maialppems of the euro systém

The European anti-crisis actions introduce instmisi¢hat improve finan-
cial liquidity and save from bankruptcy the membtates or financial institu-
tions (for instance, the most endangered are GeandrFrench banks). How-
ever, those instruments are not completely effecthbove all because of the
fact that they do not have proper capital reser&esan example can serve the
European Stability Mechanism, ultimately approvedirty the EU summit in
January 2012. It will have a budget of 500 billiearos, which amount, in the
opinion of the experts, is definitely too smallthre face of eurozone problems
(the funds pool should be twice or three times &ijgAdmittedly, the German
government agreed to the advance initiation of filmel (from 1 July 2012 it is
to replace the present EU Stability Instrumenty, ibbolocks the possibility of
providing it with more capital. Germany also regetite pressure of other mem-
bers of the currency union to introduce eurobonds greater scale of the Inter-
national Monetary Fund financing. Additionally,ig also against some more
active anti-crisis actions of the ECB, especialig tirect purchase of a large
number of the bonds of the Euroland countries teresd with bankruptcy.

The motives of the German government are cle@ods not want to incur
excessive costs of saving the euro area. Insteegt;dmmends fiscal savings in
the Euroland or attempts to burden others withdbsts of the crisis: private
investors, countries outside the eurozone or the (&U Chancellor Angela

2 Cf. A statement of the Minister for Foreign Affainf Luxembourg Werkel's Fiscal
Pact.., 2012].
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Merkel's visit to China in February 2012). For nahwe German strategy has been
ineffective. Not only does it not contribute towsoy the main problems, but also it
does not even guarantee the stabilization of that&n in the medium term.

Another example of ineffective actions, which aather made for the short
term and do not solve fundamental problems, isstrategy of the ECB. Be-
cause of the fact that the European treaties fatlifte direct purchase of a large
number of the bonds of the member states, it setlier ways to stabilize the
financial system. On the one hand, it is a poli€josv interest rates; on the
other, a financial support of a gigantic amountogi-interest loans to the bank-
ing sector. In December 2011, the ECB gave 48%obileuros in three-year
loans at a % interest rate and then again 528 billion euro&ebruary 2012.
The European banks, however, started to buy thesohthe member states,
which contributed to reducing their profitabilitgverything indicates that is has
a temporary effect, with the expiration date ondhg the ECB will stop pump-
ing the money into the banking system.

At the same time it creates subsequent problenihéofuture. Above all, it
introduces to the banking system more and more 9ohdhe countries threat-
ened with bankruptcy. In the situation of insolweraf those countries, the
banks will be much more burdened with the lossesabse of this fact. The
actions of the ECB also contribute more and morthéofinancial disequilib-
rium of the European System of Central Banks ($edd ARGET 2, reaching
800 billion euros at the end of 2011. Apart frorattithe ECB is in possession
of the bonds of the countries threatened with hapiky, worth in total 220
billion euros. In the situation of an uncontrolleankruptcy of one of the euro-
zone countries, it poses a threat of serious Idssdhe ECB and it will be nec-
essary for the member states to provide the Battkmibre capital.

It is not difficult to guess that the preponderant¢he costs of this kind of
intervention would have to fall on the richest membtates, especially on Ger-
many. That is why this country defends itself socmdrom the further ECB
interventions. There is also a possibility of iragig the inflation pressure
under the influence of the ECB’s monetary expansitowever, the improve-
ment of the inter-bank liquidity has not been aehik of which a proof can be
the high scale of short-term deposits in the ECBape banks (so-calledver-
night, sometimes even exceeding 500 billion euros). Baekuity does not
stimulate the real economy either because the fuedsived are not being
loaned to companies; instead, they are depositgdvarnment bonds or in the
ECB’s accounts. All in all, the ECB'’s actions shibllle acknowledged as rela-
tively not very effective. These only temporaritalsilize the situation and they
create a greater risk and new problems in the ujpapfature.

What is worse, the political elites in Europe da accept those three euro-
zone system challenges of which | have mentionedeabThe problem of the
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structural disequilibrium in the euro area hasbe#n solved yet, especially the
worsening competitiveness of the weakest periplemaihtries. In this situation,
the remedy should lay in strong redistribution pamgs that would improve the
competitiveness of the weakest eurozone membemsthAnsolution should be
to impose restrictions on capital flow (especidlg speculative one), in order
to limit the excessive increase in assets (e.g.dhility prices) and inflation
growth. In addition, the capital control (particijathe short-term one) reduces
the risk of appearance of financial crisis andategh (in the situation of a sud-
den withdrawal of speculative investments) [Abde2dl09, 48]. Structural re-
forms within the individual countries are also dbsely necessary, especially
those reducing budget expenses and at the samenamesing the national
incomes and holding back the pay rise.

The European national leaders undertake the abewvgioned actions only
to a small extent. The problem of an insufficieatnpetitiveness has been en-
tirely left to the national authorities, withoutuag any actual support from the
EU. As far as the national budget expenditure sid®ncerned, a cost reduction
programme is recommended in the first place, witlp@aying much attention to
increasing the incomes (e.g. by stimulating theneomc growth and tax reve-
nues). The so-called internal devaluation is bsiggested, among other things
by attempting to impose administrative restrictiomspay rises. It is extremely
socially expensive, and therefore difficult to atlbpcause of electoral reasons.
On a common currency basis (and having no podyitwfi devaluing the na-
tional ones), restoring the economical competigsnwithout significant help
from outside is practically impossible.

The remedy for the weak economic growth in Euroge hot been found.
On the contrary, the fiscal consolidation-relatedipes used during the crisis
drove several eurozone countries into a long-tecession. The EU summit in
January has brought many political declarations llaae already been made to
promote the economic growtlstatement of the members2012]. However,
those are more media actions than an authentitgadhvill. Because of the fact
that the interests of the member states vary, éveldpment of the market of
services in the EU is still blocked.

There is no Community patent. Actions that are satgl, are once again
focused on treating th®ymptomgather than theauses of thelisease. For ex-
ample, the emphasis has been put on the fight stgairemployment instead of
on the restoration of the low competitiveness oed=U economies. The grow-
ing pressure on using the EU structural funds endbuntries most affected by
the crisis is now becoming visible. At the pressiage of discussion, the talk is
about the possibility of unused funds of the catregiolicy being reallocated to
the Euroland countries. It is connected with thieouction of further bureau-
cratic difficulties in the use of those funds withthe cohesion policy frame-
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work [Grosse, 2012]. Another action is the contimraof the works on the EU
fiscal policies coordination, especially on taxrhanization.

It is to be acknowledged that the suggested saisitwill have little effect
on economic growth. Partly they have a marketingratier and partly they are
related to the realization of economic interestthefleading EU countries. It is
especially about the tax harmonization, which @fipable above all to France
and Germany (where the taxes are relatively higg)vever, this harmonization will
restrict competitiveness of the peripheral cousgtrighich are creating their own
advantages on, among other things, low producbetsgincluding low taxes).

Finally, there is no proper economic governmenthi Euroland. While it
is true that the coordination of economic polides been enhanced, those ac-
tions are insufficient. The strengthening of thedfmoup competences is also
unsatisfactory. The suggested change in the treidityn the confines of the so-
calledFiscal Compacts heading towards political and constitutionaitrectur-
ing of the EU. It is about an improvement of theywsé intergovernmental deci-
sion-making, centralization of power in the hantithe leading eurozone coun-
tries (Germany and France) and increasing the dlreaisting EU power hier-
archy between the central and peripheral count@eginally, it is to greater
the chances of disciplining the politically weakeuntries, e.g. by various sanc-
tions and conditioning the bailouts. Also, it shibakcelerate making anti-crisis
decisions and their further implementation.

In practice, it results that the improvement of Eheope’s political system
has little effects. The measures undertaken instéaghhancing the manage-
ment, rather create additional problems. It is tikat in the case of an intergov-
ernmental treaty accepted outside of the Commusiityctures (theFiscal
Compac}. It makes it more difficult to use the EU instians in order to im-
pose sanctions on the countries that do not comjtly stricter rules of the fis-
cal discipline. Another example is a low effectigss of the EU instruments
that are to enhance the fiscal consolidation ineGee The representatives of the
EU institutions are helpless because the Greekrgment does not implement
the announced reforms, and the fiscal and econsituiation of this country is
getting worse and worse.

Above all, it is related to an improper directiohtbe adopted anti-crisis
strategy (radical savings without any actions tpane economic structures).
Therefore, it is not surprising that the succesgildeaid tranches for Greece do
not save the situation. It is about an amount &f lillion euros of the first loan
(agreed in 2010), 130 billion euros of the second (2011) and a reduction of
the Greek total debt of at least 100 billion eu(@612). They also result
insufficient. Planned is another aid package of entran 50 billion euros.
As it can be seen, the eurozone political systeméa#ective and it has very
little reform potential.
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CONSEQUENCES FOR THEUTURE COHESIONPOLICY

As a result of the fiscal crisis in the EMU memb#tes, some net taxpay-
ers which contribute to the EU budget demandeddactéon in the funds ear-
marked for the cohesion policy. They wanted to cedtheir EU membership
contributions during the period of fiscal consotida and ensure that national
governments trim off the fat. There is a strongudrén the discussion on the
multiannual Community budget for the years 2014-62@2reduce EU financing
of expenditure, including the cohesion policy. Tglodinal result of this debate
are not yet known, this tendency is botheringohaerns such a construction of
regulations within the new cohesion policy so asftectively limit the absorp-
tion of funds from the EU budget. This would mearpiactice that the unused
funds could be allocated to finance other Europ&gectives or return to na-
tional budgets of particular countries.

There are many examples like the introduction afcae rigorouscapping
to lower the level of accessible funds from thesere 4 to 2% GDP of a given
member countryRegulation of the European Parliamenétrticle 9, 2011, p. 12].
It is worth recalling that in the current EU budaygt period the allocation for
our country is more than’d of GDP. This is a dangerous proposal, taking in
particular the possibility of a slower economicwtl in Europe.

Another example is the introduction of a more r@ conditionality regu-
lating the use of fund resources. Literature [Blecht2011] indicates that the
trend observed in the cohesion policy to succelsiirgroduce provisions
aimed at improving the quality of spent measuressdaot contribute to that
purpose. Bureaucratic difficulties are being mlikigp and the absorption of
financial resources is being impeded. The latess E€gyulatory proposals imply
much more extensive supervisory procedures, inctuthe reporting. The idea
of conditionality — although substantially justifieallows for the suspension of
further payment of European funds in the case thes no progress in the im-
plementation of purposes and indexes implied bypifugect. Undoubtedly, it
will be hinder the absorption of EU funds.

Another manifestation of the potential limitatioh fonds may be the so-
called macroeconomic conditionalitRg¢gulation of the European Parliament...
Article 21, 2011]. It allows for the suspension @i or partly) of payments for
the sake of the cohesion policy provided a membenty does not meet the
fiscal criteria regulations. For example there ddag a lack of necessary develop-
ment in the process of regulating extensive dedici lack of compensatory actions
when it comes to reforms in public finances. Samgiconcerning fiscal criteria
should not be a condition to receive support withi& framework of the cohe-
sion policy. The above mention policy is potentighe only EU’s supportive
instrument to improve economic competitiveness gnoavth in less developing
member countries and regions. Without a substamtiptovement in the eco-
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nomic structure and without a GDP growth neithéeatfve actions nor reforms
in the public finances sector are possible. Actitorsfiscal consolidation re-
strict the growth rate, as well as they may caufficdties in finding public
funds necessary for co-financing the investmentshen cohesion policy. Al-
ready it is more difficult to manage large investitsewithin the framework of
this policy in Poland because of the risk of suspagthe level of 55 percent of
the public debt in relation to GBI addition, the Minister for Finance imposes
on local authorities some restrictions when it centethe deficit, which hamper
cohesion investmeritsTaking into account these considerations, as wetha
difficulties in meeting by Poland the requirememtéduce the budget deficit in
the last period, macroeconomic conditions poseialserisk for the absorption
of funds within the framework of the cohesion pglic

Macroeconomic conditionality should be assessditally, but the intro-
duction of a system solving the problem of Memb&ates facing budgetary
difficulties with co-financing which decreases b§°d of the required level is
a good ideaRegulation of the European ParliamentArticle 22, 2011]. This
applies in particular to countries receiving finmhsupport from the EU from
the European Stability Mechanism (intended onlytfee eurozone members).
This may facilitate the implementation of the cabesolicy during the period
of crisis in public finances. At the same time tlimmple illustrates the conflict
between the EC’s proposals. On the one hand soraedial facilities are being
implemented, while on the other threats concermnmgtal suspension of the
cohesion policy can be sensed. Because of thisrierifor macroeconomic as-
sessment should not be a condition for receivimgl§urom the cohesion policy.

Another way to limit the amount of funds for thesgedeveloping regions
(Poland included) is the proposal to divide resesritom the European Social
Fund (ESF). Only in 2% they can be allocated to these regid&A... 2011].
Also the proposal to increase credit instrumentthiwithe framework of the
cohesion policy may lead to an actual reductiofuafis. This is related to the
fact that credit procedures are often more diffiadd demanding than grants
(there are officials’ controls as well as bankingother institutional verifica-
tions). The formula for the application of the fircgal instruments will be pri-
marily regarding all the projects offered for eprises or those which may
bring financial advantage&¢gulation of the European Parliamen011,p. 10].
This means that it would be hampering the absamptiofunds particularly in
the segment which is most important for Poland'settgpment and for the
stimulation of economic growth, thus in the are@wfrepreneurship support. In

3 An example is the delay in the construction of #femotorway, since its costs could in-
crease the public debt [see: Sfsta, 2011].

4 Insofar as for the reduction of the industry sedficit targeted at 8 billion zlotys per year
[Skwirowski, 2011].
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addition, it might deter certain beneficiaries frgarticipating in such projects
(and even more if there were competitions for nem#nable grants simultane-
ously) It should be added that in Poland relatiViglle small and medium sized
operators carry out investments through bank cetibst frequently they are
carried out on the basis of their own resourcemorrefundable grants.

The Commission announces that the idea of “innegatinancial instru-
ments” will in the future be used in wider scale &t types of investments and
by all types of beneficiaries. Such an extensiothefinstruments should proba-
bly bring further limitations in the possibility afsing EU funds. For example
public entities rather than finding only the reguirco-financing will have to use
all the resources for project investments (althaungtalments for the repayment
will spread out over a longer period of time). Sachmitation will be severe
especially in the situation of fiscal consolidatievhich reduces the amount of
investment resources available from the public autiles’ budgets. Now it is
expected that during the period between 2014 a2@® AT would not be an
eligible cost. This will reduce the possibility imance investments within the
cohesion policy by public (and private) benefia@ati

What should also be highlighted is the risky, fahme Polish perspective,
proposal of introducing competition mechanisms thi transeuropean transporta-
tion instrument (the Linking Europe initiative). part of the allocations from the
Cohesion Fund (10 billion euros) will be savedtfa financing of transportation
within the framework of this instrument. It constés 206 of the total value.
Resources from the Cohesion Fund will also be stilgjethe competition pro-
cedures, although it will probably regard only awibed countries. According
to experts [Furgalski, 2011; Stéfka, 2011Polish entities may encounter seri-
ous difficulties in winning these competitions, gJivhe problems in the preparation
of transportation projects in our country. Simiéaperiences are observable when it
comes to other types of competition procedurehénUE. For example from 7
Framework Programme polish participants receivdgt 880 million euros from
53,2 billion euros offered by Brussels in the ye2097-2013 [Osiecki, 2011].
Nonetheless, in this way we could gradually moveyadfrom national enve-
lopes to competitions within the cohesion poli@gmiework. In a similar manner
we move away from grants to instruments which @ngdit investments.

CONCLUDING REMARKS. THE TRAP OF MONETARY UNION AND FURTHER
POLITICAL CONSEQUENCES

The European currency was created too early, thatithout adequate
deepening of political integration of the Old Cotint. Political ambitions (as
well as geopolitical ones) were of higher impor&reompared to economic
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circumstances. At the same time, the deficiencypdiftical integration pre-
vented the economic dysfunctions from being sulosldeproper redistributive
mechanisms. This is how the system of common coyreecame an ,develop-
mental trap” for the peripheral countries. Aftee timitial time of prosperity it
has brought them a series of painful costs steminamg the structural disparity
of Euroland countries as well as from the asymmetiations of the authority
within the monetary union. Defective institutiorsttucture of the euro zone
proved to be also a ,trap” for the central statemes of crisis. Costs and eco-
nomic risk in the Euroland (that are increasingfe@&ing the central states) are
growing exponentially. The strategy of shifting ttasts of stabilizing the sys-
tem onto the politically weakest members of the etary union has its limits.
In this situation the system of common currencgubjected to great political
tensions both on part of the central states (aeil Hocieties) as well as periph-
eral countries. Since radical regime reforms agrabted, the above mentioned
political tension and economic costs lead to thepdgosition of euro zone.

The period of crisis can be both an opportunity argkrious threat to the
durability and development of any political systéfhe quality of the elites and
the institutions of this system has a fundamerdaéle. It is hard not to be under
the impression that the ability of the common cucsesystem to reform itself is
little. In particularly, the remedy for the weakoaomic growth in Europe has
not been found. On the contrary, the fiscal coxswibn-related recipes used
during the crisis drove several eurozone couninés a long-term recession.
The growing pressure on reduction of EU cohesiolicpds now becoming
visible. It is connected with the introduction efrther bureaucratic difficulties
in the use of those funds within the cohesion gdliamework.

Social costs of the upcoming phases of the econensts that Europe is
facing seem to be enormous. Those will grow rapidlgase the scenario of
uncontrolled disintegration of the common curreigcget in motion. It is likely
that populist and anti-system social discontengding to intensify. Some of
them will be aimed against European integrationciiis the foundation for the
actual political order in Europe. The crisis magoaévoke a series of conflicts
among European states. We should keep in mindiftipetwer is captured by
euro skeptic elites the disintegration of euro z@imé also other disintegrative
consequences such as secession from the EU) may @oen sooner. We may
already observe symptoms of distancing from furtBeropean integration.
United Kingdom'’s attitude can serve as an example s it makes use of nu-
merous exclusion clauses to EU resolutions. Asctienges to the treaty are
being prepared, UK as well as any other membee st@n base their approval
for changes on further concessions and exclusions.

Other consequence of the present crisis would eegythwing role of the
biggest member states in integration processescidly Germany and France.
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Prolonged economic difficulties may serve to furtimerease their standing and
even to reorganize the EU according to the modehef,Concert of Powers”
(that was established in Europe after the Congnésdgdienna and lasted from
1815 until 1914). Strengthening the mechanismstefrgjovernmental manage-
ment is becoming more evident in the euro zoneitaisddone at the expense of
common institutions such as the European CommisSioare are also tendency
to realize the concept of two-speed Europe whicamadorming a strong inte-
grating center based on economic cooperation coimgethe common currency.
It is important to note that the inner circle ofwa in the European Union
would be based on the intergovernmental model Gghmany and France play-
ing the dominant role. The sign of this tendencylgde setting the euro zone
summits and deciding on Herman Van Rompuy (Presidérthe European
Council) to lead this newly formed unit. Differeatiing two speeds of Union’s
integration would accelerate if partial decompaositdf the present euro zone
takes place concerning the weakest southern Estapes.

The EU political system has low both managemerdctiffeness and level
of social legitimation. The measures undertakernguhe last EU summit are
aiming at improving the decision processes and reihg their political le-
gitimation. An attempt to strengthen the nationegaompetences in the inte-
gration processes has been made, including byasirg the role of the inter-
governmental management and limiting the EU ingtihs’ competences. It
may improve making the decisions, but it does nargntee their better im-
plementation. It is due to the difficulties in ugithe EU institutions on the ba-
sis of the new treaty regulations (thscal Compadt A side effect of the im-
plemented changes is the strengthening of the Bikphbierarchy between the
member states and a categorization into two grotifes:countries that are in
charge of the EU and the ones that apply the posiyoundertaken decisions.
It means that restoring the sovereign influencelenEU decisions is taking
place only in the strongest member states. At #reestime it increases the
democratic legitimation within the confines of theational political communi-
ties. As to the rest of the countries, their soiggty range is being actually
limited. Thereby, their democratic legitimation fitre decisions made at Euro-
pean level is reduced.

Another consequence of prolonged difficulties ad# tommon currency is
the deteriorating geopolitical standing of Eurometioe world scene. The influ-
ence of China and other powers will increase omQlteContinent. For years a
particularly active and consistent policy in théspect is carried out by China.
This proves their growing ambitions to play theerof a world power. What is
more, it shows the desire to replace the influesfche USA with Chinese in-
fluence around the world as well as in Europe.
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Summary

The European currency was created too early, shaithout adequate deepening of political
integration of the Old Continent. This is how tlystem of common currency became an ,devel-
opmental trap” for the peripheral countries. Defectinstitutional structure of the euro zone
proved to be also a ,trap” for the central statesimes of crisis. Costs and economic risk in the
Euroland (that are increasingly affecting the cangtates) are growing exponentially. In this
article | present major consequences for EU CoheBialicy as well as other political and eco-
nomic outcomes of euro zone crisis.

Putapka Unii Monetarnej — konsekwencje dla PolitykiSpojnosci UE
oraz wybrane skutki polityczne i spoteczne

Streszczenie

Unia monetarna w Europie zostata powotana zbyt swigebez odpowiedniego petiienia
integracji politycznej. W rezultacie system wsp¢maluty stat s putapk rozwojowg zaréwno
dla pastw peryferyjnych, jak i centralnych Unii Europdgk Niniejszy artykut przedstawia
gtéwne konsekwencje politologiczne, ekonomiczneadtsczne kryzysu w strefie euro, ze szcze-
golnym uwzgtdnieniem skutkéw tego kryzysu dla polityki sp&nioUE.



