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A new party is coming to life in Germany, Alternative for Germany, that is characterized as euro skeptic by the 

media although there is not the least shadow of skepticism in their ideas, they are absolutely sure that this 

Monetary Union does not work. Unfortunately we do not know German and we cannot have an accurate in-

sight into their program but, as far as we can understand, they are not offering a valid alternative for Europe 

and therefore (necessarily) not even for Germany. 

 

When I was a young lad I travelled throughout Europe by hitch-hiking and when I was back at home I had a 

heavy bag full of coins because at the border they change only the banknotes and not the coins so I had to keep 

the coins of the country I was leaving. In that bag there were Suisse francs, German marks, Austrians shillings, 

Dutch florins, Belgian francs, English pennies, French francs, Spanish pesetas and Italian liras of course. When 

I calculated the cost of changing all that money, nobody could have been more convinced than I of the ne-

cessity of a European currency. 

 

Today you can imagine how sorry I am at the sight of the disaster that has been made. How could we put 

ourselves into this nightmare? It is evident that something went wrong, terribly wrong. Yet I did not see any 

study that analyses the root causes of this debacle, nobody put into question the very structure of our Union. 

This paper will examine the very foundations of the European Union and of the Euro to explain why the Euro 

is an idiocy and why it is a lost battle to make it work. 

 

When the idea of a European currency was floated, besides the enthusiasts (as I was), there were quite a few 

comments on the press that criticized it on the ground that one currency would not have allowed a monetary 

policy suited to all member states. These objections were well founded; it is evident that the northern countries 

have a financial situation quite different from the others but yet these objections did not stop the project. We 

think it was right because this is not the real problem. In fact all large counties, USA, Russia, China, Brazil 

have regions quite different from each other and this did not cause the break-up of the county. No American 

state has ever asked to leave the union to do its own monetary policy. Having regions with different social and 

economic differences can be a problem, but it can be handled and is compensated by the fact of belonging to a 

large economic area served by the same currency. 

The trouble is that the real problems were completely ignored, they have never been mentioned and this is the 

reason why we decided to write this paper. 

 

While examining the issues that weight on the success of a monetary union, we will distinguish between the 

genetic flaws of the Euro, that will make it a failure in spite of the efforts of member countries, and the troubles 

of Italy that brought into the union a particularly difficult situation that is specific of this country. 

 

When the Euro was conceived the European authorities did not foresee the default of the European public 

entities: states, counties, cities, regions, etc.  

Problem is that, on this planet, the only entity that never defaults is the Lord the Almighty, but every other 

entity that can take on debt can default, therefore the European states can (and will) default. The USA have 

foreseen this eventuality with Chapter 9; it is normal that states, counties or cities seek protection from their 

creditors by means of Chapter 9.  

We know that all European countries have defaulted in their long history: in their 150 years of history, Greece 

defaulted 8 times and Italy 3 or 4. This amnesia of the Europeans is amazing if you consider that, by entering 

the Euro, the chances of default of the countries that used to systematically devalue their currencies were in-

creased enormously.  

We must specify that default is a legal procedure administered in a court of law of a sovereign country that 

ends with a sentence that binds all debtors and creditors and is recognized by other countries in case any of the 

actors is a foreigner. The default of a sovereign country cannot be administered in a court of law and therefore 

is regulated by international conventions and agreements between countries. For these reasons it may result in 

litigations that are very expensive and last for a long time. This is to warn Europeans not to be foolish, it can be 

very expensive. Problem is that the foolishness has already been done: by entering the Euro, the European 

countries lost the possibility to print their own currencies without having the protection of a default procedure 

administered at a European level. What a folly! 



 

Moreover, when several subjects join in an association where each of them contributes with its wealth, it is 

commonplace that they seek the services of professionals that take stock of all members’ assets and liabilities. 

The Europeans did not do this; they did not establish, a few years before starting the Euro, an agency that 

would certify all debts of all European states (consolidating all the debts of lower entities) so that all investors 

(and all citizens) could be informed of the financial situation of all members. This allowed Greece and Italy to 

cheat and hide with obscure and dangerous financial tricks their awful financial situation. All this cheating to 

win … a colossal swindle. 

Such is the price of vanity! But all of Europe won this swindle and it was fully deserved. 

A touch of grotesque was added when the Europeans denounced the rating agencies and then proposed to 

establish a European rating agency under the control of Brussels. This is an idiocy because there is no need of 

a rating agency. If the Europeans had established this agency that certifies the debt of member countries, all 

investors could know the risk of any bond by looking at the listed effective rate of this bond because nobody 

can be better than well informed markets. Only the Lord the Almighty is better than well informed markets. 

 

Another deficiency of the Europeans was that they did not centralize all supervisions and controls of the Eu-

ropean banks in one single European agency before launching the Euro. It is just logic that you must have one 

single agency and one set of regulations to supervise banks if you have one single currency. Now the states 

have forced banks to bankroll their debts and they have starved their industries of the necessary loans because 

desperate governments do desperate things. This is the recipe for a financial disaster of historic dimensions.  

Now Europe is trying to set up these rules and charge the ECB with the administration of this banking union 

but we fear nothing workable will come because, at this point, the “patriots” are loath to relinquish this power. 

But what is the sense to leave their own currency and then resist this banking union? It makes sense if you 

consider that by relinquishing this power, “politics” lose the power to “administer” all financial sectors: an 

extremely painful loss. It is a sad truth that patriotism is the last refuge of the scoundrel, as you can see in these 

150 years of Italy from Banco di Roma to MPS: so much for national pride! Such is the state of the art in 

Europe. Sad, is n’ it? 

These are the main reasons why the Euro is a train wreck in slow motion. 

 

If the genesis of the Euro was an insanity, the reactions of the Europeans to the problems that followed were 

not better. Nobody even dared to analyze the origins of the Euro to understand the causes of the problems; 

evidently the Eurocrats don’t even want to contemplate that they can be wrong. Everybody blamed somebody 

else but it is useless to blame someone when you are using a flawed instrument. 

 

Here we prefer to illustrate a new way of thinking that is taking hold in Europe. 

Sometimes you hear that “we need more Europe!”. These slogans are used to hide the incapacity of the Eu-

ropeans to understand the problems that they should fix and to hide a project that should force financially 

sound countries to “help” troubled ones. They want to set up a procedure that would force a systemic transfer 

of wealth towards the corrupt and wasteful countries. They call this “solidarity” and, incredible but true, they 

pretend that this is “federalism”. The model toward which they want to address Europe is the Italian Model 

because this is the structure of the Italian republic. For people in their right mind, this is not solidarity, this is a 

sure way to raise people of chronic parasites.  

In spite of the disaster produced by the Italian model in Italy (psychiatrists say it is just because of it), the 

Eurocrats pretend that this is the justification of the European Union and the true goal of federalism: to help the 

“poor”. For people in their right mind this is the ethics of the perverts. 

This so called “solidarity” is a cultural and ethical problem that has been produced by two thousand years of 

Christianity and therefore is not easy to analyze and very difficult to treat, however as you can see, it is not a 

disease limited to the Italians. 

As you can see, not only Europe does not push Italy towards a better governance but wants to imitate it. With 

friends like these, who needs enemies? 

 

Another element that is particularly offensive is that they pretend that this is federalism. It is exactly the op-

posite.  

Federalism is a political-administrative structure, a cultural development, an ethical conviction that al-

lows countries that share similar values and history, but with some existential differences, to associate into a 

political union without losing their individuality and the possibility to search and experiment different policies.   



In order to do this it is indispensible that each entity supports the consequences of its actions. In a federal 

union each political-administrative level must have a power to tax compatible with the services it must provide 

and the freedom to exercise its power in order to govern according to the wishes and traditions of its people. 

It is inevitable that in a union as big and diverse as the European Union once in a while someone will default. 

It is for this reason that the Union must set up a legal framework so that the cost of these defaults falls entirely 

on the defaulted entity and its creditors and not on the taxpayers of the other members. In order for our Union 

to work and survive we must have iron rules so that all consequences of defaults are supported only by the 

concerned parties: a Federal Constitution. 

This Constitution must state clearly the powers that are attributed to the States and to the Confederation so that 

the States have an ample autonomy to experiment with different policies concerning the economy, first of all 

taxation and labour. 

A cultural development is necessary to make people understand that the success of an economy is the result of 

a complex set of rules, where taxes and labour are just a part, that need to be adapted to the single country and 

only time can tell which is best. Only the freedom of the States to experiment can start a competition that is the 

essence of progress. This is the exact opposite of what is now called “integration”. 

An ethical conviction is necessary so that the people would play by the rules, namely, they will not pretend to 

be bailed out of the problems they have created. A new definition of “solidarity” must be shared so that the 

people will accept the consequences of their failures. 

It is indispensable that Europeans dump their lurid “solidarity”. 

Europe did not do this before launching the Euro because it seems that the Eurocrats, in a delirium of omnip-

otence, satisfied themselves that, having the Euro, no member would ever default because they would set their 

“solidarity” in motion and that member could be saved. As a matter of fact Greece did default and it was done 

in a devious way, by means of “political” decisions outside of the law because there is no law! Who can sin-

cerely believe that we can go on like this? 

We know that Ms Merkel has unleashed the awesome brain power of the Eurocrats and now we have a pro-

cedure where all budgets of member countries must be approved by an Agency so that nobody will be “al-

lowed” to default. We feel ashamed to comment on this: we are fast approaching delirium.  

This is what you can expect from a fine lady raised in communist Germany. 

It seems that Europe, in order to save the Euro, is on its way towards a neo-dirigisme that is obtuse, ignorant 

and arrogant. You can spot this dirigisme also behind a keyword much loved by the enlightened Europeans: 

“integration”. By means of this magic word Brussels wants to force the same rules on all countries on every-

thing that concerns the economy, taxation and (eventually) everything else. This “integration” is the negation 

of freedom and ingenuity because it prevents state governments from experimenting different policies that is 

the true spirit of federalism. 

On the one hand this is the manifestation of a maniacal obsession that strives to make everybody equal, on the 

other hand it is a tool that allows governments to fleece their people without the annoyance of embarrassing 

comparisons with their neighbors. It happened that, after entering the Euro, the people have given a glance at 

their neighbors and asked themselves: why do I have to pay more? It is imperative to deploy this “integration” 

because when all of us are equal all of us will be happy. Right?  

 

However, we think that these new tools of Europower will not save the Euro because this so called “solidarity” 

cannot last in Europe. In Italy it lasted so long (and keeps going) because of two features that are typical of the 

Italian mind: a ferocious nationalism and a rotten catholic-communist culture. In Europe there is no such thing 

as a European nationalism and its culture, that can be characterized as Christian-progressive, is much less 

unwieldy and paralyzing than catholic-communism.  

We think that northern countries are not willing to bleed themselves and the southerners will not accept the 

demise of their economies to play the “terroni” of Europe and live off the “solidarity” of northerners. South-

erners are very proud and northerners care for their money and are very sensitive to the infringements of their 

rights. The drama that we see unfolding is that this evolution not only will not save the Monetary Union but 

will destroy the European Union. 

 

This Euro is an insanity that this Union could not afford because it was not launched by a Confederated 

Union well established and tried. 

 

After having examined the technical problems that caused this disaster, we want to analyze the deep motiva-

tions that made a people as advanced and sophisticated as the Europeans to do such an idiocy. 



 

The root problem of Europe is the deep seated hostility of Europeans towards federalism. 

 

The Europeans are the heirs of Napoleon and the Kaiser, they love to rule, they distrust initiatives that share 

power with minions, they think that a rightful government always knows best. Moreover they are victims of 

this Christian-progressive culture that abhors differences and has a religious cult for a government that makes 

everybody equal. They consider anathema to reward the successful and to punish the unsuccessful up to the 

point of default. Deep in their minds they despise money and the search of success. 

To this emotional hindrance you must add the intellectual incapacity to understand that a federal system spurs 

all countries to strive to keep up with the best; the defaulted countries will always have another chance and they 

too may conquer their place in the sun. It is a culture that is substantially pessimist because when they have a 

chance to compete they are afraid to end up on the side of the losers instead of being hopeful to succeed.  

In a few words: they are afraid of freedom. 

We know that sometimes dirigisme has been successful but in our instance, a European Union, only a con-

federation can work. The main point of this paper is that only a confederation can adjust in one union the di-

versity of tens of European countries that are used to be their own masters. 

 

Unfortunately this union started on the wrong foot without a confederation project because, at that time, Eu-

ropeans would have not accepted such a transfer of sovereignty and so, after fifty years we have put together a 

union so meddling, cumbersome, and liberty-killing that no confederated union would have ever produced. 

 

Our union could get started because Europeans gave it a huge contribution of goodwill. After the war, on the 

doorstep of obliteration, they have found the determination to start on the road of an initiative that would have 

eliminated the specter of another war. In order to understand the amount of goodwill of the Europeans, just 

think that nobody else did this before! 

Unfortunately goodwill is not enough, a certain amount of brains is necessary and the Europeans could not 

select a political class sophisticated enough to understand federalism. The unintended consequence of the Euro 

is that the Eurocrats are destroying the political capital of goodwill of the Europeans; we were dreaming of a 

magnificent workhorse and now we have a beached whale. 

It is evident that this union is creaking and is losing the consent of the people. A very sad development. 

Yet in the middle of the Union there is a country, Switzerland, where a confederation has been working for a 

thousand years: why nobody thought of studying it and learn? 

 

Today the media are full of proposals to leave the Union or make somebody else leave. This is insane: to leave 

in order to do what? Those who propose to leave should specify what kind of union they want to establish after 

having left. They want to go back to the monetary arrangements of the ‘80s or they want to dissolve the Union 

and return to be all independent countries without any formal association? An enormous amount of brain 

power is at work to devise the most ingenious ways to leave (or make somebody else leave) but nobody is 

putting forward new ideas for a new union. Most of all, they must be honest and declare if, after this disaster of 

the Euro, we should renounce for ever to a common currency or we should try again and, in the latter case, how 

it should be done. 

Unfortunately this debate is flawed because the main force that keeps this Union together is the fear to leave. In 

fact the Euro is such a gigantic trap and leaving it is so difficult and traumatic that we are all afraid of this lip 

into the darkness. 

 

An especially sad development is unfolding in England. Here a new party, UKIP, is growing that wants 

England to quit the union altogether. The conservative government has decided to hold a referendum on this 

matter but, before, it wants to extract a few concessions from Brussels to pay less into the Union (an irrelevant 

sum) and to ease regulations that hamper small corporations. Even if Brussels gives in, what would they have 

accomplished with this? It is just a trick to take the wind off the sails of UKIP. Now, if you consider that 

federalism is an invention of the Anglo-Saxon civilization, you wonder why England does not take the initia-

tive and propose to change this Union into a Confederation; in an instant they would switch their character 

from the ball-breaker of the Union into a leader. We know that there are few chances Europeans would accept 

a Confederation, and in this case England would do better to leave because it is better to be by yourself rather 

than stay in the belly of a beached whale. But the point is that, given the importance of the stake, any effort 

should be done. 



 

All that is written above is to make people see that our Europe does have an alternative to the mess and disaster 

that beckon. The alternative is to build a New Union. 

Let us imagine that Europeans have embraced the ethical principles of federalism and have freed themselves of 

their lurid “solidarity” and “integration”. 

The triple A countries leave the Euro and start a European Confederation with a new currency, the Euro 2.0, 

and a fully empowered National Bank. It is the countries with a sound financial situation that must leave, they 

can afford the cost of launching a new currency and this does not provoke a domino effect. They are strong 

enough to overcome the inevitable revaluation of their new currency while the others will have the benefit of a 

devalued Euro. This should allow them to fix their own economies and when they will be ready they can join 

the Confederation that has a constitution that does not allow any bailout of bankrupt states, has a well defined 

division of powers between the Confederation and the States that have the highest independence conceivable 

under a confederation arrangement. Only countries with a sound financial situation will be able to join, because 

if this would not be the case, the markets will withdraw their capitals and this country would default quickly 

given the impossibility of “political” arrangements. The usefulness of a confederated organization is that it 

eliminates the arbitrary act of “political” decisions. Only the certitude of default can oblige people with a 

history of easy money to change their ways. It is an evolution that will take generations but is a sure path to-

wards a lasting union. 

 

Italy is such a special case that it needs a separated discourse. One year ago Der Spiegel magazine informed us 

how the Prodi government falsified data in order to “convince” chancellor Kohl that Italy was on the path of 

financial responsibility. In spite of the fact that the scam was evident, for reasons that we do not know, the 

chancellor let Italy join; thus presenting us with a terrific disaster.  

However, the issue of the entry of Italy into the common currency was badly framed because the main problem 

was not the precarious state of the Italian finances, the problem is that the very structure of Italy is incom-

patible with a common currency. It is a matter of fact that Italy managed to become the eighth exporting 

country on earth, a stunning success, that was achieved by the systematic devaluation of the lira. Problem is 

that it could have not been achieved otherwise. This is due mainly to two structural problems of Italy: a gro-

tesque catholic-communist culture and a rapacious south. The Italian republic managed to keep the country 

together by a massive, outrageous and wasteful transfer of wealth between social classes and regions; the in-

terruption of this transfer would have entailed the break-up of the country. With the entry into the Euro the 

demise of the Italian economy was inevitable. The problem with Italy is that, besides the fact whether the Euro 

is an insanity or not, this country cannot participate to any monetary union. Yet, also in this case, if Europe had 

a confederated structure, if would have been feasible for two or three main regions to join, at different times.  
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