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Speaking points Mario Monti 

 

Introduction:  

 Thank you for inviting me to present the final report and recommendations of the 

High Level Group on Own Resources. 

 

 I am particularly grateful for your many contributions to our work, not only when you 

kindly invited me –in June 2015- to a public hearing on the issue of own resources, 

but also through your recent opinions on MFF issues: opinion on the mid-term 

review, which has just been approved by the European Parliament in Strasbourg this 

week, and on the 'budget focused on results'. 

 

 The European Economic and Social Committee represents the organised civic 

society and you, the members of the EESC, have your eyes and ears on the ground 

of the real economy and in the crossfire of societal conflicts.  

 

 The added value of the EU for the citizens and for the businesses is that it can solve 

certain problems –and create opportunities- which the national or regional level 

cannot. Or only less effectively or at a much higher cost. And in order to help tackle 

these real life problems, the EU Budget provides the necessary resources.  

 

 You will find, I hope, that many of your considerations and suggestions have inspired 

our final report. You know very well that our mandate was first and foremost on the 

EU financing system (the own resources). However, we have also made broader 

suggestions, such as a better appraisal of the costs and benefits of EU membership 

(a burning issue!), or the need to link our EU policies with own resources. 
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Key messages of the HLGOR report 
 
 

 First, we have shaped our recommendations in order to reinstate, or further, the 

legitimacy of EU level public finance. And this is linked to both EU expenditure 

and revenue.  

 

 To this end: the budget needs to answer our citizens' expectations and needs. 

Whatever the flaws of the EU budget, it is the best instrument we have at our 

disposal to support our common projects successfully and send the message that the 

EU is able and willing to follow up on its announcements. Migration, external borders, 

defence: these are examples of where EU concerted action is the most expected. 

 

 In order to reinstate the legitimacy of EU level public finance, we also need added 

value and fairplay: we need to 'detoxify the budget negotiations' in reaction to the 

'poison of the juste retour'.  

 

 You will therefore not be surprised by our recommendation to look at the common 

interests and benefits rather than focussing on pre-allocated reflows. We have 

analysed in depth the issue of net balances so that there is a clear and common 

understanding on what they mean today, and to show that they are misleading 

indicators for assessing the overall advantages from EU budget interventions. They 

encourage the minimising of national contributions which are perceived as costly 

transfers rather than investment in the common good.  

Today this common good is not explained and not visible. Today when one euro is 

spent in a Member State (even if it concerns a policy which benefits to all), it is 

considered a cost for all the others. This defies the notion of European Added Value. 

This perception of what the EU budget does for each of us is dramatic. That needs to 

change.  

 

 And, of course, where it is not just a matter of perception, but a matter of actual lack 

of added value: it must change too. You give many examples of where this added 

value is mostly concentrated (in your opinion on the mid-term review and the future 

MFF). 

 

 What the HLGOR report argues is that added value is not exclusively found in 

expenditure. It can also be produced on the revenue side, to help achieve policy 

objective, as is normally the case in national fiscal policies. If they are properly 

designed, they can also help fight tax fraud and avoidance, or the excesses of fiscal 

competition, they can contribute to the harmonisation of the single market, to the 

decarbonisation of our society, etc. [points highlighted by the EESC] 
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 Another key message from our report is that the tone of the debate on own resources 

reform has changed. Own resources have become less of an institutional 

battleground for competence and influence, but rather a key to focus on the real 

economic and political issues, on the added value of the EU budget – as well as the 

EU as a whole. 

 

 This pragmatism is shown in the modesty of our proposals:  

- The report does not call for a Treaty change, which would be necessary for the EU 

to collect its own taxes. On the contrary, it makes clear that all recommendations can 

be implemented under the current Treaty.  

- The report does not call for a bigger EU budget: even though there might be good 

economic reasons for it, changing the structure of own resources is independent from 

the question of the volume of the budget. A new own resource would therefore 

decrease national contributions - all other things being equal. This is a very important 

element in future proposals, and is a consequence of our current system (balanced 

budget, and GNI as the residual resource), but it is not always understood, or 

voluntarily dismissed. 

- It does not question the principle of equilibrium. The financial programming, the 

MFF ceilings and the own resources ceilings impose budgetary discipline and are an 

asset, not something to get rid of; 

- The report also makes clear that the focus on new priorities should not lead to an 

increase of the fiscal burden on the public and on businesses [a point which is also 

made by the EESC] 

- In short, what works well should be maintained, notably the residual character of the 

GNI-based contributions, their perceived fairness and their flexibility. 

 

 As a matter of principle we also clearly recommend that all rebates be abolished.  

Let me reflect on this issue for a moment: if I had told you this only a year ago, you 

would probably (and with reason) commented that this was indeed a rational, but 

completely unattainable objective, because of the unanimity required and the 

symbolic value of these rebates –especially one- for governments who benefit from 

them. 

But we are today in a radically changed perspective, where the UK rebate and the 

rebates on the rebate will simply evaporate when the UK leaves. Brexit challenges a 

system which seemed written in marble until very recently. 
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 Finally, the Group recommends looking at a way forward which has been neglected 

in the past: 'other revenue' (i.e. other than own resources in the legal sense). Other 

revenue can be constituted in secondary legislation and it is our recommendation 

that income mobilized by EU legislation under EU competences should also end up 

in the EU central budget to fund EU priorities.  

 
 
Conclusion 
 
 
If the EU Budget is expected to react to changes and topical challenges, it must be designed 

to be able to do so. And here, reforms of the revenue side can play a constructive, perhaps 

indispensable role. 

 

Overcoming the zero-sum logic, focussing on European Added Value, improving the 

collective and economic rationale of allocations would be the change that's needed. It's high 

time we get there. The next MFF package against the backdrop of Brexit will be a unique 

occasion. And the reflexion launched by the Commission White Paper with 5 options is a 

good start. 

 

The HLGOR report is only a milestone, the difficult task lies ahead of us and in future 

negotiations. It now belongs to the Commission to assess the best and most mature 

candidate or basket of candidates. And I hope that you will also fully contribute to the 

debate, in particular in your future informed opinions. I am notably eager to hear which ones 

of our recommendations should be prioritized from your point of view. 

 


