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ABSTRACT
The European Parliament (EP)’s role in the Economic and Monetary Union (EMU)
has always been rather limited. Its prerogatives were somewhat reinforced after
the Euro crisis, but its role in policy implementation remained minimal.
However, because of the pandemic, the level of integration at the
supranational level has significantly increased as a result of, among others,
the adoption of unique instruments such as the SURE instrument, Next
Generation EU and the Recovery and Resilience Facility (RFF). This article
considers to what extent the EP’s role in EMU has been reinforced as a result
of these measures. It finds that the EP was regrettably reserved only a limited
role in the operationalisation of the RRF and an even lesser role in other
instruments, but that legal and political constraints made any other outcome
unlikely. This article argues in favour of an increased use of the existing
instruments by both the EP and national parliaments, as well as a
reinforcement of interparliamentary cooperation. A far more extensive
empowerment of the EP would be required if temporary and exceptional
developments that occurred in the EMU during the pandemic were to
become more entrenched.

KEYWORDS European Parliament; Economic and Monetary Union; Eurozone crisis; COVID crisis;
accountability; Recovery and Resilience Facility

Introduction: the European Parliament, historically a ‘dwarf’ in
EMU matters

Discussions on accountability in the field of the European Union (EU)’s Econ-
omic and Monetary Union (EMU) have been long-lasting and recurrent. In
particular, the question regularly arises whether the European Parliament
(EP) should have a pivotal role in guaranteeing democratic legitimacy in
this area or whether a euro area-specific ‘Eurozone chamber’ should be
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created in addition to the EP (Cooper, 2017; Curtin & Fasone, 2017; Fasone,
2019; Fromage, 2018a; Hennette et al., 2019). Another related issue pertains
to the powers that the EP ought to have in the area of EMU in general,
both as regards the adoption and implementation of norms. As the interest
for the question of accountability and democratic legitimacy in the EMU
has not faded with time, and no consensus has emerged as regards the sol-
ution(s) that should be followed, a democratic gap would seem to exist.

The Great Financial Crisis, and the Euro area crisis it provoked, led to a
significant overhaul of the applicable rules in the area of EMU (see among
others Hinarejos, 2015; Tuori & Tuori, 2014). In particular, coordination
efforts at the EU level in budgetary and fiscal matters were strengthened,
and new powers were attributed to the European Commission, among
other institutions. Member States and EU institutions, notably the Commis-
sion and the Council, interact in the framework of the European Semester for
the coordination of economic policies. Member States’ budgets and their
financial situation are now checked much more closely, thanks, inter alia,
to the adoption of Country Specific Recommendations and to the review
of national budgets (see on the European Semester and its origins: Bekker,
2020). Moreover, euro-crisis law measures were not limited to the introduc-
tion of the European Semester. They also encompassed intergovernmental
agreements such as the Treaty on Stability, Coordination and Governance
(Fiscal Compact) and the European Stability Mechanism (ESM) Treaty.
Finally, the conduct of the single monetary policy by the European Central
Bank (ECB) evolved deeply as a result of the crisis (Beukers et al., forthcom-
ing and Markakis, 2020a, Ch. 2, with further references). The question could
thus be asked whether the prerogatives attributed to the EP were still com-
mensurate to the role it ought to be playing in the EMU after the crisis.

With the emergence of the COVID crisis, however, new reforms had to be
introduced in the field of EMU. When the pandemic started, some of the
measures adopted in response to the Euro crisis, such as the ESM or the Stab-
ility and Growth Pact (SGP), were already undergoing a revision. The
reforms implemented over the past couple of years were not only numerous,
but they were also of varying and arguably unique nature. For the first time
ever, grants (as opposed to and in addition to loans) were given to EU
Member States to foster their economic recovery (see, among others, De
Witte, 2021; Fabbrini, 2021). As a result, it could be argued that the case
was (and arguably still is) stronger than ever for democratic guarantees in
the EMU, and in particular in the financing programmes such as Next Gen-
eration EU (NGEU), to be enhanced and rendered sufficient. This is because,
for the first time ever, very large amounts were given to the Member States in
the form of grants, which were financed by bonds issued by the Commission
on behalf of the EU. It is thus EU money, and not resources from Member
States’ budgets, that is being distributed. As such, the EP is more justified
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than ever to have a say on the use of common resources, which are financed
by the issuance of common debt. Moreover, it could even be said that its par-
ticipation is dearly required on these grounds. But has the EP’s standing in
EMU matters truly been reinforced? And can the changes made be expected
to endure in time notwithstanding the fact that some of the measures put in
place to counter the negative economic and social effects of the COVID crisis
are formally deemed to remain temporary? If this were to happen, it would
arguably make the case for a reinforcement of the EP’s powers in this policy
area even stronger.

This article aims to provide an answer to these questions by first briefly
recalling what the EP’s role in EMU after the Euro crisis was (II). It then con-
siders its standing in the operationalisation of the measures adopted in
response to the COVID crisis (III), and subsequently adopts a bird’s eye
view by assessing where the EP stands in EMU matters post-crisis and
post-COVID (IV). This section also considers whether the developments
observed over the past couple of years point to the EP having long-lastingly
gained a more prominent role in EMU or whether a return to the status quo
ante may be expected. We conclude with some proposals for improvement.
In light of space constraints, our focus will be on the EP’s role in the Econ-
omic Union, and we will thus not examine the role it plays in guaranteeing
democratic legitimacy in the areas of monetary policy and the Banking
Union (see nonetheless on these issues: Amtenbrink and Markakis, forth-
coming-b, Fromage, forthcoming).

The EP’s role in EMU post-euro crisis: slight empowerment?

The history of European integration is marked, among other features, by the
progressive empowerment of the EP (initially, the Parliamentary Assembly). It
is well known that its powers differ vastly from one policy area to another, such
that one has to trawl through the relevant provisions of primary and secondary
EU law (and, in some cases, intergovernmental agreements) to get an accurate
picture of its powers or prerogatives in a given area (see generally on the EP:
Costa & Saint Martin, 2011; Ripoll Servent, 2018). Traditionally, the EP’s pre-
rogatives have not been the strongest in the area of EMU and had indeed
remained rather weak even after the Euro crisis (Crum, 2018; Fromage,
2018b; Markakis, 2020a, Ch. 4, with further references).

In terms of norm production, the EP played a rather important role
during the previous economic crisis. As a result of the competence bases
used (viz., either art. 121(6) TFEU taken alone or art. 136 TFEU in conjunc-
tion with art. 121(6) TFEU), most of the ‘six pack’ and ‘two pack’ of EU legis-
lation was adopted in accordance with the ordinary legislative procedure,
which renders the EP a veritable co-legislator with the Council (see further
on this: Fasone, 2014). Other instruments, viz. the Regulation amending
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the corrective arm of the SGP (Council Regulation 1177/2011) and a Direc-
tive on national budgetary frameworks (Council Directive 2011/85) were,
however, adopted on the basis of Treaty provisions that prescribe the use
of a special legislative procedure, with the Council at its helm and the EP
retaining the right to be consulted on the proposed legislation (see the
second and third subparas of art. 126(14) TFEU). The European Financial
Stabilisation Mechanism – the forerunner to the ESM – was also established
pursuant to a Council Regulation adopted on the basis of art. 122(2) TFEU,
which merely requires that the President of the Council inform the EP of the
decision taken.

Naturally, the EP was accorded a lesser role whenever norms were
adopted outside the EU legal framework. For our purposes, this would
include the European Financial Stability Facility Framework Agreement,
the Fiscal Compact and the ESM Treaty. These are intergovernmental agree-
ments that were concluded outside the formal confines of the EU Treaties. It
is well known that the use of public international law instruments, albeit cer-
tainly not unprecedented (De Witte, 2017; Thym, 2017), ‘evades the insti-
tutions and processes which have evolved for norm-production within EU
law’ (Armstrong, 2013, p. 604). As such, the EP is not in a position to
voice any concerns that it might have over the proposed norms through
the normal EU rulemaking processes (Chiti & Texeira, 2013). The EP was
nevertheless involved in various ways when these treaties were negotiated
and, in some cases, even influenced the text agreed (Fasone, 2014). Be that
as it may, the institutions established through these intergovernmental trea-
ties act outside the scope of the accountability and transparency framework
that is normally applicable within the EU.

Whenever norms were indeed agreed within the framework of EU law, the
EP had an overall rather good rate of success in getting its amendments
included in the final piece of legislation. This includes not only substantive
amendments but also changes pertaining to the relevant accountability
and transparency arrangements (Fasone, 2014, pp. 169–173; Markakis,
2020a, pp. 124–126). The idea of including the European Semester itself in
legislative texts originated in the EP. Moreover, the EP was given more
powers in this area than it had previously had. These powers exceed what
arts. 121 and 126 TFEU would have demanded, had their wording been
taken at face value.

Though there should be no assumption that the powers attributed to the
EP are identical across all instruments of the ‘six pack’ and ‘two pack’, the
overall picture that emerges is that the EP is merely accorded a right to be
consulted or informed on certain occasions, or to call Union (and national)
officials to appear before it. Hence, although it acted as co-legislator on
several occasions and was indeed empowered in the field of EMU compared
to what had previously been the case, its prerogatives were only strengthened
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to a limited extent. It is involved in the European Semester through the
Economic Dialogue (see the regular accounts published by the European
Parliament on its practice in this domain). It may invite the President of
the Council, the Commission and, where appropriate, the President of the
European Council or the President of the Eurogroup to discuss issues
related to the European Semester (see also Akbik, 2022, Chs 5-6). Individual
Member States may also be offered the opportunity to participate in an
exchange of views. The EP is not involved in an executive role in the surveil-
lance process and has not obtained decision-making powers in the daily
management of the EU fiscal and economic governance framework. This
means that it is, for example, not involved in the adoption of the Country
Specific Recommendations. Instead, its role lies in holding the responsible
EU officials accountable (to the extent permitted by the structure of the
European Semester), in monitoring compliance with the relevant EU rules
and in fostering national ownership of the EU’s fiscal rules and recommen-
dations through its interactions with the Member States (Markakis, 2020a,
pp. 127–128).

The EP’s standing in the operationalisation of COVID-specific
measures: a missed opportunity?

The accountability and transparency framework related to the
Recovery and Resilience Facility

In response to the COVID crisis, a new set of measures were implemented in
the area of EMU (see among others Dermine & Markakis, 2020). However,
(some of) these measures are of a different nature from those that had been
previously introduced in response to the Euro crisis. Whereas the former cat-
egory of measures principally aimed at tightening surveillance over the
Member States’ financial status (and thus, indirectly, at redressing the imbal-
ance between the different components of the EMU that is inherent in the
Treaties), the latter set of measures focused on ensuring the recovery of
Europe’s economy, and on making it more resilient. Admittedly, there are
still conditions attached to these measures: EU Member States do not
receive funding bare of any requirements (Dermine, 2020, Amtenbrink
and Markakis, forthcoming-a). The Regulation establishing the Recovery
and Resilience Facility (RRF) sets out the requisite elements regarding the
content of Recovery and Resilience Plans (RRPs) and provides that the
release of funds is contingent on the satisfactory fulfilment of the relevant
milestones and targets set out in those plans. However, this time around
the logic is different in that the introduction of the NGEU Programme
especially relies on the massive issuance of bonds on the financial markets
by the Commission on behalf of the EU. The funds so obtained are, in

THE JOURNAL OF LEGISLATIVE STUDIES 389



turn, not lent back-to-back to the Member States as is normally the case; they
are distributed in the form of both loans and especially grants (on the legal
engineering this has demanded, see: Amtenbrink and Markakis, forthcom-
ing-a; De Gregorio Merino, 2021; De Witte, 2021). As such, and this is
crucial for democratic accountability and especially for the role of the EP,
it is not national but EU money that is spent, although the Member States
would have to foot the bill through their Gross National Income-based con-
tributions if the EU budget was not enough to ensure the repayment of the
loans. It may also be noted that the funding that flows into the EU’s coffers
necessitates the creation of new own resources, thus indirectly also impacting
the realm of national budgetary powers (on the role of national parliaments,
see Dias Pinheiro and Dias in this special issue, Bekker, 2021). As a conse-
quence, it may be argued that democratic legitimacy will only be guaranteed
if, at this stage of the evolution of EMU, both the EP and national parliaments
are adequately involved in the operationalisation of the NGEU Programme,
as discussed further below (see also the other articles in this special issue).
Notably, the support of national parliaments for the introduction of new
own resources is of tantamount importance (Crowe, 2020, p. 341).

In any event, it is undeniable that a new important leap forward in EU
economic integration has been witnessed in the course of the pandemic, pri-
marily because of the adoption of the NGEU Programme and its main
instrument, the RRF, but also because of the numerous other measures
swiftly put in place, which are described in more detail in the introduction
to this special issue. It remains nonetheless the case that the EP had
limited influence in the adoption of some of these measures, as shown by
Cristina Fasone in this special issue (see also Closa et al., 2021; Crowe,
2020; Dias Pinheiro & Fromage, 2020), or better said, that its degree of
influence varied over time; and that the EP’s prerogatives in the actual oper-
ationalisation of these instruments are circumscribed, too. As is further
examined below though, it is unclear whether the EP could have really
been further empowered, owing to the political climate that prevailed
when these measures were adopted and the urgency of the matters involved.

The EP is able to intervene primarily in the framework of the Recovery
and Resilience Dialogue foreseen in art. 26 of the RRF Regulation (Regu-
lation 2021/241). According to that provision, the competent EP committee
may invite the Commission every two months to discuss a series of matters
that concern the implementation of the RRF, including ‘the state of recovery,
resilience and adjustment capacity in the Union’; the RRPs, their assessment,
and their implementation; the review report on the implementation of the
RRF, which the Commission is called to prepare by 31 July 2022 (see art.
16); payment, suspension and termination procedures (see art. 24); and
‘any other relevant information and documentation provided by the Com-
mission to the competent committee of the European Parliament in relation
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to the implementation of the Facility’ (art. 26(1)). To enable this Dialogue,
the Commission is to transmit the RRPs and the proposals for Council
implementing decisions – by means of which the plans are approved – to
the EP, as well as any other information transmitted to the Council or its pre-
paratory bodies (art. 25(1)-(2)). Specific procedures are foreseen with a view
to safeguarding confidentiality where necessary (art. 25(3)). The Commis-
sion must also share ‘an overview of its preliminary findings concerning
the satisfactory fulfilment of the relevant milestones and targets included
in the [RRPs]’ (art. 25(4)). Additionally, there was an attempt by the EP to
introduce standards against which to assess the progress made in the
implementation of the RRPs: the Dialogue sessions shall be based upon
the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard (art. 26(4)), which the Commission
is bound to create and maintain up-to-date to show the progress made by the
Member States in the implementation of their RRPs in terms of the ‘six
pillars’ and the common indicators of the Facility (art. 30).

The EP may adopt resolutions to voice its opinion as regards the matters
covered in the recovery and resilience dialogues (art. 26(2)), and ‘[t]he Com-
mission shall take into account any elements arising from the views
expressed through the recovery and resilience dialogue, including the resol-
utions from the European Parliament if provided’ (art. 26(3)). The EP is also
among the recipients of the Commission’s annual report on the implemen-
tation of the RRF. The RRF Regulation further specifies the contents of the
said annual report (art. 31). The EP is also one of the recipients of the inde-
pendent evaluation report on the implementation of the RRF and the inde-
pendent ex post evaluation report (art. 32).

Next to these powers that are strictly linked to the RRF itself, the RRF
Regulation foresees that the EP shall be involved in the measures linking
the RRF to ‘sound economic governance’, that is to the Stability and
Growth Pact (SGP) and the Macroeconomic Imbalances Procedure (Regu-
lation 1176/2011). The RRF Regulation (art. 10) provides for the possibility
to suspend all or part of the commitments or payments of the available funds
where Member States do not respect their commitments according to the
EU’s fiscal and economic governance framework, in the cases specifically
set out in the RRF Regulation, and the EP is to be kept informed of the
implementation of this provision. It may invite the Commission to discuss
the application of this provision, in order to express its views, to which the
Commission ‘shall give due consideration’. Should a proposal for suspension
or a proposal to lift such a suspension be made, the Commission shall trans-
mit it to the EP without delay, and the latter may invite the Commission to
explain the reasons for its proposal (art. 10(7)). The EP is also to receive the
report on the review the Commission is to carry out of the application of this
mechanism by 31 December 2024 (art. 10(8)). Notably, there is explicit refer-
ence to the possibility for the Commission to submit a proposal to review the
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application of this article where there are major changes in the social and
economic situation in the Union, which the EP itself may also ‘nudge’,
acting in accordance with art. 225 TFEU (art. 10(9)).

The prerogatives attributed to the EP in the implementation of the RRF
Regulation are limited in the sense that it does not have any decision-
making powers over the plans submitted by the Member States or the disbur-
sement of funds. It could not, for example, veto the approval of a plan or the
disbursement of funds to a Member State because it is displeased with the
relevant milestones and targets set or with their unsatisfactory fulfilment.
Indeed, it would have been possible to devise a different mode of governance,
which could entail for example the adoption of delegated acts (see the Euro-
pean Parliament resolution of 23 July 2020 on the conclusions of the extra-
ordinary European Council meeting of 17–21 July 2020, paras 21–22; see also
the article by Fasone in this special issue). It is instead the Commission and
the Council that are currently in the driver’s seat. This is, however, a situ-
ation the EP itself approved of, as the RRF Regulation was adopted on the
basis of art. 175(3) TFEU and the EP acted as co-legislator in that procedure.
The main instrument the EP has at its disposal – the Dialogue – only guar-
antees limited (formal) power to it, despite the fact that close to half of the
RRF’s budget is to be given to the Member States in the form of grants
financed by EU debt. The Commission is only called to take the EP’s
views into account, but the latter institution has no power to constrain the
Commission in any way. The only tool at its disposal is thus political
blame, aside of course from the option to change the legal framework pur-
suant to art. 175(3), together with the other EU institutions involved in
this legislative procedure (that is, the Commission and the Council).

In light of the above, the EP may indeed have a role to play in the oper-
ationalisation of the RRF, but its prerogatives have not been enhanced with
respect to what had been the case in the framework of the European Semester
and the Economic Dialogues it entails. Arguably, the Recovery and Resili-
ence Dialogue strongly resembles and was inspired by the Economic Dialo-
gue (De Witte, 2021, p. 677). However, an improvement is indeed visible in
the fact that a periodicity of two months (that is, a short interval of time) is
foreseen for the Recovery and Resilience Dialogue. It should be stressed that,
in practice, this has not always been adhered to thus far (see also the com-
ments by Irene Tinagli, Chair of the Committee on Economic and Monetary
Affairs, at the meeting of 13 December 2021). Furthermore, the EP’s access to
information is undoubtedly very broad in this case as it equals that of the
Council (European Parliament, 2022a, p. 11). Besides, it is hard to imagine
that the EP could have been empowered any further. This is so for political
reasons. Member States clearly want to keep the upper hand in the disburse-
ment of the funds from the RRF as evidenced by the fact that the Council
approves the assessment of the RRPs (art. 20) and the specific mention
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made to an ‘emergency brake’ which involves the European Council (recital
52). This is so notwithstanding the fact that the Commission assesses
whether the relevant milestones and targets have been satisfactorily
fulfilled, although it does so after the Economic and Financial Committee
– in which the Member States are also represented – has given its opinion
(art. 24).

Legally, it is also difficult to imagine how the EP could have been attrib-
uted more powers. The RRF relies on a complex legal and financial construc-
tion as it was made possible thanks to an exceptional and temporary
empowerment in the Own Resources Decision (Council Decision 2020/
2053), which provides for a temporary increase in the own resources ceilings;
to the EU Recovery Instrument (EURI; Council Regulation 2020/2094
adopted on the basis of art. 122 TFEU), which determines how funding
for the NGEU is to be distributed among the different spending programmes
it refers to; and to the RRF Regulation itself, to which the bulk of the
financing from NGEU is allocated. The RRF Regulation was adopted on
the basis of art. 175(3) TFEU, which provides for the possibility to create
funds to attain the objectives of economic, social and territorial cohesion
laid out in art. 174 TFEU by means of acts adopted following the ordinary
legislative procedure, that is with the involvement of the EP as one of the
co-legislators. However, as NGEU is not part of the EU’s annual or long-
term budget (namely, the Multiannual Financial Framework), this puts the
EP on the back foot. The EP’s powers of control do not extend to extra-bud-
getary resources and expenditure. It should be stressed that, save for extre-
mely limited information rights, the EP had no role to play in the RRF’s
governance under the original Commission proposal. As such, its involve-
ment in the RRF constitutes an improvement, whereas it would not normally
be involved in the governance of extra-budgetary resources and expenditure
(De Witte, 2021, p. 677). Furthermore, the Interinstitutional Agreement on
budgetary discipline, on cooperation in budgetary matters and on sound
financial management, as well as on new own resources concluded
between the Commission, Council and EP incorporates further arrange-
ments that aim to enhance the role of the EP (and of the Council) in relation
to external assigned revenue under EURI, with a view to ensuring proper
oversight of and involvement in the use of such revenue (Annex I, points
38–48).

The fact that the operationalisation of the RRF has effectively been inte-
grated in the pre-existing European Semester (see on the background to
this: Vanhercke & Verdun, 2022) could have constituted an obstacle to the
EP’s further empowerment in the RRF. This is the case because the EP’s
role in the European Semester has remained weak, even if some improve-
ments were introduced over time, notably thanks to a change in the calendar
with a view to allowing its involvement at a more suitable time. It will be
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recalled that the European Semester remains, in the context of the RRF, the
framework to identify national reform priorities and to monitor their
implementation (RRF Regulation, recital 4). In turn, the RRPs should be
consistent with the relevant country-specific challenges and priorities ident-
ified in the context of the European Semester (recital 32). Granting the EP
more powers in the framework of the (at the moment, temporary) RRF
could have set a precedent and rendered any future ‘downgrading’ of its
role in the framework of the European Semester more difficult, even if econ-
omic policy still primarily belongs to the realm of Member State compe-
tences, as per the EU Treaties.

It should be emphasised as well that the EP’s role in the management of
the RRF is not limited to the prerogatives contained in the RRF Regulation. It
will gain information from the annual report on the EU’s budget that the
Commission is called to submit to it as the EURI is also included in the
items to be considered (art. 17, Interinstitutional agreement of 16 December
2020 between the European Parliament, the Council of the European Union
and the European Commission on budgetary discipline, on cooperation in
budgetary matters and on sound financial management, as well as on new
own resources, including a roadmap towards the introduction of new own
resources). Most importantly, a general regime of conditionality for the pro-
tection of the Union budget – which also encompasses the NGEU Pro-
gramme (see RRF Regulation, art. 8) – was adopted in December 2020
(Regulation 2020/2092). The EP is to be informed of any measure proposed,
adopted or lifted by the European Commission on the basis of that Regu-
lation (art. 8). Where the Commission finds that it has reasonable grounds
to consider that the conditions for the adoption of measures under this Regu-
lation (see art. 4) are fulfilled, it shall inform the EP without delay of the
written notification sent to the Member State concerned and its contents
(art. 6(1)). It may also invite the Commission for a structured dialogue on
its findings (art. 6(2)), and is to receive the report on the application of
that Regulation which the Commission is to prepare by 12 January 2024
(art. 9). The EP’s role in this framework, too, is thus very limited. This did
not prevent it from seeking to play an active role though, as it did not hesitate
to take the first step to bring the European Commission before the Court of
Justice on the ground of what it regarded as failure to act under this Regu-
lation (Case C-657/21 European Parliament v European Commission).

The Recovery and Resilience Dialogues in practice

Next to the regular attendance of Commission representatives at the meet-
ings of the EP’s dedicated Recovery and Resilience Working Group
(whose meetings are not public), between May 2021 and May 2022, six Dia-
logue sessions were organised jointly by the EP Committees on Economic
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and Monetary Affairs (ECON) and on Budgets (BUDG). There lies actually a
significant difference between these Dialogue sessions, and those of the
Economic Dialogues, which only involved the ECON Committee. Interest-
ingly, documents produced by the Economic Governance Support Unit of
the EP address both kinds of meetings (European Parliament, 2022b).

The Recovery and Resilience Dialogues have been used by the Commis-
sion to update the Parliament on the implementation of the RRF. As far as
we are aware, no transcripts of those meetings exist, but we were able to
watch the videos from those meetings on the EP’s website. Meetings are
co-chaired by the Chairs of the ECON and BUDG committees. Executive
Vice-President Valdis Dombrovskis and Commissioner for Economy,
Paolo Gentiloni, are invited to the Dialogues. Both Commissioners are
given seven minutes each for their introductory statements. These are fol-
lowed by Q&A with the BUDG and ECON members. Members have two
minutes for questions/remarks. Two interventions are collected in each
round, and then each Commissioner has four minutes to reply. Any
additional slots are allocated to MEPs wishing to take the floor, taking
into account the weightings of their political groups.

It is first of all remarkable that MEPs have used these opportunities to ask
similar questions across those sessions (as well as original ones, naturally) to
the Commissioners. In this sense, it may be argued that they are fulfilling
their duty to hold them accountable in a more satisfactory manner than
they have at times done in other policy areas. This positive outcome could
be attributed to the regular frequency of these exchanges (in principle,
every two months) as well as, and perhaps most importantly, to the high pol-
itical salience that is inherent in the EU’s recovery. In this connection, it was
noted by Damian Boeselager (Greens/EFA) at the meeting of 2 May 2022
that: ‘It’s always a pleasure to come to this meeting, because I have the
feeling it’s like the most in-depth discussion that I have in general in commit-
tees… ’

The Commission emphasised its openness to take Parliament’s views into
account, provided though that these are expressed in a timely manner
because the Commission itself only has a couple of months to assess the
RRPs submitted to it. MEPs were concerned with the operationalisation of
the Facility, and with the practicalities of their involvement. In particular,
they noted that information had not always been transmitted in a timely
manner in the beginning. They also voiced questions (and concerns)
related to the content of the RRPs, for instance in terms of the priorities con-
tained in the Country Specific Recommendations they contribute to achieve,
or the financing of reforms that were already outstanding. The link between
the SGP and the RRF was addressed against the background of the current
suspension of the SGP (see RRF Regulation, recital 29, art. 10(1)), and
some of the RRPs were specifically discussed. Generally speaking, the
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economic impact of NGEU, the need to introduce new own resources, access
to the funds by SMEs, respect for the rule of law and the gender, the environ-
mental and the social dimensions were of interest to MEPs. Interestingly, the
issue of the involvement of national parliaments was also touched upon, as
well as the Commission’s (potentially insufficient) resources to monitor the
implementation of the RRPs. Concerns about transparency were voiced in
these meetings as well (see e.g. the interventions by José Manuel Fernandes
(EPP), Dragoş Pîslaru (Renew Europe Group), Damian Boeselager (Greens/
EFA) and Dimitrios Papadimoulis (GUE/NGL) at the meeting of 13 Decem-
ber 2021, but note that this was prior to the first recovery and resilience
scoreboard being published and to the electronic platform being available).
In the last couple of Dialogues (held on 7 March 2022 and 2 May 2022),
the principal emphasis by MEPs was naturally on the ramifications of
Russia’s ongoing aggression in Ukraine for Europe’s economy, as well as
for the implementation of the RRF.

The role of the EP in other pandemic-related instruments

The EP has far fewer powers in the operationalisation of other COVID-
related instruments. As regards the SURE instrument, on top of the fact
that owing to the legal base used (art. 122 TFEU) it was the Council alone
that adopted the said Regulation, the EP is merely the recipient of a report
on the use of financial assistance, including outstanding amounts and the
applicable repayment schedule, and on the continuation of the exceptional
occurrences that justify the application of the SURE Regulation (Council
Regulation 2020/672, art. 14(1)). However, it should be noted that, during
the negotiations for the MFF, own resources, and the recovery plan, the
EP managed to secure the adoption of a Joint Declaration on budgetary scru-
tiny of new proposals based on art. 122 TFEU with potential appreciable
implications for the Union budget.

Owing to its extremely limited role in the ESM framework, the EP is
equally not involved in the operationalisation of Pandemic Crisis Support,
which is a credit line provided by the ESM to support the domestic
financing of direct and indirect healthcare, cure and prevention-related
costs due to the COVID crisis (see Markakis, 2020b, pp. 372–376, with
further references). ESM Members have not yet drawn on this assistance.
Moreover, although it was not strictly induced by the COVID crisis, the
reform of the ESM Treaty that had been ongoing for some time was
finalised at the same time as the EU’s economic response to the COVID
crisis was being crafted. The Agreement amending the ESM Treaty was
signed in January and February 2021 and will come into force when
ratified by the parliaments of all ESM Members. It is worth noting that the
existing democratic accountability arrangements, which had been weak
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(see e.g. Crum &Merlo, 2020; Howard & Spendzharova, 2019), were not sig-
nificantly improved upon (Markakis, 2020b, pp. 371–372, 377–381). It
appears that, in fact, accountability was never even a topic for discussion
during the negotiations that preceded the reform of the ESM Treaty. More
specifically, the revised ESM Treaty acknowledges the existing informal
exchanges between the Managing Director and the EP (preamble recital
7), and the EP is now to receive the annual report issued by the Board of
Auditors (art. 30(5)). These rather minimal changes pale in comparison to
what would have been the case had the ESM been repatriated into the EU
legal order, as per the Commission’s proposal (see also Craig & Markakis,
2020, pp. 1438–1441; Dias & Zoppè, 2021, p. 4).

Conclusions and looking ahead: where does this place the EP in
EMU matters post-crisis and post-COVID?

The preceding analysis illustrates that the EP is still rather weak in the area of
EMU, but that, at the same time, this is due to various political and legal con-
straints. Furthermore, its powers are undoubtedly stronger than those it had
been entrusted with in numerous measures adopted to address the Euro
crisis. We thus observe a slow empowerment of the EP in this policy field,
as a result of the conferral of additional powers to it in the instruments
adopted in response to the COVID crisis, and it will have to be observed
how its institutional role continues to evolve, both in law and in practice.

As demonstrated in this article, the adoption of the NGEU Programme
within the confines of the EU legal framework was particularly important.
We have seen that the EP plays a far less significant role in the intergovern-
mental instruments that were introduced in response to the Euro crisis. As a
result of it being firmly anchored within the EU legal order,

the new instrument is subject to control and oversight by the Union insti-
tutions and falls entirely under the jurisdiction of the Court of Justice. It
will also be subject to the transparency and accountability requirements that
apply to regular Union expenditure. (Crowe, 2020, p. 338)

As discussed by Cristina Fasone in this special issue, the EP has been influ-
ential in the negotiations for the new MFF, NGEU and own resources
packages. Moreover, the EP’s standing has been reinforced in the framework
of EURI, whereas the EP did not commonly participate in the governance of
extra-budgetary resources and expenditure. These are normally outside its
budgetary control powers. The EP was also attributed a role in the govern-
ance of the RRF, essentially overseeing the activities of the Commission in
the implementation of this instrument. The new budgetary interinstitutional
agreement also includes, as we have seen, further provisions concerning
accountability and transparency in the implementation of NGEU, as well
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as a roadmap for the introduction of new own resources. Various other
improvements were made, for example concerning the EP’s role in scrutinis-
ing proposals based on art. 122 TFEU with budgetary implications.

A number of important questions or issues nevertheless remain. First, it
will be interesting to see how the European Semester is influenced by the
RRF, and vice versa (see also Vanhercke & Verdun, 2022). Second, it
remains to be seen whether the RRF will indeed be temporary and excep-
tional, or whether it will be followed by the adoption of a similar (and
perhaps more permanent) instrument in the future. If a permanent mechan-
ism were to be established in the future, for example on the basis of art. 175
(3), the EP should be attributed more powers in its operationalisation. Mech-
anisms for the (adequate) involvement of national parliaments should be
devised as well. Third, it will be interesting to see whether the involvement
and influence of the EP (and, where appropriate, national parliaments) in
EU budgetary decision-making will be strengthened in the future. Addition-
ally, it is absolutely crucial that the EP collaborates with national parliaments
to enhance democratic accountability: the case for cooperation between the
EP and national parliaments has only become stronger after the pandemic
and the adoption of the measures it demanded. Fourth, and relatedly to
the main theme of this article, it is crucial that the empowerment of the
EP (and, where appropriate, of national parliaments) in EMU matters con-
tinues in the future, especially as more reforms are implemented to ensure
a robust EMU framework. In any event, it should be stressed that the EP
(and also national parliaments) should make the most of the instruments
it has at its disposal (particularly, of the Dialogue sessions that are organised
every two months on the RRF). The same also applies to the other account-
ability mechanisms in place in the EMU, and especially the Monetary and
Banking Dialogues. The existing mechanisms, and their use, should thus
be further improved.
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