Institute of Europe, Russian Academy of Sciences * ‘k *

x

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies® cneuBb\“‘{c_“
bronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Eeponbl n CHI D spec\a\\:-d‘m“

Sweden
59.2685° N, 15.7591° E

EU Budget 2014 -2020: |
Views from across Europe after
7-8 February 2013

biopxetr EC Ha 2014 -2020 rr.:
B3rnap us eBponemckux cronmu,

Latvia
57.0035° N, 24.3446° E

Denmark (M VERIE]

United Kingdom 55.7200° N, 12.5700° E 55.3006° N, 23.8491° E

53.1142° N, 2.5771° W

Ireland
53.0000° N, 7.0000° W Netherlands
52.2066° N, 5.6422° E Poland
Germany 51.4273° N, 20.1726° E
Belgi 51.0000° N, 9.0000° E
elgium
50.7802° N, 4.4269° E
Luxembourg
49.7562° N, 6.0970° E Czech Republic
49.7500° N, 15.7500° E
Slovakia
48.6300° N, 19.5561° E
Austria
48.1200° N, 16.2200° E  Hungary
France 47.2753° N, 20.5528° E
46.0000° N, 2.0000° E Sloveniao ) Romania
45.8002° N, 15.9039° E 45.7909° N, 24.7731° E
Italy
44.2632° N,11.4403° E
Bulgaria
42.3755° N, 25.1629° E
Portugal
38.7000° N, 9.1833° W
Spain Greece
40.6986° N, 3.2949° W 38.3228° N, 22.2592° E
Malta

35.8997°N,14.5172° E

Cyprus
35.2251° N, 33.6124° E






Institute of Europe, Russian Academy of Sciences

Buelletin on European and CIS Studies

bronneteHb o ctpaHax Eeponbl u CHI

EU Budget 2014 -2020:
Views from across Europe after
/-8 February 2013

brogxeT EC Ha 2014 -2020 rr.:
B3arnag n3s eBponenckmnx Ctonumy,

Moscow, Russia / March 2013

Poccug, Mockea / Mapt 2013



06 uspaHum

Editor
Andrei Kulikov
andrei.kulikov@gmail.com

Editing, proof-reading
Richard Ramage
Sergey Zhizhenkov

Translation
Andrei Kulikov

Concept, design
Ekaterina Smirnyh



Copepxanue

Austria /ABCTpUS ... 4

Belgium /benbrma ................... 5
Bulgaria /bonrapus . ................. 6
Cyprus/Kunp ..., 6
Czech Republic/Yexusg .............. 8
Denmark/Janus .................. 9
Estonia/3ctonmsa ................ .. 12
Finland / ®uHnsHams ............... 14
France / ®paHums . ..., 15
Germany /TepMaHus ................ 16
Greece /Tpeumst .......covvvenenn.. 18
Ireland / Vipnangms ................. 20
ltaly /Utanus ... 22

Latvia/JlatBust ... oooee e 24
Lithuania/JiutBa . .......oooiin.. 27
Malta/ManbTa ... 28
Netherlands / Hugepnanabl .......... 29
Poland /Monbwa ............oue.. 34
Portugal / Moptyranua............... 35
Slovakia / CnoBakust ................ 38
Slovenia / CnoBeHus ................ 40
Spain/MUcnanmsa . ... 40
Sweden /Llseumns .................. 41

United Kingdom / Benukobputanus ... 44

General Conclusion /
O6Lee 3aK/IIYEHUE ..o v v e en .. 45

Commentaries from Hungary, Luxembourg and Romania haven’t been available by the time of publication.
KommeHTapuu u3 Berrpuw, /liokcembypra u PymMblHuM elie He Bbiin MoayYeHbl KO BpeMEHM BbIX0AA XypHana.



Austria

Margit Schratzenstaller

Senior Researcher,
Austrian Institute of
Economic Research

Asctpus

Maprut
lpatueHwrannep

Crapwwi uccnepnoBarenb,
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From the Austrian perspective, the compromise
on the volume and structure of the EU’s
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) for
2014 to 2020 which was reached by EU leaders
at the Brussels summit in early February has
to be regarded as a Pyrrhic victory. As with all
other net contributor countries, Austria’s net
contributions will increase, to an annual average
of 0.31% of GNI for the period 2014 to 2020
(as compared to an annual average of 0.27% of
GNI for the period 2007 to 2011); thus Austria
will rank sixth within the group of eleven net
contributing countries. This level is lower than
the 0.36% of GNI originally suggested by the
European Commission: Austria was able to
fend off a part of the envisaged cuts in rural
development and cohesion funds allocated to
the country, and also managed to defend half
of its rebate which was going to be completely
abolished . Moreover, gross contributions will be
lower than expected, due to the reduced size of
the overall budget compared to the European
Commission’s original proposal.

Why, then, on further scrutiny, might this
negotiation result—despite appearing more
favourable than originally expected—not be
regarded as a success for Austria? As with
the other EU member states, Austria almost
exclusively focused on direct benefits from the
EU budget in terms of net contributions in its
assessment of the various budget proposals
that have been negotiated since mid-2011
among EU leaders. Indirect benefits from EU
membership, EU enlargement and introduction
of the Euro (which according to several studies
are overproportionately high for Austria), as
well as indirect benefits from EU expenditures,
were almost completely neglected in assessing
the proposals for the volume and structure of
the EU budget. As a result potential indirect
benefits from expanding the overall volume
of the EU budget , to adjust it to the growing

C TOYKM 3peHus ABCTPMM KOMMPOMUCC, AOCTUT-
HYTbIM Ha camMMuTe B bpiloccene, 0THOCUTENbHO
obbemMa UM CTPyKTypbl MHOronetHero @uHaH-
coBoro nnaHa (M®M, 2014-2020) sBnsetcs
nuppoBoi nobenoi. Kak u B cnyyae ¢ gpyrumu
HeTTO-LOHOpPaMu, B3HOC ABCTpUM BbipacTeT —
B cpenHem po 0,31% BanoBoro HauMOHanb-
HOro [oXxof4a B rofL Ha Mepuof cremylLlero
(duHaHcoBoro uukna (no cpasHeHuto ¢ 0,27%
B 2007-2011 rr.). Takum obpaszom, cTpaHa byaer
Ha LIeCTOM MecTe B CMUCKe AeCTU eBPOnencKux
rocyLapCTB-AOHOPOB. ITOT YPOBEHb HUXE, YeM
0,36%, Kak nepBoHa4anbHO npeasarana Eepo-
KoMUCCUa.

ABCTPUM yAanoCb OTOUTb MOMbITKMA COKPATUTb
06beM cpeacTB, BblAeNseMbIX el Ha pasBuTHe
CeNnbCKUX PaOHOB M HA NMPOrPaMMbl CMJIOYEHUS,
a TaK)Ke COXPaHUTb NOJIOBMHY KOMMEHCALMK, KO-
TOpYl0 Mpeanonaranocb MOMHOCTbIO OTMEHUTH.
bonee Toro, o6bem GpyTTO-B3HOCA OYAET HUXKE,
YeM OXMOANOoCb, B CUAY TOrO, YTO COKpaTUCS
otomkeT EC B Lenom.

MoueMy xe Toraa — HeCMOTPSA Ha pe3yNnbTaThl,
KOTOpble MPEB30LWAN OXMOAHUS — He Ha3BaTb
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challenges the EU is confronted with (coping
with former and future enlargement rounds,
climate change, demographic change etc.),
played a minor role in individual countries'and
also Austria’s views on a desirable EU budget.
The same is true of the “European VAT This
could be realized by shifting expenditures
away from expenditure categories which
were mainly of direct benefit to individual
countries (e.g. common agriculture payments),
and by adopting expenditure categories which
provide indirect benefits to member states
and the EU as a whole (e.g. expenditures for
research and development, education, or green
technologies and energy). Thus, the negotiation
result now achieved by European leaders is
far from satisfactory, both from a broader
individual member country perspective and
for the EU as a whole—which is why the
European Parliament immediately announced
that it expects amendments in the size and
structure of the MFF plan as an indispensable
precondition for a positive vote.

In any case, a fundamental reform of EU
expenditures—to create a sustainable structure
which is fit to cope with future challenges —
appears impossible without a fundamental
reform of the EU’s own resources system. As
long as the EU budget is primarily funded by
national contributions from member countries,
member states’ focus on net financial positions
(i.e. the difference between a member state’s
contributions to the EU budget and the transfers
it receives from the EU budget) as the central
criteria of evaluation, negotiation and decision-
making cannot be overcome. Only by replacing
a substantial part of national contributions by
own EU taxes (e.g.a tax on financial transactions
or on carbon dioxide emissions) can the current
focus on financial flows be broadened to
embrace indirect benefits for individual member
countries and for the EU as a whole.

uTor neperoBopoB AN ABcTpun ycnexom? Kak
W B C/Ty4ae C pyrMMu HETTO-A0HOpaMu, ABCTpus
6blna NOYTM LLENMKOM COCPefOTOYEHA Ha KOH-
KPETHbIX BbIr0OAaX NpU OLEHKE Pa3/IMyHbIX Bapu-
aHTOB blopyKeTa, KOTopble 06CYXKAanMCh Ha BbiC-
weM ypoBHe ¢ cepeanHbl 2011 r. Yto kacaetcs
KOCBEHHbIX BbIrog oT uneHctea EC, ero pacwmpe-
HWS 1 BBEAEHMS eBPO (KOTOPbIE, COMNACHO HEKO-
TOPbIM UCCNEA0BAHMUSMM, HEMPOMOPLMOHANBHO
BbICOKM AJI CTPaHbl), @ TakxKe OT OHIKETHbIX
pacxonoB, TO BCE OHU 6blin 3a6bIThl. MX MOXHO
6610 MCnonb3oBaTh AN OTBETA Ha pacTylime
BbI30Bbl — ObiBlIME W OyAyLiMe 3Tanbl pacium-
penns EC, usmeHeHue knumarta, gemorpabdus
U T. A. Takum 06pas3oM, noTeHUManbHbIe MKChI
OT pocTa 6toAXKeTa Urpanu Manyto posb BO B3rsi-
nax ABCTpuM 1 fpyrux cTpaH. To e MOXHO CKa-
3aTb 1 0 eBponerickom HAC.

MoskHO 6b1110 6bl NepepacnpenenuTb pacxoapl
OT Tex CTaTel, KOTopble CNyXKaT NpsSIMON BbIroAe
LNs KaX[0M CTpaHbl (Hanpumep, obLume cenbcko-
XO035CTBEHHbIE CybCcMamnm), K CTaTbsaM, KOTOpble
6yoyT KOCBEHHO BbIrofHbI cTpaHam v EC B Lenom
(Hayka u pa3BuTUe, 06pa3oBaHNe, SKONOTUYECKM
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benbrusa

Pexxu lanmooii

HayyHbli COTpYaHUK,
kadenpa NOMUTUYECKMX HayK,
(BoBOAHbIN YHMBEPCUTET bploccens

YUCTble TEXHONOMUM U 3Heprus). [loaToMy pocTur-
HYTbIM Ha CErOAHSLLIHMIA MOMEHT pe3y/bTaT Aanek
OT YAOB/IETBOPUTENIBHOMO KaK C TOYKU 3peHus
6onee WMPOKOro B3rsAa HaLMOHAMbHBIX MPaBu-
TeNbCTB, TaK U € Touku 3peHus EC B uenom. M no-
3TOMY, B CBOO o4epenpb, EBponeinckuii napnameHt
HeMenNeHHO 3asBu/, 4To 6e3 0bsa3aTenbHbIX No-
npaBoK, kacatoLwmxcs o6bema 1 cTpykTypbl MO,
[OKYMEHT He ByaeT noaaepKaH.

B niobom cnyyae, nonHomacwrabHas pedop-
Ma pacxoAoB, KoTopas 6bl no3Bonuna EBpocotosy
[LOCTOMHO OTBeyaTb Ha OyAyliue Bbi30Bbl, Bbl-
TNSAUT HEBO3MOXHOM 63 M3MEHeHWUs CUCTEMBI

The official position of the government is that
it was successful. The prime minister, socialist
Elio di Rupo, participated in the negotiations
and later argued that it was definitely a success
for Belgium. In fact, the government was not
really in favour of reducing the EU budget
by the amount that was finally achieved, but
they managed to retain certain funds for key
priorities which are important for Belgium and
even to increase funds for some programmes.

The most important issue was the structural
funding, since Belgium has some regions which
are poorer than the EU average. These are the
region of Wallonia (4 provinces out of 5) and the
province of Limburg in the region of Flanders.
Given that the government managed to keep
some financial provision for these regions, the
net result was that Belgium received quite a lot
of structural funding.

Another success involved the taxes in
Antwerp harbour. This might sound like a small
issue but it has major importance for Belgium

[peMbep-MUHUCTP CTPaHbl, COLMANUCT INMUO OM
Piono, yyacteoBan B neperoBopax M nosgHee
yTBEPXAAN, YTO UTOrM CaMMUTa OnpeneneHHo
ABNAIOTCS YCNeLWHbIMU. XOTS B AENCTBUTENbHO-
CTV NPaBUTENBLCTBO He ObIN0 CTONb NONOXKUTENb-
HO HaCcTpOEHO B MONb3y COKpalleHus GroaxeTa
EC Ha Ty cymmy, koTopas Obina cornacoBaHa
B MTOre, EMY YAaN0Cb COXPAHUTb ONpefeeHHble
CpencTBa Ha K/toveBble 3aa4n, KOTopble UMEKT
3HauyeHue ana benbruu, n gaxe ysennyuTb ac-
CUFHOBAHMS Ha OTAENbHbIE MPOrPaMMbl.

[naBHbIM npegmeToM  0b6CyXKAeHMS  Obln
CTPYKTYpHble hOHbI, MOCKO/bKY B benbrum ectb
HeCKOJIbKO PErMOHOB, YPOBEHb XXM3HWU B KOTOPbIX
HaXoAMTCA HUXEe CpefHEeeBpOnenckoro mnoka-
3atens. 310 — BannoHus (4eTbipe NpOBUHLMM
13 NgTM) U NpoBuHUMS JIumbypr Bo ®OnaHopuu.
Tak Kak npaBuUTENbCTBY YAANOCHb COXPaHUTb
33 3TUMM pernoHamu nonyyeHue GuHaHcMpoBa-
Hus co ctopoHbl EC, utor neperoBopoB 3akpe-
nun 3a benbrueit poctaTouHbli 06beM CpencTs
CTPYKTYPHbIX POHAOB.

MonoxuTenbHbI  pe3ynbtaT Obln  JOCTUTHYT
1 B MeperoBopax o Hanorax, cobMpaembix B MOp-
ckoM nopty AHTBepneHa. MoxeT 6bITb, 3TO BbINS-

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

cobctBeHHbIX pecypcoB EC. Moka obwumit 6toa-
XeT (dopMuUpyeTcs B3HOCAMM  CTPaH-UNIEHOB,
MX BHUMaHuWe OyaeT NpWMKOBAHO K (DMHAHCOBOM
HeTTO-No3uuMK (T. e. pasHuLEe Mexay obbeMamu
B3HOCOB M 0OpaTHbIX TpaHCHEPTOB) KaK MaBHO-
My (aKTopy OLLeHKM, NeperoBOpPOB W MPUHSATUS
peLieHuid. ToNbKO 3aMEeHWB 3HAUMUTENbHYH YaCTb
HaLLMOHaNbHbIX B3HOCOB COGCTBEHHOM HAIOrOBOM
CUCTEMON (HampuMep, HaNoroM Ha (UHAHCOBbIE
TPaH3aKLUMK UM Ha BbIOPOCHI YINEKUCIOro rasa),
MOXHO A06WTbCS TOro, YTOObI BO BHUMAHWE Mpwu-
HUMaNUCb M HEOYEBMAHbBIE BbIrOAbl A1 KAXA0M
cTpaHbl 1 EC B Lenom.

because of European customs duty, which is
imposed on all products and goods imported
to the EU, and the state can have a percentage
of this customs duty. Given that Antwerp is the
second largest harbour in the EU and a lot of
goods and merchandise go through the port, a
greater amount goes to Belgium. The European
Commission wanted to reduce the national
proportion from 25% to 10% but Belgium
managed to keep it at 20%.

So these issues are quite important for
Belgium, while others, like agriculture, had no
great impact on the country.

The overall outcome of—and reactions from
allthemain political partiesto—the negotiations
were positive. This can be attributed to the fact
that the prime minister is a socialist politician,
while the Christian Democrats—who, along
with the liberals, are his partners in the federal
coalition—are represented at the highest level
of the EU by European president Herman Van
Rompuy.

[T HeCyLL,eCcTBeHHbIM BOMPOCOM, HO TEM HE MeHee
OH KpaiiHe BaxkeH ans benbrum, nockonbky rocy-
[LapCTBO MOJTy4aEeT NPOLIEHT OT TaMOXeHHOro cbo-
pa, KOTOpPbI B3MMAETCS CO BCEX TOBAPOB, NOCTaB-
nsembix B EC. YuutbiBas, uto AHTBEpNEH — BTOPOM
no BenuuMHe MopcKoi mopT EBpocotosa, yepes
HEero npoxoauT 60nbLIOe KONMYECTBO TOBAPOB U,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, OONblue MONMy4aeT HaLMOHaNb-
Hbli GlomKeT. EBpokOMMCCHMS XxOTena COoKpaTWTb
Henbruiickyto fomo B 3tnx cbopax ¢ 25% po 10%,
HO MPaBMUTENbCTBY YAANOCh OTCTONATL Lndpy B 20%.

Takum 06pa3oMm, 3T0 UMEHHO Te BOMPOCHI, KO-
TOpble A0CTaTOYHO BaXHbI Ang benbrum. Yto Kaca-
eTcs APYrUx — Hanpumep, CeNbCKOro X034MCTBa, —
TO OHM He UrPakoT TakoM poniu AN CTPaHbI.

O6wuit pesynbtaT NeperoBOpoB M peakums
Ha HMX CO CTOPOHbI BCEX BEAYLLMX MOAUTUHECKMUX
NapTuit BbiIM NONOXUTENBHBIMU. ITO OTYACTU MO-
XET 00bACHATLCS TeM (HaKTOM, YTO NMpeMbep-Mu-
HUCTP SBNSIETCS COLMANMUCTOM, a XPUCTUAHCKME
[.eMoKpaTbl, KOTOpble BMecTe C nubepanamm co-
CTaBNSOT NPaBUTENbCTBEHHYIO KOANWULMIO, Npes-
CTaB/eHbl Ha BbicoYallleM ypoBHe nepapxumn EC
npencepatenem EBponeickoro copeta XepMaHoM
BaH Pomneem.

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 5



Bulgaria

Dimitar Bechev
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bonrapus

Numutap beves
PykoBoauTens copuitckoro

6topo EBponerickoro coBeTa
Mo MeX/YHapOAHbIM OTHOLIEHMSIM

Cyprus

Yiannos Katsourides

Director of the Research
Institute Promitheas

Money from Brussels is key for Bulgaria’s
economy at times of crisis. In 2011, for example,
Brussels transfers accounted for GDP growth
of 1.5% (out of a total of 1.7%). 95% of public
investment relies on EU funds. Without this
money the Bulgarian economy would face
even deeper stagnation. The budget cut of
3% compared to the previous seven vyear

[eHbrn 3 bproccens aBnaOTCA KAOYEBLIM (Bak-
TOpoM Ang 6onrapckor 3KOHOMMUKKM B Mepu-
on kpusuca. Hanpumep, B 2011 r. cpeactea EC
obecneunnun 1,5%-Hbii npupoct BBM (13 1,7%
B LE/I0M); eBpOnenckne cpenctsa MO3BONSIOT
ocywecTBnaTb 95% rocynapcTBeHHbIX MHBECTU-
umin. bes 3Tux peHer 6onrapckas 3KOHOMMKA
oKasanachb 6bl B ele 6onblueit cTarHaumm.
CokpaweHne 6iopketa EC Ha 3% no cpas-
HEHMIO C MpenblAyLWMM CEMUNETHUM LMKIOM —

On Friday 8 February in Brussels, after intense
negotiation, EU leaders reached an agreement
on the Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF)
2014-2020.The European Council has agreed to a
new budget ceiling of €959.9bn in commitments,
ie. 3.39% less than the current framework
(2007-2013). The arrangement creates a balance
between those countries in the Union, such as
Britain and the Netherlands, which demanded
a reduction in expenditures, and countries such
as France and Poland which claimed increased
subsidies for agriculture and infrastructure.

It must be noted in advance that it was the
first time in the history of the EU that the new
MFF has been reduced. Although someone could
argue that this reduction represents an effort
to minimize expenses, it could also trigger
adverse effects on development. The negative
repercussions of this decrease would be even
greater, at least for some states and groups in
the midst of the current financial crisis and the
EU’s imminent expansion to 28 member states.

Cyprus and the MFF

With regard to the specific effects of this
agreement on Cyprus, the overall outcome
could be characterised as positive both in terms
of substance and image. In terms of substance,
Cyprus has secured increased funds. In terms of
image, Cyprus was credited with the successful
promotion of the negotiations during the Cyprus
Presidency of the EU Council in the second
semester of 2012. The Cyprus Presidency issued
two negotiating frameworks and introduced
specific numbers on each chapter of the
budget, thus facilitating the discussions and the
consequent agreement.

With regard to the result of the negotiations
as per the national priorities, the Republic of
Cyprus successfully claimed financial resources

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies

cycle is bad news, although it is true that
cohesion has suffered less than CAP and
“the connecting Europe” programme. | think
Bulgarian policymakers hope that the European
Parliament will intervene as an ally—not
forgetting that Ivailo Kalfin, ex-foreign minister
and now MEP, is now a co-rapporteur on the
budget.

[eNCcTBUTENbHO Ma0Xasg HOBOCTb. HO npasaa
W Apyroe: mporpamma CrnaoyYeHus nocTpagana
MeHblle, 4YeM 00lWas CebCKOXO3AMCTBEHHAS
nonutuka u nporpamma «CoenuHuTb EBponys.
S pymato, 6onrapckve MOMUTUKM  PACCUUTDI-
BaloT, YTo EBpONenckuin mapnaMeHT OKaxeTcs
Ha ux cTopoHe. Tem 6onee 4TO BbIBLUMI MUHUCTP
MHOCTPaHHbIX Aen W AeNCTBYILWMIA eBpoaeny-
TaT MBanno KanduH asngetca coaoknagymkom
no 6rooxery.

amounting to €1lbn that potentially could
increase this amount to €1.3bn.

Under the new MFF, Cyprus will become a
net receiver of financial resources from the EU
budget, as opposed to its previous status in the
2007-2013 budgetary period where Cyprus was
a net contributor. This is particularly important
given the turbulent economic situation Cyprus
currently faces.

Of particular importance to Cyprus is the
fact that the final agreement improved its
total funding by 21% in the period 2014-2020,
compared to the initial proposal of the European
Commission. This is even more important in
accounting for the overall decrease of the EU
budget by 8% between the initial proposal of
the Commission and the final agreement.

Cyprus increased its share under the Cohesion
Policy fund to €526m (the initial proposal of the
Commission provided for €126m). The increase
includes a new chapter in the budget that
provides additional inflow of funds to island
states. As a result Cyprus will receive €150m.

An additional benefit could emerge from a
new initiative that was introduced regarding
the allocation of €6bn to those regions of the
EU that face severe youth unemployment. Again,
this is particularly important given the increased
levels of unemployment in Cyprus in recent years
as a result of the ongoing financial crisis.

With regard to the Common Agricultural Policy,
and despite the overall decrease of its budgetary
envelope, Cyprus secured a direct allocation of
€434m. Given the structural pressures faced
by the agricultural sector in Cyprus and the
constant shrinkage of its percentage in the total
national production, this development could
help maintain a sufficient standard of living for
Cypriot farmers and could provide incentives for
investment in rural development.

A revision clause is also included in the
agreement, providing for a mid-term adjustment

EU Budget 2014-2020: Views from across Europe after 7-8 February 2013
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of the national allocations (thus applicable
to the period 2017-2020) on the basis of the
most recent GDP statistics in 2016. Taking into
account the continuing effects of the economic
crisis on the island, this revision could again
prove beneficial for Cyprus.

On the negative side, Cyprus was not included
in paragraph 50 of the agreement that enables
those countries whose standard of living has
been significantly affected by the crisis to claim
additional funds from the Emergency Reserve
Fund. Cyprus was excluded because it has not
yet officially entered the European Financial
Stabilisation Mechanism (EFSM).

An overall assessment

Despite the specific benefits or drawbacks for
each isolated country, the final agreement needs
to be placed in context. The overall decrease on
the EU budget amidst the biggest economic crisis
of contemporary capitalism indicates failure to
finance investment and development and thus
stimulate the economy in the EU. It also indicates
weakness (or unwillingness) to overcome both
ideological doctrines (i.e. neo-liberalism) and
national interests. Great Britain’s successful
demands for more austerity and cuts, seconded
by Germany, proved detrimental to those regions
and peoples that are more severely hit by the
crisis. This type of policy places the capacity to
overcome the crisis in jeopardy.

Moreover,the deal lacks evidence of effective
and substantial solidarity towards member
states that suffer more from the consequences
of the economic crisis. The budget abides by
the requirements of net contributing countries

B natHuuy, 8 despans, B bptoccene nocne Ha-
NPSXXEHHbIX NEperoBopoB NMAEPbl CTPaH — une-
HoB EC pocturnu cornawenuns o MHoronetHem
duHaHcoBoM nnaHe (M®M) Ha 2014-2020 rr.
EBponevicknii COBET YCTaHOBMA «MOTOMOK» Otof-
eTa Ha yposHe 959,9 mnpp eBpo, uto Ha 3,39%
MeHblle, YeM B Tekylem uukne (2007-2013 rr).
Takum obpasom, 6bin0 obecneyeHo paBHoBecue
MeX Ay TaKUMU CTpaHaMu, Kak Benukobputanus n
Hupepnanapl, Kotopble TpeboBanu cokpalleHus
pacxonos, u ®paHums v Monblua, KOTOpble HacTa-
MBanu Ha yBenuyeHuu cybcuamii Ang Cenbckoro
X039 CTBa U MHDPACTPYKTYPHBIX NMPOEKTOB.
HeobxonumMo oTMeTUTb, 4to ByayLumii MOI Gbin
cokpalleH Bnepsble B uctopun EC. Xots Hekotopble
YTBEPXAAIOT, YTO 3TO NpeAcTaBnsieT coboi NomnbITKy
COKpaTUTb Pacxofpbl, TaKOW LLar Takxe MOXET UMETb
06paTtHbI 3dekT ong passutua. HerateHble mo-
CNencTBMs MOMyT 0Ka3aTbCa Aaxe elue bonee cepbes-
HbIMM KaK MUHUMYM L7191 TEX CTPaH, KOTopble 0CobeH-
HO CTPaZatoT OT HbIHELLHEro GUHAHCOBOrO KpU3mca,
1 Ans nepcnekTve paclumpenmns EC no 28 rocynapcrs.

Kunp u Mo

Mcxon, neperosopos A4n4 Kwnpa MOXXHO CYMUTATb
NONOXUTENbHbLIM C TOYKN 3pEHNA KAK CbOprI,TaK

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

for more cuts. However, these countries have
surpassed the crisis and ignore the principle
of solidarity with their southern counterparts
who are most affected by it. Illustrative of the
problem is the fact that Greece is allocated
€6,380bn less than its previous share in the
2007-2013 budget, while suffering the most
severe repercussions of the crisis.

As already mentioned, the initiative for
tackling youth unemployment is allocated
€6bn. If this amount were divided among the
3,624,000 unemployed European citizens
(Eurostat, December 2012) during the 7-year
period of the MFF, each unemployed person
would be allocated a mere 237 euro—a ludicrous
amount. In addition, the Solidarity Fund has
been cut by 50% (it was previously allocated
€7bn but has now been reduced to €3.5bn). The
reduction to the Globalisation Adjustment Fund
is even more extreme and reaches 70% (from a
previous figure of €3.5bn to €1.05bn)!

Not surprisingly, the European Parliament, the
only elected institution of the EU, has declared its
opposition to what it calls “a budget of austerity”.
The four biggest political groups in the European
Parliament, the EPP, the S&D, the ALDE Group, and
the Greens/EFAGroup,published ajointdeclaration
stating among other things: “This agreement
will not strengthen the competitiveness of the
European economy but weaken it. It is not in
the prime interest of our European citizens. The
European Parliament cannot accept today’s deal
in the European Council as it is. The GUE/NGL has
already rejected the budget as well characterising
it as “an assault against youth and poor people”
This might indicate that these discussions are
not yet over. Further negotiations must take place
with the EP in order to gain its approval.

u copepxanus. Mpexpae Bcero, CTpaHe yAanoch
nobutbcs  yBenuueHus obbema BblAensiembix
cpeacTs. Hemanas 3acnyra B 3TOM MpwuHaane-
XXUT YCMeLWHOMY BeLEHWUIO NEPErOBOPOB B XOAE
npencenatensctea Kunpa B Cosete EC Bo BTO-
pom nonyroguu 2012 r. CrpaHa npepctaBuna ABa
BapuaHTa niaHa 1 BHecna KOHKpeTHble Npeasio-
XeHus no umndpam K Kaxaoi rnaee 6iopxkerta,
TeM caMbIM CnocobcTBOBaB 06CYXKAEHMIO U MO-
CnenyrLeMy AOCTUXKEHMIO COTNaLleHus.

Ycnex Ha neperoBopax npuHec pecnybnuke
1 mMnpp, eBpo, XOTS CyMMa eLle MOXET BblpacTu
no 1,3 mnpn espo. B cnepytowem MO Kunp
CTaHeT YUCTbIM nonyyaTtenemM cpeacTs M3 GoHLOB
EC, uto omnmyaerca ot cratyca 2007-2013 rr.,
Korga cTpaHa 6bina YMCTbIM LOHOPOM. TO 0OCO-
6eHHO BaXXHO C YYETOM CNOXHOM 3KOHOMMYe-
CKOW CUTyaLuu B HACTOsILLEE BPEMS.

B utorosom cornaiienun GuHaHCMpPOBaHME Ha
2014-2020 rr. 6b110 yBennyeHo Ha 21% no cpas-
HEHWIO C NpeanoXeHeM EBpokoMuccum. 31o oco-
6eHHO BaXHO, NPUHMMAs BO BHMMaHWe OfHOBpe-
MeHHoe cokpalueHue obuero 6ropkeTa EC Ha 8%.
[ons Kunpa B ®oHae cnnoyeHus Bblpocna
co 126 MnH eBpO B NepBOHaYaNbHOM Mpeasioxe-
Hun EBpokomuccum [0 526 MAH B OKOHYaTenb-
HOM CornalleHnn. 3Ta CyMMa BKJIOYaET CPeACTBa,
nony4yaemble B COOTBETCTBMM C HOBOWM [/1aBOWA

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 7
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6tomkeTa, NpenoCTaBNSIOWEN [LOMOMHUTENbHbIE
pecypcbl OCTPOBHbIM roCyAapcTBaM. Takum 06-
pa3om, Kunp nonyumt 150 MnH eBpo. Boiaenexve
[LOMONHUTENbHbIX CPEACTB NPeayCMOTPEHO Takxe
U3 WeCcTUMUANMapAHoro GoHAA NOMOLLM CTPaHaM
C BbICOKUM ypOBHeM 6e3paboTuLibl cpeau Mono-
[LeXXW. ITO TaKXKe BaXHO NS CTPaHbl, MOCKObKY
B MoC/efHVeE rofibl Takas npobnema cyLlecTByer.

YTo KacaeTcs obLier CenbCKOX03aMCTBEHHON
NoAUTUKKM, TO 3aeck Kunp, HecMoTps Ha obLe-
€BpOneicKoe COKpaLleHWe pacxonoB, CymMen ra-
paHTMpoBaThb Ang cebs nonyyeHue 434 MaH eBpo.
C y4eToM CMCTEMHOTO [aBMIEHWS HA CENbXO3CEeK-
TOp W YCTOMYMBOE COKpALLEeHME HALMOHANBbHOIO
NMPOM3BOACTBA 3Ta CyMMa MOXET MOMOYb KK-
npckuM depMepaM BbKUTb, @ CENbCKMM paito-
HaM [aTb BO3MOXHOCTb MpWBIEYb MHBECTULMM
Ha pasBuTHe.

B cornalueHune BK/IIOUEH TakxKe MyHKT O nepe-
CMOTpE, COrMacHo KOTopoMy (MHAHCOBbIe napa-
MeTpbl Ang ctpaH — uneHoB EC moryT 6biTb ne-
pecMoTpeHbl B cepeauHe umkna (2017-2020 rr.)
Ha OCHOBE CBeXMX AaHHbIX 0 BB B 2016 r.Tpu-
HMMas BO BHWMaHWe NPOLO/HKAOLWMIACS KPU3KC,
OCTPOB MOXET paCCUMTbIBaTb HA YBENUYEHUE MO-
Mol co ctopoHbl EC.

M3 HeraTMBHbIX UTOrOB MOXHO CKa3aTb O TOM,
yTto Knnp He 6bin BkAtoueH B naparpad 50 corna-
LeHUs, KOTOPbIA MO3BOASET CTPaHaM, YpOBEHb
YXM3HW KOTOPbIX CEPbEe3HO MOCTPasan OT KPU3u-
Ca, paccYmnTbIBATb HA AOMONHUTENbHbIE CPEeLCTBa
13 PesepBHoro GoHza cpoyHoit nomouu. CrpaHa
6blna UCKHOYEHa, MOTOMY YTO OHa elle He cTana
MOHOMPaBHbIM y4YacTHMKOM EBponeiickoro me-
XaHu3Ma GuHaHCcoBOW cTabunmzauum (EMOC).

06Lwwasn oueHkKa

HecmoTps Ha Bce MAChl U MUHYCbI ANS KaXA0M
OTLENbHO B3ATOM CTpaHbl, COrnalleHue cnenyet
oLleHMBaTb B KOHTekcTe obuwei cutyaumu. Co-
KpaweHue bromxketa EC Ha poHe KpynHeliwero
3KOHOMMYECKOr0 KpM3MCa COBPEMEHHOrO Kamnu-
TanM3Ma CMMBONIM3MPYET 0TKa3 OT (PMHAHCKMpO-
BaHMSI MHBECTULIMOHHbBIX MPOEKTOB W PAa3BUTUS
W, TaKUM 06pa3oM, CTUMYIMPOBAHNUS SKOHOMUKM
EBpocoto3a. 7o Takke AeMOHCTpMpYeT cnabocTb

During the official negotiations about the
financial perspective for 2014-2020,the external
observer might have gained an ambivalent
impression of the Czech Republic’s position.
In spite of her membership of the Friends of
Cohesion Policy group, the Czech Republic’s
officials simultaneously also supported the
necessity for an economic budget for the next
seven years. In reality it meant that the CR was
supporting efficient and rational management
of EU budget expenditures and the interests
of those like-minded countries, whose aim is
to keep the budgetary ceiling from bypassing
the limit of 1% of EU GNI. While asking specific
questions concerning EU expenditure policy
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N HexenaHve nobopoTb uMAeonoruyeckue
LorMbl (T. e. Heonnbepanusm) U HaLMOHaNbHblE
uHTepecbl. Ycnex BenukobputaHuu (npu nof-
nepxke [epMaHuM) B OTCTaMBaHUM IKOHOMMM
M COKpaLLeHUM HaHec ywepb perMoHaM U Ha-
ponam, KoTopble 6onblue BCero noctpajanu ot
Kpu3uca. Takoi Noaxon CTaBMT Mof BONPOC CMo-
COBHOCTb NOGOPOTH KPU3UC.

bonee Toro, cornaweHne nokasano OTCyT-
CTBME YYBCTBA CONMMAAPHOCTM MO OTHOLLUEHUIO
K Haubonee noctpagaBwmM cTpaHaMm. biopxeT
YCTYNWUA Hanopy CTpaH, BbICTYNaBLUMX 33 COKpa-
weHuns. Ho oHM npeoponenu Kpusuc, a Tenepb
MrHOPMPYIOT MPUHLMIN CONMAAPHOCTH CO CBOUMM
tOKHBIMK cocensMK. HarngaHbIM B 3TOM CMbiCnie
aBngeTcs npumep [peumnn, KOTopas noayymna Ha
6,380 Mnppa eBpo MeHblue, Yyem B 2007-2013 rr.

Kak yxe rosopunocb paHee, GoHn 60pb6bI
c 6e3paboTuLelt cpenm MONOAEXM UMEET 6 MNpL,
eBpo. Ecnu 3Ty cymmy nenutb Mexay 3 624 000
6e3paboTHbIX eBponeickux rpaxaaH (Eurostat,
nekabpb 2012 r.) B Te4eHWe ceMu NET, TO KaXK bl
6e3paboTHbIN NonyuuT BCero nulib 237 eBpo —
cMeLLHyto cymmy. Kpome Toro, oHp, conmaapHo-
cT1 6bin cokpaleH Ha 50% — ¢ 7 po 3,5 mnpg
eBpo. CokpaleHne MoHaa apanTaumu K rnoba-
nu3aumn bbio elwe Gonee pasuTeNbHbIM U CO-
craBuno 70% — ¢ 3,5 no 1,05 mnpg espo!

HeyaneutenbHo, yto EBponeickumin napnameHr,
e[MHCTBEeHHbIN n3bupaemblii opran EC, BbicTynun
NPOTUB A,OKYMEHTA,Ha3BaB ero «O1aKeTOM 3KOHO-
Muu». Ero KpynHeiiumne nonmMtuyeckue rpynnbl —
EBponerickas HapoaHas napTus, [porpeccmBHbIN
aNbSHC COLMANUCTOB M LeMOKPAToB, ANbSIHC Nun-
6epanoB v nemokpatoB 3a EBpony v 3eneHbie/
EBponeiicknii CBOGOAHbIM anbSHC — BbIMYCTU-
N1 COBMECTHOE 3asiB/IEHME, B KOTOPOM CKa3aHo:
«3TO COrMalleHne He YKPemnuT KOHKYpeHToCno-
COBHOCTb €BpOMENCKOM 3KOHOMMKM, @ 0Cnabut
ee. OHO He OTBeYaeT BAXHEWWMM MWHTEpecam
€BpOnenckmx rpaxaan. EBponeickunii napnameHt
He MOXEeT NpUHATb cornaweHue EBponerickoro
coBeTa B TOM BM[gE, B KakOM OHO eCTb Ceiyacy.
EBponelickne obbeauHeHHble neBble U CeBepHbIii
aNbSIHC 3€N1EHbIX U NEBbIX YXKe OTBEPINN BIOAXKET,
Ha3BaB ero «aTakol Ha MONOAEXb U BegHbIX».
ITO MOXeT 03HaYaTb, YTO MCKYCCUM eLLe He 3aBep-
LWweHbl 1 ByayT npoaonkeHsl B EBponapnamexTe.

reforms, the CR was still supporting a strong
cohesion policy.

The Czech position,which might have looked
a little confusing for some of the members
of the cohesion group, could be understood
in several ways. From the very beginning the
government of Petr Necas identified the fact
that it had a “budgetary responsibility” to
deal with the economic recession which had
hit the Czech Republic. In addition, during the
last budgetary years of the current financial
perspective, the spending of money from EU
structural funds has been accompanied in
the Czech Republic by several cases of misuse
and fraud, which have led to the suspension
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of European Commission grants. Therefore the
emphasis on efficient and rational spending of
EU funds is understandable.Afurther pragmatic
motive might be detected in the background
of the Czech position, when looking at the
compositon of the higher-spending group,
which included such countries as Germany,
France and Great Britain.

The above-mentioned logic was also
reflected in the Czech position during the
summit negotiations in February 2013. The
CR supported a compromise budget with
substantial savings, but at the same time the
negotiators went to Brussels with the strategy to
gain a fairer deal for the CR, with compensation
for a lower financial allocation in the field of
the cohesion policy. (It is worth mentioning that

Mo3uumna Yexmun Ha neperoBopax o Oromxete
Ha 2014-2020 rr. MOrna oCTaBUTb Y CTOPOHHETO
HabntopaTtens ABOMCTBEHHOe BnevatneHue. He-
CMOTPS Ha MpWMHALNEXHOCTb K rpynne «[pysei
MOJIMTUKM CMIOYEHUS», 0bULMATbHbIE ULA CTPa-
Hbl OZAHOBPEMEHHO BbICTYManM 33 3KOHOMMUYHbINA
MnaH pacxofoB Ha creadyiolme ceMb net. B peit-
CTBUTENBHOCTM 3TO 3HAYWT, 4TO Yexmsa BbiCTynana
3a 3(deKTBHOE M paLMOHaNbHOE WCMOMb30-
BaHWe OHMKETHbIX CPEeACTB U, TakKMuM obpasom,
nofAepuBana Te CTpaHbl, KOTOpble CTPEMUNIUCH
yaepxatb 6toaxeT B npenenax 1% esponeickoro
BHA. OpHako, oTBeyas Ha BOMpocbl 0 pedopme
CTPYKTYPbl pacxofoB, Yexns no-npexHemy bbina
CTOPOHHWKOM CUNTbHOWM MOMUTUKM CMIIOYEHMS.
Mo3uumio pecnybamku, KoTopas Morna couTb
C TONKY HEKOTOPbIX YIEHOB TPyMnMbl, MOXHO
006bACHUTL Mo-pasHoMy. C caMoro Havana npa-
BuTenbCcTBo [leTpa Hewaca pano noHsTb, YTO
yyBcTBYeT cebs «0b6g3aHHbIM» CMPaBUTLCA C
IKOHOMMYECKOM peLieccueit, Kotopas nopasuna
cTpaHy. Kpome Toro, B nociefHune roabl HbiHeLl-
Hero GMHAHCOBOrO LIMKNA PAaCcXOA0BaHUE CPeLCTB
CTPYKTYPHbIX POHA0B 6bIN0 COMnpsixkeHo B Yexum
C HecKoNMbKUMK  cilydasmu  3noynotpebneHuit
1 MOLLEHHUYECTB, KOTOpbIE MPUBENM K «3aMOPaXM-
BaHMIo» rpaHToB EBpokoMuccuu. Mo3ToMy akLeHT
Ha 3hPeKTUBHOE 1 paLMOHaNbHOE pacxoLoBaHKe
06bsicHMM. ELle 0aHO 06bSICHEHWE NparMaTUYHOM
no3uumm Yexmm MOXKHO HaMTH, eCIN B3MSHYTb Ha

As far as | can tell it seems the Danish
government basically got what it wanted:
e arebate of DKK1bn;
e areduced overall EU budget; and
e a re-allocation of the budget from
agriculture  to research/development
(with a view to possibly boost growth).
In this sense, negotiations went through well
and perhaps better than expected.

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

Prime Minister Ne¢as emphasized to the Czech
media that the CR was prepared to go as far
as blocking the negotiations, in order to gain a
fairer cohesion policy deal.)

Given this context it is unsurprising that
the result of the summit—where the CR
finally gained an additional amount of almost
€1bn and had most of its demands met—is
considered a success by the Czech government.
This is in spite of the fact that the financial
deal underestimates some expenditure
priorities which were key to the Czech position:
competitiveness, education and research. But it
is necessary to bear in mind that negotiating
access to EU structural funds is only a part of
the success. The ability to use them rationally
and properly is another matter.

COCTaB rpynnbl CTpaH c 6onee BbICOKUMM Pacxo-
namu — lfepmanuio, @paHumio, BennkobputaHuio.

JTa noruka Hawna CBOe OTPaXeHWe B Mo3u-
LMK pecnybnmku Ha cammuTte B dpespane 2013 .
Yexus nopaepxuBana KOMMPOMMUCCHbINA Bapw-
aHT OroaykeTa, Npeanonaralolwmii CyLLeCTBEHHYHO
3KOHOMMIO, HO B TO K€ BPeMS NPaBUTENLCTBO Ha-
npaeunocb B bptoccens, 4Tobbl fob6UTbCS Gonee
CnpaBeasiMBoro Ans cebs cornatieHns (4To npen-
nonarano KOMMEHCAUMI0 33 CHWXeHWe obbema
CpencTB Ha MOAWUTMKY cnaouveHus). Ctout oTme-
TWUTb, YTO MpemMbep-MUHUCTP Heuyac B pasroBope
co CMM nopyepkunBan CBOK peLIMTENbHOCTb 3a-
6noKMpoBaTb NEPEroBopbl, EC/IN MY He yAaCTCS
n061TbCS HE0OXOAMMOro pe3ynbraTa No GUHaH-
CMPOBAHWMIO MOMUTUKM CMIOYEHMS.

C y4eToM BCex 3TUX 06CTOATENLCTB HeyAWBU-
TeNbHO, YTO UTOr CaMMMTa pacLLeHMBAETCH Kak
ycnex yewickoro npasutenbctea. CrpaHa cmorna
MoAy4YUTb AOMNONHWUTENbHbIE CPEACTBA 0ObEMOM
noutn 1 mnpg eBpo, 1 6onbWUHCTBO ee Tpebo-
BaHWiA BblAK BbIMOMHEHBI. M 3T0 HECMOTPS Ha To,
4TO COrnalweHne OTOABWraeT Ha BTOPOM NnaH
HEKOTOpble MPUOPUTETHbIE PACXOAbl — Ha KOH-
KypeHTOCnocobHOCTb, 06pa3oBaHune M HayKy.

BripouyeMm, BaXkHO MOMHUTb, 4TO NOAyYeHHe [0-
CTyna K CTpykTypHbIM hoHaam EC — Tonbko yacTb
xopoleit paseasku. CnocobHOCTb MNOTPaTUTb
BblAeNeHHble CPeCTBa Pa3yMHO M NMPaBUIIbHO —
OTAeNbHbIN BONpPOC.

The price to pay includes fewer EU
subsidies to the Danish agricultural sector
(app. DKK1.25bn, depending on upcoming
negotiations), especially farmers specialized in
milk and other dairy products and less structural
funds going in the direction of Denmark (though
co-funding of a new bridge Denmark-Germany
seems to have been secured).

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 9
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Hackonbko s Mory cyamTb, LaTCKOE MpaBWTESNb-
CTBO [06MIOCH PE3yNbTaToOB, K KOTOPbIM CTPEMMU-
Nocb:
e KoMneHcaums B 1 Mnppa AATCKMX KPOH;
e cokpalieHue obuero 6omxketa EC; u
e nepepacnpeneneHne CpeacTs OT CeNbCKOro
X035IMCTBA K HAYKE U Pa3BUTMIO (C MPULLENIOM
Ha TO, YTOObI MO BO3MOXHOCTM MOACTErHYTb
3KOHOMMYECKUIM pOCT.
B 3TOM CMbIC/ie NeperoBopbl MPOLLAX XOPOLLO
W Aaxe nyylle, YeM OXMOANO0Ch.

The EU budget negotiations in February 2013
received more public attention in Denmark
than is usually the case. The reason was that
the Social Democratic Prime Minister, Helle
Thorning-Schmidt, who heads a three-party
centre-left minority government, had earlier
demanded a Danish rebate of €134m to
compensate for similar deductions received by
other countries, and for Denmark’s increased
status as a net contributor to the budget. Until
now, Danish governments, which have all
been supportive of the EU, had not demanded
rebates, on the principle that this should not
be promoted at all but rolled back instead.
However, when the government presented a
tax reduction package in the spring of 2012, it
had already included an EU budget rebate in
its calculations in order to finance tax reliefs.
This policy shift should furthermore be viewed
in the light of the general economic strain after
the onset of the financial and economic crisis
in 2008.

The main opposition party, Venstre, a centre-
right economically liberal party which also
supports the EU, responded in favour of the
rebate initiative. However, it still remained
to be seen whether the Prime Minister would
actually succeed at the negotiating table. Her
reputation would have been at risk if she had
been unable to get the result she wanted.
The general expectation was that the rebate
had already been cleared with the EU system.
Nevertheless, shortly before the negotiations
were due to take place, the EU budget
commissioner, Janusz Lewandowski, said that
Denmark was not eligible for a rebate. The
Danish Prime Minister had already made it clear
that she was ready to veto the proposed budget
if Denmark did not get a rebate. The power of
veto is almost never used by a small country
such as Denmark. The result of the negotiation
was that Denmark ended up receiving its rebate
of $134m, which was the PM’s desired result. It
was broadly recognised as a rare victory for the
Prime Minister, who is under pressure at home
for her economic crisis policies. The budget has
not yet passed the European Parliament, which
may be hostile towards—among other things—
the Danish rebate.

It was the possible drama over the rebate
described above which received the public
attention. However, the result of the budget
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OpHaKo OT HblHELIHero cornalleHns NocTpaaaer,
B YaCTHOCTW, CeNbCKOE X039iCTBO [aHuu, KOTo-
poe MOMy4uT MeHblue eBponenckux cybcuamii
(npubnusutensHo 1,25 Mnppa KpoH B 3aBUCMMO-
CTM OT UCX0Aa NpeacToslmx neperosopos). Oco-
6eHHO 3TO KOCHeTCs Mpou3BOAMTeNeit MONoKa
M MOJSIOYHbIX MPOAYKTOB. VI3MEHEHUS 3aTPOHYT
U CTPYKTYpHble OHAbI, XOTS, KaXeTcs, yAanoch
rapaHTMpoBaTb (GWHAHCMPOBaHWE AN CTPOU-
TenbCTBa HOBOMO MOCTa, coeauHstowero JaHuto
n fepmaHuio.

negotiations also had other consequences for
Danish policy positions. In general, and for the
first time in EU history, the budget was slightly
reduced for 2014-2020 compared with 2007-
2013.This was in accordance with the wishes of
Germany, Denmark and other primarily Northern
European countries, which are also the main
net contributors. It now approximates about
1% of the national GDP, whereas the European
Commission had suggested 1.09%. Part of
this cut came from a reduction in agricultural
subsidies.*

Farming remains an important issue in
Denmark, particularly the export of bacon and
butter. Reduced subsidies mean less money
from the EU, but may also benefit the highly
cost-effective and productive Danish farmers
in competing with other EU farmers. 20% of
the agricultural subsidies are ear-marked for
environmental and climate-improving purposes.
Denmark negotiated successfully to defend
this share. However, the reduced subsidies will
also result in less money for climate initiatives.
Denmark supported economic growth and
research initiatives in the budget as well.

The Danish three-party government, which
had taken office in November 2011, was
generally very satisfied with the result, and
so were the main opposition parties, Venstre
and Conservative, both of which support the
EU. These five parties permanently constitute
an ‘EU coalition’ which remains in place
regardless of government shifts or general
elections.? These are the parties around the
centre of Danish politics from which coalition
governments are usually formed. There is
opposition to the EU from parties both to
the left and the right of the government. To
the left, there is criticism from the Red-Green
alliance, which was established in 1990 as a
merger between various left-wing groups,
including the Danish Communist Party, partly
as a response to the fall of the Berlin Wall and
the ongoing decline of the Soviet Union. They
want Danish policies to take a more global
approach. To the right, the nationalistic Danish
People’s Party is sceptical about most aspects
of the EU which go beyond cooperation on
maintaining an internal market. From 1972
to 2000 there were five referendums over EU
matters, which resulted in three ‘yes’ and two
‘no’ votes, despite overwhelming majorities in
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favour of yes in the Danish Parliament, The
Folketing, with the exception of 1986. So, EU
matters divide the voters in referendums, but
EU supporters remain strong in parliament and

BHuManue B [laHnn K deBpanbCkMM neperoso-
pam o 6iopxkete EC 6bin10 6onblue, yeM 06bi4HO.
MpuunHa 3TOro 3aknyanacb B TOM, YTO CO-
uMan-geMokpaTmuyeckui npembep Xenne Top-
HUHr-LLIMUTT, KOTOpas BO3rnaBnsieT NeBOLEH-
TPUCTCKYIO TPEXNAPTUIHYIO NPaBUTENbCTBEHHYHO
KOaNMLUMI0O MEeHbLUMHCTBA, BBICTYNMAA paHee
3a NpefoCTaBneHMe CTpaHe KOMMNeHcaLum B pas-
mMepe 134 mnH eBpo. o ee cnoBam, 370 JOMK-
HO CNMYXXWTb NMPU3HAHWEM BO3pOCLIEro BKAaAad
OaHun B 06WMIA BOOXKET M CnocobCTBOBaAThL
BbIDAaBHMBAHMWIO €€ MONOXKEHUS C APYrMMU HET-
TO-AoHOpamu. [laTckme BnacTu, KoTopble Bcer-
na noppepxuanu EC, npexae He Tpebosanwu
KOMMeHCaLMK, UCXOAS U3 TOTo, YTO ee He TOMbKO
He cnenyet [06MBaTbCS, HO, HANPOTKB, CTOUT OT-
MeHuTb. OfHaKo, KOrAa NpaBWUTENbCTBO NpeacTa-
BM/IO MaKeT MepP MO CHMXXEHMUIO HANIOrOB BECHOM
2012 r., B HEM YXe Oblna ynoMsHyTa KOMMeH-
caums, Kotopas [OMKHA 6blna NOKpbITb Npeno-
CTaB/ISiEMbIE HANOTOBble CKMAKM. ITU U3MEHEHMS
ABNAIOTCH TaKXe CNefcTBMEM 3KOHOMMWYECKOro
1 huHaHcosoro kpusunca 2008 r.

[naBHas NpaBOLEHTPUCTCKAs ONMO3MLMOHHAs
naptus «JleBble», KOTOpas Takke MNOAAepPXKMBaA-
eT EC, opobpuna MHMLMATMBY C KOMMEHCALMEN.
MpaBpa, Toroa Obi10 HeSCHO, CMOXET Nu npe-
MbEP-MUHUCTP OTCTOATb €€ Ha MeperoBopax.
He nonyuu oHa pesynbrart, Ha KOTOPbIM pacCcumTbl-
Basia, ee penyTauus okasanacb Obl Mog, yrpo3oi.
B uenom 6binn oLwyleHns, 4To BONpPOC yxe pe-
weH Ha yposHe EC. OpgHako He3agonro Ao ne-
peroBopoB Komuccap EC no Bonpocam 6romxe-
Ta AHyw JleBaHOOBCKMI 3asBun, 4to [aHun He
nonaraetcs KomneHcauus. Ha ato patckuid npe-
MbEP-MUHUCTP Aana MOHSTb, YTO BOCMO/b3YyeTCs
npaBoOM BETO, eC/IN YCOBMS He 6yAyT BbIMOMHEHBI.
O6bI4HO TaKoW MHCTPYMEHT He UCMONb3yeTcs He-
6onbWwKrMK cTpaHamu, kak fanus. B utore nepero-
BOPbI 3aKOHYMNCh TeM, YTO CTpaHe bbina npeao-
CTaBneHa KoMneHcauus B pasmepe 134 mMnH espo.
370 6bINO NOBCEMECTHO pacLEeHeHO Kak pemkas
nobena npeMbep-MUHUCTPA, KOTOPYIO KPUTUKYIOT
32 QHTUKPU3UCHbIE 3KOHOMMUYeckne pedopMbl.
BlomkeTy elue npenctouT NponTH yTBEpXKAEHUe
B EBponeiickomM napnameHTe, KOTOpbIA, MNOMU-
MO NpoYyero, MOXeT ObITb BpaxaebHO HacTpoeH
K AATCKOM KOMMEeHCcaUun.

Bo3MoXHO, BHMMaHKe obliectBa OblIO Bbi-
3BaHO KaK pa3 OXWAAHWEM [paMbl BOKPYT 3TUX
cpencte. OgHako, MOMMMO BOMpOCa KOMMEH-
cauuu, NneperoBopbl UMenu W Apyrue nocnes-
cTBUA AN nosuumii JaHuun. B uenom pacxonbl EC
6bInM HeMHOro yMeHbLueHbl ang 2014-2020 rr.
no cpasHenuto ¢ 2007-2013 rr. BnepBble B €B-
poneckon uctopuun. ITo HbINO CAenaHo B OT-
BET Ha noxenaHus lepmanuu, anum u opyrux,

government. Given the support for the new
reduced EU Budget, and especially the Danish
rebate, these parties seem to be reaching out
to sceptics.

NpevMyLLECTBEHHO CEBEPOEBPOMENCKUX CTPaH,
KOTOpble SBNAKTCS HeTTo-AoHopamu. Ceityac
6romkeT coctaBnseT okono 1% BBI1, B To Bpems
Kak B npeasioxxeHun EBpokomMuccum npepnarancs
ypoBeHb 1,09%. YactnuHo cokpalleHns ynanocb
[OCTUYb 33 CHET CENbCKOX03ANCTBEHHOTO cekTopal.

MepMepcTBO  MO-MPEXHEMY WUrpaeT Bax-
Hyto ponb B [laHuu, ocobeHHO B 3kcrnopTe be-
KOHa M Macna. YMeHblueHue cybcuamii 3HauumT,
uTO MeHble AeHer noctynut mu3 EC, yto MoxeT
[axe noMoyb 3PdEeKTUBHBIM U NMPOU3BOAUTENb-
HbIM X0351McTBaM [aHWW B KOHKYpEHUMK C Apy-
rMMU CTpaHaMu. Ha uenun oxpaHbl oKpyxatoLen
cpefbl M 60pbbbI C UBMEHEHUEM KIMMATA YXOAUT
20% cenbckoxo3aicTBeHHOro 6ropketa. M aHus
C ycnexoMm 3almTuna 3Ty AONIO0 HA Meperoso-
pax. OgHako cokpalueHue cybcuamii o3Havaet
M YMEHbLUEHME CPeAcTB Ha «KIMMaTUYeCcKue»
uHUUMaTUBbL. [laHusa Takke MoLAepkuBana pac-
XOfbl HA CTUMYIMPOBaHME IKOHOMUYECKOro pPoCTa
1 HayKy.

[atckoe TpexnapTuiiHOe  MpPaBMTENLCTBO,
HavaBlee paboTy B Hosbpe 2011 r, B uenoMm
c 6onblUMM  YOOBNETBOPEHWEM  BOCMPUHSANO
MTOrOBbIV pe3ynbTaT. PaBHO Kak M onno3uuus —
«JleBble» U KOHCEpBATOPbI, KOTOPbIE TAKXKE £B-
nqTca ctopoHHukamu EC. 31a «eBpokoanwu-
uMsa» CcTabunbHO OCTAeTCs Y BNacTi He3aBWUCU-
MO OT MepecTaHOBOK B NMPaBUTENbCTBE MU €ro
CMeHbI2. TV NapTUK ABAFKOTCA LEHTPUCTCKUMU
M 06blYHO OPMUPYIOT MpaBsaLMe KOANULMUMU.
Ha npaBoM 1 neBoM ¢naHre ecTb NapTuu, Ko-
Topble Kputnyeckn otHocsaTcs K EC. Cnesa 3To
«KpacHo-3eneHbli anbsHC», co3aarHblid B 1990 .
nyTem CUSHUS Pa3IMUYHbIX NEBbIX Py, BK/O-
yaa [laTckyro KOMMYHUCTMYECKYH napTtuto. Ya-
CTUYHO €ero NnosiBieHne CTano OTBETOM Ha nage-
HWe bepAnHCKOW CTeHbl U NOCeAyOWMI pacnag,
CoseTtckoro Coto3a. OHU CTPEMATCS K TOMY, YTO-
6bl nonutuka [aHum Gbina 6Gonee aKTUBHOW
Ha MexpayHaponHow apeHe. Cnpaea — [latckas
HapoAHas napTus, KoTopas CKeNTUYeCKHU oue-
HWBaeT 6OMbLIMHCTBO BOMPOCOB, KACAOLMXCS
EC 1 BbIxooaWMX 33 Npefenbl COTpyLHMYECTBA
OTHOCUTE/IbHO BHYTPEHHETO PbIHKA.

C 1972 no 2000 r. B cTpaHe NpoLwnio naTb pe-
depeHayMOB 0 TeX MU UHbIX Bonpocax EBponeit-
CKOro coto3a. B Tpex M3 HMX HaceneHue ckasano
«Aa», B ABYX — KHET», HECMOTPS HA NOAABNSIOLLEE
6ONbLUMHCTBO B AATCKOM MapraMeHTe B MOJb3y
NONoXuTeNnbHOro oTeeta (kpome 1986 r.). Takum
obpasoM, eBporneickne BOMPOCbI pacKanbiBa-
toT 06LecTBO, HO CTOpoHHMKM EC no-npexHemy
CWbHbI B NapnameHTe U npasutenbctae. Cokpa-
LeHve OlmKeTa M MonyyYeHUe KOMMEeHCcaumu,
KaXeTcs,, MO3BOMSET 3TUM MapTUSM MOBAUATH
Ha CKEMNTUYECKM HACTPOEHHOE HaceneHue.

t Altinget, February 21 2013 http://www.altinget.dk/artikel/126750-overblik-over-eu-budgettet.

2 Christiansen, F.J. and Pedersen, R. B. (2012), The Impact of the European Union on Coalition Formation in a Minority System:
The Case of Denmark. Scandinavian Political Studies, 35: 179-197.
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As a financial net beneficiary, Estonia sided
with the group of countries supporting the
European Commission’s call for an expansionary
EU budget for the 2014-2020 period.* In doing
so, Estonia took a different direction from its
Nordic neighbours Finland and Sweden, which
both demanded significant reductions of the
Union’s budget. However, while the 2014-2020
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), agreed
upon by the European Heads of States in Brussels
on 8 February 2013, resulted in a reduction of
3.4% compared to the 2007-2013 budget,? the
Estonian Prime Minister, Andrus Ansip, was not
slowto proclaim the result a triumph for Estonia.In
spite of the overall budgetary reductions, Estonia
managed to secure itself a deal whereby over the
coming seven years the country will receive a gross
total of €5.89bn (2011 prices) from the EU, which
is €907m more than the total received during the
2007-2013 period. With a contribution to the EU
coffers set at €1.4bn, Estonia will thus make a net
taking from its membership of the EU of €4.5bn
over the 2014-2020 period. Hence, presuming
the European Parliament eventually nods yes to
the MFF, Estonia will remain one of the Union’s
absolute largest net per capita beneficiaries.

Estonian priorities and strategy

During the second half of the 1990s and the
early 2000s Estonia earned itself the reputation
of being a “Baltic Tiger” Having been freed of
the yoke of communism, Estonia succeeded in
building up a blooming liberal market economy.
Domestic markets were opened up to international
competition, formerly soft budget constraints
tightened, subsidies to industry and agricultural
eliminated, and legal and administrative red-
tape reduced to a minimum. Liberalising the
economy, however, had significant structural and
demographic implications. Being uncompetitive,
large parts of agricultural production were closed
down — imposing significant social and economic
hardship on the people living in rural areas. At
the same time, however, a multitude of new, often
urban- based entrepreneurs, operating within
production, service and information technology,
found fertile ground in the new market economy.

Having turned its back on state socialism,
and whole-heartedly embracing the principles
of market liberalism, Estonia might have been
expected to work towards a lighter and more
innovative EU with fewer market regulations and
fewer subsidies. The ideological commitment
to economic liberalism, of which PM Andrus
Ansips Reform Party is a self-proclaimed
standard-bearer, has not, however, been
reflected in Estonia’s policies towards the EU.
On the contrary, though paying lip service to
the need to strengthen education, research and
development, and the global competitiveness
of the European Community3, Estonia has
mainly used its membership of the EU to pursue
realpolitik objectives. Hence, the EU is largely
used as a means to cover public expenses that
would otherwise have had to be paid through
the State budget. In line with this, the Estonian
government pursued three priorities during the
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budget negotiations; that is (l) increasing the
Llimit for Cohesion policy funds, (Il) augmenting
subsidies to farmers via the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP), and (Ill) securing financial support
for the Rail Baltica railway project through the
Connecting Europe Facility.*

The three Estonian budget priorities were
by and large in line with those of neighbouring
Latvia and Lithuania, which created a rare
opportunity for the governments of the three
Baltic States to join forces in pursuit of common
goals.® As no detailed knowledge is available
about what happened behind the closed doors
of the Heads of States meeting on 7-8 February,
it is hard to judge the effect of this Baltic
alliance.While the sums allocated to Estonia are
very significant in domestic terms, the larger EU
countries may have seen the additional funds
allocated to Baltic countries as a cheap way to
attain consensus.® While we will never know
what actually led to the compromise arrived at
on 8 February, the government, which has seen
its popular support dropping during the last
six months, has been keen to capitalize on the
outcome on the domestic political scene.

Estonia came out of the Council meeting
having secured itself concessions within all three
priority areas. Estonia attained in this way an
additional €350m through the Cohesion Policy, a
doubling of direct payments to farmers,a gradual
increase in hectare aid—which, by the end of the
financial period, will increase the subsidy from its
present 45% of the EU average to 75%—as well
as an extraordinary €50.7m over the coming two
years to compensate the farmers for the abolition
of the domestic top-up. Despite the general
reductions within rural development assistance
Estonia secured itself subsidies amounting to
€721m over the seven-year period of the budget.
With €10bn allocated to the Cohesion Policy
States through the Connecting Europe Facility
the new budget also gave new impetus to plans
to establish the Rail Baltica railway connection.”
Though not among the main priorities set by the
government, it is evident that Estonia will also
benefit from the general increase in measures to
improve competition and education.

Evaluating the outcome of the negotiations

If we evaluate the results of the budget
negotiations purely on the basis of the net
amount of money that Estonia will receive from
the EU over the coming seven years, it is evident
that Estonia finds itself among the winners of
the budget negotiations. There is, however, a risk
that the inflow of external funds will turn out to
be a Pyrrhic victory. While Estonia is generally
recognised for its ability to absorb inflowing
EU funds, it is clear that relying too much
on external financing might have distorting
effects. Often investment decisions are made
according to ‘opportunity” offered by the
various EU programmes, rather than according
to the “needs” of society in general. With the
contractor not having to pay the full cost from
his or her own budget there is a clear incentive
to overinvestment. There are multiple examples

EU Budget 2014-2020: Views from across Europe after 7-8 February 2013
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PyHe XonbMraapg
AnpepceH

AcnupaHr,

MHCTUTYT rocynapcTBeHHoro
ynpaBneHus 1 NOIUTUKM,
TapTyckuit yHuBepcutet

of large construction works undertaken without
paying due regard to the actual needs of the
beneficiaries or even the ability to pay for the
running cost in the long term. This is a problem
that has been recognised by the government,

SIBNASCb HETTO-MONyYaTeNneMm, JCTOHNUS NMPUMKHY-
Na K rpynne cTpaH, NoAAepXX1BaloLLMX Npeaso-
xeHne EBpokoMMCCMM OTHOCMTENbHO GropyKeTa
Ha 2014-2020 rr.t Tem cambIM CTpaHa AMCTaH-
LlMpOBanach OT CBOMX CEBEPHbIX coceneit — DuH-
naHaum u LLiBeumnun, KoTopble HacTanBanu Ha 3Ha-
YUTENbHOM COKpaLLEeHUM PpacxonoB. Bnpouem,
korga MuoroneTHuit duHaHcoBbIv nnaH (MOIT)
6bln onobpeH B bptoccene rnasamu esponeit-
CKMx rocypapcTs 8 dheBpans 2, npeMbep-MUHUCTP
JCTOHMU AHAPYC AHCMN He MpeMuHyn Ha3BaTb
pe3ynbTaT NeperoBopoB yCnewHbIM AN CTPaHbI.

HecmoTps Ha ymMeHbLueHWe 6roaeTa, DCTOHUS
CMOrNa BbITOProBaTb Ans cebs npuemnemble yc-
NIOBUS: B CNefytolpe CeMb NeT CTpaHa MoayyuT
5,89 mnpp eBpo (B ueHax 2011 r.),uto Ha 907 MaH
eBpo bonblue, YeM 06beM CPEACTB, BblAENEHHbIX
et B 2007-2013 rr. [lpuHMMas BO BHMMaHMe
1,4 mMnpn eBpo, KOTOpble el MPeacToMT BHECTU
B OOLLy0 eBPOMencKy «KOMWKY», pasHULA
coctasuT 4,5 mnpp eBpo. TakuM obpasom, ecnu
EBponeiickuii napnameHT opgobpuT cornalieHue,
JCTOHUS CTAHET OAHUM M3 KPYMHeWLmnX nonyya-
Tenei cpeacts EC 3 pacyeta Ha oLy HaceneHus.

anOPMTeTbI U CTpaterua 3CTOHUU

Bo BTopo#t nonosuHe 1990-x 1 Havane 2000-x rr.
JcToHua 3apabotana cebe cnaBy «6anTuiickoro
Turpa». OcBo60AMBLLMCL OT FHETa KOMMYHU3Ma,
CTpaHa cMorna NoCTpouUTb YCneLHyto nmbepanb-
HY'0, PbIHOYHY 3KOHOMMKY. BHyTpEHHMIA pbIHOK
BK/IOUMUICS B MEXAYHApOLHYI KOHKYpeHLMIO,
6bina ycuneHa OromKeTHas AWUCLMMNAMHA, OTMe-
HeHbl Cy6CMAMM MPOMBILWNIEHHOCTU U CENbCKO-
My XO034MCTBY, 6OpoKpaThs Oblna cokpalieHa
[0 MUHUMYMa.

OnHako nubepanusaums 3KOHOMUKKM MMena
CTPYKTYPHble U AemMorpaduyeckme nocnencrsus.
MopaxeHne B KOHKYpeHTHOW 6opbbe npuBeno k
3aKPbITUIO MHOTUX CENbCKOXO35MCTBEHHBIX Npes-
NpUSTUIA, OBPYLIMB HA MIEYU XKUTENEW CeNbCKUx
palioHOB COLMANbHbIE M SKOHOMUYECKME HEB3TO-
[Abl. HanpoTue, B yCNOBUSX HOBOM PbIHOYHOM 3KO-
HOMMKM yCMeLHO pa3BMUBaNNCb MHOTOUUCNIEHHbIE
KoMnaHuu, paboTalolime B OTPACASX MPOMbILL-
NeHHOCTH, chepbl ycnyr, MHOOPMALMOHHBIX Tex-
Honorui. Yate oH1 BO3HMKANM B ropofax.

OT SCTOHMM, OTOpOCMBLUEN COLMANU3M U
MOMHOCTbIO NepeLleaLlei K ppIHOYHOMY Nnbepa-
NIN3My, MOXHO BbIN0 0XXMAaTb paboTbl B HanpaB-
neHnn 6onee NErKkoBeCHOro M MHHOBALMOHHOIO
EBponeiickoro coto3a, B KOTOpOM 6GyaeT MeHb-
e perynupoBaHus M rocnopaepxku. OgHako
NPUBEPXKEHHOCTb 3KOHOMUYECKOMY Nnbepanus-
My, MPWBbIYHBIM OMIOTOM KOTOPOro SBASETCS
Maptua pedopM npembep-muHucTpa AHapyca
AHcMNa, He HalNa OTPAaXEHWS B €BPOMeNCKoM
BEKTOpPE 3CTOHCKOM nonutuku. HaoboporT, Bbi-
CTynas Ha CnoBax 3a ynydweHne obpa3oBaHus,

with its Minister of Finance, Jirgen Ligi,
admitting that many of the projects that have
been constructed using EU money would never
have been built if Estonia itself were the sole
recipient of the bill.

HayKW, Ppa3BMTUS W KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOOHOCTU
EBponelickoro coto3a Ha MUPOBOI apeHe %, 3cTo-
HMS ncnonb3osana yneHctso B EC ans pewenus
cBOMX 3a4a4y B ayxe realpolitik. Mo3tomy espo-
neickMe CpencTtBa MCMONb3YHTCA Npenmylie-
CTBEHHO AN TOro, YTOObl MOKPbIBATL TE rocpac-
XO[bl, KOTOpble B MPOTMBHOM C/ly4yae MpULLOCh
Obl yunTbIBATL B GIOAXKETE CTPaAHbI.

CoOTBETCTBEHHO, Yy 3CTOHCKOTO MPaBUTENbCTBA
Ha neperoBopax o 6ioaxeTe ObiAM TpK NpUOPU-
TeTHble 3agauu: 1) yBenuuntb cpeactsa MoHaa
crnnoyeHus, 2) ysenuuutb cybcuammn depmepamu
Mo IMHUK 0bLLEe CeNbCKOX03SMCTBEHHOM NONK-
kn (OCM), 3) obecneunTb GUHAHCMpOBaHME
npoekTta «Pain banTuka» no NMHWUM NPOrpaMMbl
«CoennHuTb EBpOny» 4.

Tpu 3CTOHCKMX 33adaun B LENOM COoBMaga-
QM C 3apgavamu cocefHux Jlateum u JIuTebl,
4TO AaNno MpaBUTENbCTBAM 3TUX CTPaH PeaKyto
BO3MOXHOCTb BbICTYNWUTb €AWUHbIM  (POHTOMS,
MockonbKy AeTanu NeperoBOpoB 3a 3aKPbITbIMU
LBEPSAIMU HEU3BECTHbI, CJIOKHO OLEHUTb pe3ynb-
TaT AEMCTBMM Takoro anbsHca. [ycTb cpeactsa,
BblleNIeHHble DCTOHWUM, M 3HAUUTENbHbI C HALWO-
HanbHOM TOYKM 3peHus, bonee KpyrnHble CTpaHbl
MOIMIM paccMaTpMBaTh MX KaK AeLleBblid Ccnocob
[LOCTUYb KOHCeHcyca B ECE.

XOTS Mbl HUKOFLA He y3HaeM, YTO Ha CaMoM
filene npuBeno K KOMMPOMWCCY, NPaBUTENbCTBO,
nepexueatollee nageHue CBOeN MonynsipHOCTMU
Ha MPOTHKEHUU MOCNEAHMX LIECTU MECSLEB, UC-
MONb30BaN0O COMMalleHWe ANS PELIEeHWUS CBOMX
BHYTPUNONUTMYECKUX 334a4. DCTOHUS Moay4YmMna
CpeAacTBa no BCeM TPEM NMPUOPUTETHBIM HaMnpaBs-
nenHusaM. JononHutensHble 350 MAH eBpo Gbinu
BblAENEHbl HA MONUTUKY CNAOYEHUS, MNpsMble
cybcuamn depmepam 6binm yaBOEHbI, obecne-
YEeHO MNOCTENEeHHOEe HapallMBaHWE MOMOLM M3
pacyeTa Ha rektap — 4TO MO3BOJAWUT YBENUYMUTb
0b6beM cybcuamit ¢ HblHewHux 45% no 75% ot
cpenHero 3HaveHus no EC kK KoHUy ¢MHaHco-
BOrO LMKNA, — a TakXe LononHuTensHble 50,7
M/IH eBpO Ha b6namxaiwume OBa roga B KayecTse
KoMMeHcauun depmepam 3a npekpatieHue ro-
cnonaepxkku. Bonpeku cokpauieHuio obuiero
(OUHAHCMPOBAHWUS Pa3BUTUS CENbCKMX PAOHOB,
JcToHMS 3akpenuna 3a coboi 721 MnH eBpo B
pamMkax 3Toi nporpammbl. CTpaHaM-y4acTHMLAM
MOAUTUKM cnnoyeHuns Yepes nporpammy «Coenm-
HuTb EBpony» BbiaeneHo 10 mnpp eBpo, 1 4acTb
CpeacTB NOMAET HA peanu3aumio NnpoekTa «Pann
BanTukax»’. ICTOHUS Takxe BbIMIPaeT OT YBeNu-
YEHWs PacxXodoB Ha KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTb U
06pa3oBaHuWe, XOTS OHU He BblaK B YnMCNe HaLu-
OHaNbHbIX MPUOPUTETOB.

OuLeHMBas UTOrM NEPeroBopoB

Ecnu oueHuBatb utorm neperoBopoB MCKAKYU-
T€/IbHO C TOYKU 3pEHUA NONTYHEHHOIO KONTMYECTBA
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[eHer, TO 34eCb JCTOHWs OyneT cpeau nobe-
nuteneit.OgHaKo ecTb OMacHOCTb, YTO MPUTOK
CPefCTB OKaXeTcs nuppoBoi nobenoi. Xota
JCTOHUSA M3BECTHA CBOMM YMEHWeM pacrops-
XaTbCsl (MHAHCAMK, OYEBMAHO, YTO C/IULLIKOM
60NbLIOM MOTOK MOXET BbI3BAaTb HeraTUBHbIN
3 dekT. YacTo MHBECTULMOHHbIE peLleHns npu-
HMMaIOTCS MCXOAS U3 «BO3MOXKHOCTEM», Npej-
NnaraeMbIX PasNUYHbIMKM  €BPOMENCKUMK  MpO-
rpaMMaMu, a He Ha OCHOBe «noTpebHocCTeMn»
Hacenexus. B ycnosusx, Korga noapsiguuMk He
UYBCTBYET BCEX U3AEPXKEK PACTOPSHKEHNUS CBOUM

60KETOM, ecTb PUCK Ype3MepHOro Kanwuta-
NOBOXeHUs.. ECTb MHOXeCTBO NpuMepoB, Kor-
D3 KpYrHble CTpOUTENbHblE MPOEKTbl HauuHa-
nncb 6e3 yyeTa peanbHoi NOTPeBHOCTM B HUX
unn 6e3 [oCTaTOUHbIX PeCYpCoB Afs NOKPbITUS
XOTS 6Gbl TEKYLMX PACXOLOB B AONTOCPOUHONM
nepcnekTuee. 3Ty npobnemMy npusHaeT M npa-
BUTENBCTBO CTPaHbl. MUHUCTP duHaHcoB HOp-
reH Jluru ckasan, u4to ICTOHMS HUKOraa Obl He
3aBepLuMna MHorue rnpoekTbl, ecin 6bl Gpems
PacXoA0B OHa HeCna CaMoCTOSTENbHO U He UC-
nonb3oBana aeHoru EC.

-

See, e.g., Kilnes, U. & A. Sherriff (2012). Member States’ positions on the proposed 2014-2020 EU Budget - An analysis of the
statements made at the 26th of March General Affairs Council meeting with particular reference to External Action and the
EDF, ECDPM Briefing Note 37.

See General Secretariat of the Council (2013). Conclusions of the European Council 7/8 February 2013, available at http://
www.consilium.europa.eu/press/press-releases/latest-press-releases/newsroomrelated?bid=76 &grp=22599 &lang=en.
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See, e.g., the Estonian government’s European Union Policy for 2011-2015, available at http://valitsus.ee/UserFiles/valitsus/
en/government-office/european-union/eu-policy-of-the-government/Eesti%20EL%20poliitika_ENG.pdf.

http://www.aktuality.sk/clanok/222775/premier-fico-bola-to-tazka-ale-velmi-uspesna-noc-pre-slovensko/

IS

See, e.g., Estonian Government press release ‘Peaminister Ansip osaleb Euroopa Ulemkogu kohtumisel’ (February 6, 2012, in
Estonian), available at http://valitsus.ee/et/uudised/74044/peaminister-ansip-osaleb-euroopa-%C3%BClemkogu-kohtumisel.

w

See, e.g., Estonian Government press release ‘Cooperation sees Baltic States benefitting from new EU budgetary period, available
at http://valitsus.ee/en/government/74101/cooperation-sees-baltic-states-benefitting-from-new-eu-budgetary-period.

o

The importance of the funding that Estonia receives from the EU becomes clear if the amount is compared to the country’s own
tax revenue. The gross amount of €5.89bn to be transferred to Estonia over the coming seven years is a larger figure than the
total tax revenue of Estonia (central + local government) in 2011, which according to Statistics Estonia amounted to €5.03bn
(Statistics Estonia 2013, State and local tax revenues, Table code: GF026).

See, e.g., Estonian Government press release ‘Estonia among the greatest gainers in the European Union’s new budget period;,
available at http://valitsus.ee/en/government/74075/estonia-among-the-greatest-gainers-in-the-european-union%E2%80%99s-

~

new-budget-period.

Prime Minister Jyrki Katainen does not seem to
have specified any clear objectives (this secretive
method of negotiating is characteristic of EU
processes, blurring the meaning of democratic
accountability). Katainen has been talking about
the importance of EU funding for agriculture and
countryside, and has indicated his willingness to
cut down the EU budget as a whole in order to
reduce Finnish payments as well.

At any rate, the outcome was fiercely
criticised by the opposition, especially the True

Kaxetcs, npembep-muHucTp KOpku KaTtaiiHeH He
YTOYHSN, KakuMu ByayT 3aaaym (3TOT CKPbITHBIN
MeToA, BefeHWsl MNeperoBopoB, MOAPbIBAOLLMIA
CMbIC/T A@MOKPATUYECKOM NOJOTYETHOCTH, XapakK-
TepeH AN eBponenckux npoueccos). KatanHeH
roBOpun O 3HayeHun duHaHcupoBaHus EC ang
CenbCkoro X034MCTBa U CENbCKUX PAOHOB, a TaK-
e BbIpa3un enaHue cokpatutb bropxkeT EC, yTo-
6bl CHU3WTb BENMYUHY DUHCKMX B3HOCOB B HEro.
B nio6om cnyyae Mcxoa neperosopos Helwaa-
HO KPUTMKOBANa onnosunums, ocobeHHo «MCTUH-

Finns. Their argument was that Finland’s net
payments should have been less. They—and the
media—also pointed out that the government
was using methods of calculation that clearly
favoured their position, while those of the
Commission would have indicated larger net
payments.

The government’s figure for the Finnish net
payments is 0.31% of GDP. Roughly, a change of
0.01% up or down would mean €20m more or
less, i.e. not @ huge amount of money.

Hble QUHHbI». OHM CYMTAIOT, YTO PUHCKMIA BKNAL,
Lo/mKeH 6bin 6biTb MeHbLue. Maptna n CMU Tak-
e YKa3blBanu, 4To NpaBUTENbCTBO MCMOb30Ba-
N0 MeTOAMKY pacyeToB, KOTopas SBHO Oblna UM
BbIrofiHa 419 060CHOBAHMS CBOMX yCnexoB. XoTs
B EBpokoMuMccum ckasanm 6bl, 4TO B3HOC BbIPOC.

CornacHo npaBWTeNbCTBY, HETTO-B3HOC MDUH-
naHamn coctasnset 0,31% BBI. py6o rosops,
nsmereHue Ha 0,01% B Ty unm opyryto CTOpoHy
3HaYMT Natoc-MuHyc 20 MAH eBpo, T. . He Takas
y>X 6onbLuas cymMma.
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Tomac Knay

PykoBoauTeNb napuxckoro
6topo EBponerickoro coBeTa
Mo MeXZyHapOAHbIM OTHOLIEHMSIM

Two strands of analysis have informed the
French reaction to approaches to the recent
intergovernmental deal on the European budget.
One, put forward by President Francois Hollande
and other members of the French negotiating
team, was to insist that France had carried its key
objectives, the first being to preserve the level
of EU subsidies for French farmers; and then to
highlight the fact that in a time of considerable
political, economic, and social tensions in Europe
a deal had been concluded on time, without the
customary drama of failed summit meetings,
crisis talks and personal hostility between top
negotiators that all too often was the script during
previous budgetary negotiations. The second
strand of analysis, which dominated the reaction
of the French media and many French members
of the European Parliament, was to denounce
the deal as an unsatisfactory, deeply conservative
compromise that failed to reform the budget
in a way informed by the recent crisis that has
engulfed the eurozone and the EU with it.
Financing the Common Agricultural Policy
remains, with 40% of the total, the biggest
item of the seven-year-budget as designed by
the heads of state and government. While the
overall figure for farmers’ aid has been reduced,
French farmers seem to have escaped largely
unscathed. Hollande also claimed other ‘wins'—
among them a strengthening of the subsidies for
growth-friendly policies such as investments in
transportation infrastructure, which according
to the Elysée’s calculations are set to rise by
40% over the seven-year-planning period.
Yet Hollande had to accept that the overall
seven-year budget amounted to only €908bn
in payment commitments as opposed to the
€930bn he had been pushing for, a lower figure
which was interpreted by many as a sign that
Germany’s chancellor Angela Merkel refused to
back Hollande’s approach, siding with those who
were pushing for tougher budgetary cuts such as
the British Prime Minister David Cameron.
Guided by their joint determination to achieve
an early deal and not upset any vested sectoral
interest,the assembly of 27 undoubtedly eschewed

3a GpaHUy3CKOM peakuueir Ha He#oaBHee
MeXnpaBWTeNbCTBEHHOE COrnalleHne  yrafbl-
BAKOTCA ABa pasHbiX noaxopa. MepBbiii, npea-
NOXeEHHbIN npesuaeHToM @®paHcya OnnaHzom
W ApyrMMuM YneHamu GpaHLy3CKOM peneraumu,
3aK/Il04ancs B TOM, YTO CTPaHa BbIMOMHMMA BCe
CBOM KJloYyeBble 3afaun. Bo-nepsbix, ypanocb
COXpaHuTb cybcuammn dpaHuysckum dbepmepam
Ha npexHeM ypoBHe. Bo-BTopbiX, cornaweHue
YAANOCb 3aKNKUYNTb BOBpEMS — 6e3 NpuBbIYHOM
LpaMbl ©e3pe3ynbTaTHbIX BCTPEY Ha BbICLIEM
YPOBHE, KPU3UCHbIX NMEPEroBOPOB U JIMYHOW He-
NPUS3HU MeXAy Y4aCTHUKaMK, YTo 6b110 00bIy-
HbIM [,eIOM Ha NPOLU/bIX 3Tanax.

BTopoit noaxon npeobnagan B peakuuu Ha
cobbiTne dpaHuy3scknx CMU u MHorux dpaHLys-
ckux penytaToB EBponapnameHta. OHM oTBep-
ranu cornaweHne Kak HeyaoBIeTBOPUTENbHbIN,
rny6oKo KOHCEpPBATMBHbIA KOMMPOMMCC, KOTO-
pbiii HE U3MeHUN CTPYKTYpY BrofKeTa Tak, 4Tobbl

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

the opportunity of turning the European crisis
moment into a transformative moment, letting
financial and political conservatism guide their
common approach. Most economists share the
view that the eurozone crisis has shown that the
puny size of the EU budget (just 1% of EU GDP) is
one factor contributing to the structural exposure
of monetary union to potential instability. Yet
governments have let slip the opportunity to set
the budget on a path to expansion, which might
have mirrored the considerable growth of the US
federal budget President Franklin D. Roosevelt
engineered as a response to the great American
depression.

Instead, they have reduced the seven-year
financial envelope for the first time in its history
by 3.5%. Similarly, they have failed to conduct a
serious evaluation of the successes and failures
of the EU’s cohesion policies, ignoring the fact
that the disbursement of previous cohesion funds
in countries like Ireland, Spain and Greece may
have been a contributing factor to some of the
dangerous speculative excesses or other negative
economic developments that precipitated these
countries into the eurozone crisis. They have made
modest steps in further reforming the Common
Agricultural Policy, but have refrained from long
overdue reforms such as capping the maximum
yearly subsidy for large agricultural enterprises.

The European Parliament must now decide
whetherto exerciseitsrighttorefuseitsapproval
and force a partial or fuller renegotiation. The
best way forward, satisfying both realists and
idealists in France, may be essentially to endorse
the conservative solution put forward by the
leaders; but to do so under the condition that
the unwieldy multinational negations towards
a European budget be replaced in future by a
system where the EU budget is financed from
European own resources. The proposals are on
the table, such as a tax on financial transactions
or other forms of fiscal revenue which would
allow the EU to finance its collective policies
without national leaders haggling over each
billion during night-time negotiations until the
small hours of the morning.

OH OTBEYas Ha BbI30Bbl HbIHELLHErO KPMU3KCa, OX-
BaTMBLUErO CTPaHbl eBp0o30HbI 1 EC.

Obwas CcenbCKOX034WCTBEHHAA MONUTUKA
no-npexHeMy OCTaeTcs KpynHeWLen CcTaTben
pacxonoB ceMuneTHero GUHAHCOBOro nna-
Ha, coctaBnss 40% ot oblero obbeMa pacxo-
[0B. XOTS CyMMa nomowmu GepmMepam B LLeNOM
6bina cokpalieHa, fons GpaHLy3CKMX Npoms-
BOAMTENEN ocTanacb MovyTM HeusmeHHoi. On-
NaHAa, Takke coobwmn o Apyrux «nobepax»:
HanpuMep, yBenuyeHun cybcuamii Ha npo-
rpaMMbl 3KOHOMWYECKOro pocTa (HanpuMmep,
MHBECTULMM B TPAHCMOPTHYIO MHGbPACTPYKTY-
py, KOTOpble AO/MKHbI Bblpactn Ha 40% B Te-
yeHune 2014-2020 rr). Mpasma, npe3npeHT
[OMKeH Obll  NpU3HATb, YTO ACCUrHOBaHMS
Ha HenocpeACTBEeHHble BbIMIaTbl COKPATUAUCH
10 908 Mnpa eBpo M YTO €My He yaanoch ycra-
HOBUTb UX Ha ypoBHe 930 mnpp eBpo. MHorue
pacLeHUAn 3TO KaK 3HaK TOro, YTO HEeMeLKMii

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 15



Germany

Peter Becker

Deputy Head of Research Division,
German Institute for International
and Security Affairs

16

KaHunep AHrena Mepkenb oTkasanacb noa-
nepxaTb uaeto OnnaHpa v obveanHuna csowu
YyCUAUS C TaKUMU NONUTUKAMMU, KaK BpUTAHCKKIA
npembep [3Bua KamepoH, KoTopble BbICTynanu
3a bonbluee cokpalleHue pacxonoB.

CobpaHue 27 rnaB rocyaapcrs, BeLOMOE Xe-
NIaHWEM MOCKOpee 3aK/oYWTb COMMaLleHNe U He
YLEMUTb HUYBU MHTEpeckl, 6e3yCI0BHO YMyCTUNO
BO3MOXHOCTb NpeBpaTUTb KpU3nUC B npeobpasy-
towmii MoMeHT. OHM no3BonuMaM GUHAHCOBOMY U
NOSUTUYECKOMY KOHCepBaTU3My Bo306naaathb. Mo
MHEHMI0 MHOMMX 3KOHOMMCTOB, KPU3KC B €BPO30HE
nokasan, uto KpoLueuHbli 6ropxeT EC (Bcero 1% co-
BoKynHoro BBIT Bcex crpaH-uneHoB) siBnseTcs oa-
HUM 13 (DaKTOPOB, KOTOPbIA MOXET 00yClaBNMBaTL
NOTEHLMANbHY0 HeCTabUNbHOCTb MOHETAPHOTO CO-
t03a B byayiiem. Ho npaBuTenbcTBa ynycTunm Bos-
MOXHOCTb yBeNnuuuTb 6ropykeT EC 1, Taknum 06pasom,
noBTOpUTL MaHeBp npe3uaeHTa CLUA ®paHknHa
Py3Bensta B rogpl Benvkoii nenpeccum.

Bmecto atoro oHu BnepBsble B uctopumn EC co-
KpaTunu nnaH CeMUNeTHUMX pacxonoB Ha 3,5%.
OLHOBPEMEHHO OHWM He TMPOBENU Cepbe3HyH
OLIEHKY TMJ/IOCOB M MWHYCOB MOJMIUTUKKU Crjiove-
HWS, NPOUTHOPUPOBAB TOT (MaKT, YTO BblAeNeHne
CPeAcTB B MNpeXHWe rofbl TakKMM CTpaHaM, Kak

Germany’s negotiation position was primarily
characterized by its role as a huge net paying
country and by German attempts to draw the
right lessons from the current public debt crisis
in the eurozone.

Complaints about unfavourable German net
payments have been a central component of
German European policy debates for decades.
From a German perspective, the Commission’s
proposal for the next MFF had been set at
about €100bn, which was considered too
high. Consequently, German Chancellor Angela
Merkel, together with her colleagues from the
UK, France, the Netherlands and Finland, signed
a letter—backdated to 18 December 2010—
to President Barroso and demanded a virtual
budget freeze on the 2013 level.

In addition the German government strongly
argued against the introduction of some kind
of a European tax. To improve efficiency and to
simplify the own resources system, the German
government advocated the abolition of VAT-
based own resources. Although the federal
government supports a financial transaction tax
in Europe, or at least in some member states, the
federal government rejected the Commission’s
proposal that the expected revenues should
flow into the European budget.

Chancellor Angela Merkel said on 21
February in her report on the summit in the
German Bundestag that the government could
achieve its four principal negotiation objectives:

1. For the first time the overall volume of

the European budget could be slightly
reduced, by about 3%. The MFF 2014-
2020 will have a total volume of about
€960bn or 1% of Europe’s GNI. This had

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies

Wpnanaus, Micnanus u [peuus, Moo BbiTb Nprun-
HOW OMACHbIX CNEKYNSATUBHbIX «My3bIpeit» U Apyrnx
HEraTMBHbIX SKOHOMWYECKMX SIBJIEHWUM, KOTOpble
06yCcnoBMNM NpenpacrnoNoXeHHOCTb 3TUX CTPaH
K nocnepytowemy kpusucy. OHu npennpuHanm
OCTOPO3HbIE LarnM Mo KOPPEeKTUPOBaHMIO 06LLei
CE/IbCKOXO3MCTBEHHON MOAUTUKM, HO BO3AepKa-
JUCb OT AABHO Ha3peBLUMX pedopM — HanpuMep,
OrpaHMyeHns MaKCMMarnbHOro rofoBoro obbema
cybCuanii KpyrnHbIM NPOU3BOAUTENSIM.
EBponericknit napnaMeHT Tenepb AOMKEH pe-
WKTb, MCMONb30BATb I EMY CBOE NPaBO OTBEP-
FHYTb COMNALLEHNE U MHULMMPOBATb €ro YaCTHbIMN
AW MNOMHbIM nepecMmoTp. Hawnyywnin  Bapwu-
aHT KaK AN peanucros, Tak M AN WAEeaNnCToB
Bo ®paHumu 3aknoyaeTcs B TOM, 4ToObl 0f0-
6puTb KOHCEpBAaTMBHOE COMMALIEHWE, HO C YC-
NOBUEM, YTO HbIHELLIHAS TSHKENoBeCHas cucreMa
OyneT 3aMeHeHa MCMONb30BaHMEM COOCTBEHHbIX
cpencts EC. KoHKpeTHble peLueHus afis 3Toro yxe
eCTb: Hanor Ha (MHaHCOBblE Oomepauuu U Apy-
rme GopMbl BHOAXKETHBLIX MOCTYNIEHWUIA, KOTOPbIE
no3sonat EC duHaHCMpOBaTb CBOK MOMUTUKY
6e3 Toro, 4tobbl HaUMOHaNbHble nuaepbl 6opo-
JINCb 33 KaXAbI MUNNAPA, BO BPEMS MOMHOYHbIX
NeperoBopoB, 3aKaHYMBAOLLMXCA NOA, YTPO.

been the German target line and was
therefore seen as an important success.

2. The German government launched the
“Initiative for better spending”to alleviate
its restrictive position as a net-paying
country with a more forward-looking and
future-oriented approach. The German
answer to all calls to increase the volume
of the European budget was hence to
increase efficiency.

3. As major net payer the federal government
tried to secure significant funding for the
German Lander. Therefore Germany followed
a two track approach. On the one hand,
European funds should be concentrated
in the most backward regions as defined
in the ‘convergence” objective. However,
Germany fought successfully to introduce
transitional arrangements to avoid economic
disruptions and financial difficulties. This so-
called safety net for regions would benefit
the economically weak Eastern-German
regions. But the richer regions, currently
funded by the “regional competitiveness and
employment” objective, should also remain
eligible for European structural funds.
Therefore the federal government tried
to maintain comprehensive funding in all
regions of the EU, a benefit for the Western
German Lander.

4. The German approach was part of an
overall attempt to modernise the European
budget and to shift European funds to
allocative and modern policies, i.e. for R&D,
innovation and education, climate change
and energy, under the precondition that
no additional funding will be available.

EU Budget 2014-2020: Views from across Europe after 7-8 February 2013



[epmaHug

lNeTep bekkep

3amectuTens pykooauTens
UCCNEN0BATENbCKOTO
NoApa3aeneHus,
[epMaHCKUit UHCTUTYT
MeXZIyHapOoAHOM NOAUTUKM
1 6e3onacHocT1

Germany launched new ideas and proposals

to improve European Cohesion policy and

to apply structural funds for more growth

and employment. This growth-oriented
approach means basically that European
funds will become the main financial tool

for implementing the Europe 2020 strategy.

The MFF negotiations in general and the
German approach in particular were certainly
influenced by the current eurozone and debt crisis
and its consequences for member states’ public
finances. The crisis has pushed nearly all member
states to reduce public expenditures and this has
affected the EU budget negotiations. Therefore
Germany supported all attempts to reform the

Mo3numa fepmaHum Ha neperoBopax bbina npo-
[MKTOBaHa, B MEpBY0 OYepedb, €e pO/bl Kak
KPYMHOrO HETTO-LOHOPA M MOMbITKAMKU U3BNEYb
BEPHbIE YPOKM M3 TEKYLLETO KPU3UCA B EBPO30HE.

KpuTuka o6bema B3HOCOB 6bla LEeHTpasibHOM
TemMol [ebaToB O eBpOMeicKoM HanpaeneHun
BHeLUHel nonutuku fepManumu. C ee TOUKM 3peHus
BapuaHT EBpokomuccum (100 mnpa eBpo) Bbirns-
[en 9BHO 3aBblweHHbIM. KaHunep Axrena Mep-
Kenb C konneramu u3 Bennkobputanum, GpaHumm,
Hunepnannos u ®unnaHaum 18 nekabpsa 2010 r.
noanucanv obpalleHue K npeaceaatento EBpoko-
muccun XKose MaHyanto bapposy ¢ TpeboBaHnem
3aM0po3uTb GrogKeT Ha ypoBHe 2013 1.

Kpome Toro, lepmaHus TBepAo BbICTynana npo-
TUB BBEOEHWS HEKoero nofobus eBponenckoro
Hanora. MpaBUTeNbCTBO MPU3bIBANO YNPa3aHUTb
COBCTBEHHbIE pecypchbl, OCHOBaHHble Ha HJC,
YTO MOBBICUTb 3PDEKTUBHOCTD U YNPOCTUTL UX
cuctemy. lepMaHus noaaepxuBaeT BBeAEHME Ha-
nora Ha GuHaHcoBble onepauuu B EBpone unu,
no KpaviHei Mepe, B HEKOTOPbIX CTPAHAX-uYneHax,
HO OHa OTBepria npeanoxeHus EBpokomuccum
0 TOM, 4TOObI COBMpaeMble AOXOAbI HAMPABASAUCh
B 00Kt BropKeT.

BbicTynas c otyeTtom 0 cammuTe nepea Aeny-
Tatamu byHpecrara 21 deBpans, kaHunep AHrena
Mepkenb ckasana, 4to NpaBMUTENbCTBY YAANOCh
BbINOHWUTb YETbIPE NMPUHLMNUANIbHBIE 33aUK:

1. Bnepsble 6topkeT EC 6611 HEMHOrO COKpa-
LweH — Ha 3%. Ero obwwuii 06bem cocTaBuT
okono 960 mnpa espo, unn 1% BHI EC.
70 6bINO LENneBbIM OpUeHTUpPOM ang lep-
MaHWW, NMO3TOMY MCXOL B 3TOM BOMpoOCe
Obln pacLeHeH Kak ycnex.

2. TepMaHus MHMLMMPOBaNa nporpamMmy «3a
YNYYLIEHHbIE PACXOApl», YTOObl CHU3UTH
(DMHAHCOBYH Harpysky Ha cebs u BbICTY-
MUTb C MAesIMU, 6oNblle OPUEHTUPOBAHHBI-
MU Ha byayLuee. M03TOMY Ha BCe NPU3bIBbI
YBE/IMUUTb PACXofbl NPaBWUTENbCTBO OTBE-
4arno, YTo HaZlo NOBbIWATL IPPEKTUBHOCTD.

3. TepMaHus cTpemMunacb L0OUTHCS 3HauW-
TenbHOro GUHAHCMPOBAHUS AN CBOMUX 3e-
menb. [1ns 3TOro NpaBUTENbCTBO MCMO/b30-
BaNo ABoMHONM noaxon. C ofHOM CTOPOHbI,
COMMACHO LeNnsM «KOHBEPreHuuu» eBpo-
nenckue CpeacTBa AOMKHbI HAMNPABAATHCS
B HauMeHee pa3BuTble perunoHbl. OnHako
[epManuy  ypanocb [06WUTbCS  BBEAEHMS
«MEPEXOAHbBIX» YCNOBWIA, YTOObI 0becneunTb

European budget and to tackle the weaknesses and
efficiencyissues in European spending policies with
the help of its better spending approach. European
spending policies and especially European
cohesion policy should become more efficient
and effective, in order to promote its fundamental
objectives: generating higher economic growth,
creating more and better jobs and thus minimizing
the discrepancies between rich and poor regions in
the European Union. European expenditures need
to be justified. Hence, the crisis put the question of
the legitimacy of European spending to the fore.
Germany argued in favour of using the European
budget as an incentive for structural economic
reforms, especially in crisis-torn countries.

paBHOMEPHOCTb 3KOHOMMUYECKOIO Pa3BUTHUS
1 M36aBUTbCS OT GUHAHCOBbIX 3aTPYAHEHWIA.
JTa Tak HasblBaeMas CTpaxOBOYHas CeTb
NS PErMOHOB MOMOXET 3KOHOMUYECKM OT-
CTalolWmM permoHam BocTtouHom fepMaHmm.
C ppyroii cTtopoHbl, 6onee 6oratble peru-
OHbl, KOTOpble Cenyac Moay4alT AeHbru
Ha LieNn NOBbIWEHNS KPErMOHANbHOW KOH-
KYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTM U 3aHATOCTU», TakxKe
J[OMKHbI UMETb AOCTYN K CTPYKTYPHBIM (OH-
faM. [103TOMy NpaBUTENbCTBO BbICTYMaNo
32 MO/HOLEeHHbIN 06beM CpeacTB ANS Bex
pernoHoB EC, 4to 6b110 Ha NoNb3y 3emMnam
3anapHoi fepmaHuu.

4. Mopxopn TepmaHuu coBnagan ¢ o06LWMM

XEeNaHneM ynyywuTb eBponenckuin 61oa-
XeT W pacnpefeneHne Cpencrs, nepeo-
pVEHTUPOBAB MX Ha bonee COBpeMeHHble
nporpaMMbl — Hayka U pa3BUTHE, UHHOBA-
uMn 1 obpasoBaHue, U3MEHEHWNE KMMaTa
1 3HepreTuka. Ho ¢ ycnosuMeM — 4to 31O
npousoinaer 6e3 LOMOAHUTENbHbIX (K-
HaHCOBbIX BAMBaHWN. [epMaHMa BHecna
WOEeN v NpeanoxeHns o6 ynyyweHun es-
pONencKon MOAUTUKM CMAOYEHUS U Ha-
npaBiieHUn CTPYKTYPHbIX GOHA0B Hosnblue
Ha CTUMY/IMPOBaHME 3KOHOMMWYECKOro po-
CTa ¥ 3aHATOCTU. ITO 3HAYMT, YTO CpPeaCcTBa
CTaHYT MaBHbIM MHCTPYMEHTOM BOMJIOLLE-
Hus cTpaternu «EBpona 2020».

KoHeuHo, neperosopbl 0 MHoroneTHem GuHaH-
COBOM NfaHe 1 nosunuma [fepMaHumn HaxooMAnChb
nof, BO3AENCTBMEM KPU3MCA B EBPO3OHE M €ro no-
CNencTBUiA ANS rocynapCTBeHHbIX GuHaHcoB. OH
BbIHYAMA HaLMOHaNbHbIE MPABUTENbLCTBA COKPa-
LWaTb FOCPAcxoabl, U 3TO BAMUSIO HA NEPeroBopbl.
[ostomy lepmMaHusa nooaepxvBana Bce NombITKU
M3MEHWUTb 06LLMIA BroLKeT 1 NOBbICUTL IPPEKTUB-
HOCTb pacxoAoB. EBponeiickas noamTuka cniove-
HUS [O/MKHa cTaTb Gonee AeiCTBEHHOM, YTOObI
pewwatb QyHAAMEHTaNbHbIe 3aAa4m: CnocobCTBO-
BaTb Oonee BbICOKOMY 3KOHOMMWYECKOMY PpOCTY,
CO3AaHUI0 HOBbIX pabounx MecT u, TakuM obpa-
30M, CHWXEHUIO HepaBeHCTBA Mexay HoraTbimMu
n 6enHbIMK pervoHamu. Pacxopbl AOMKHbI ObiTb
060CHOBaHHbIMU. M 3a8Ch KpU3KWC BbIHEC Ha Nep-
Bblii M1aH BONPOCHI AOMYCTUMOCTU €BPOMENCKUX
TpaT. [epMaHua BbICTYNana 3a MCMONb30BaHWe
BromKeTa AN CTUMYNMPOBAHMUS 3KOHOMMUYECKMX
pedopm, ocobeHHO B CTpaHax, MOCTPaAaBLUMX
OT Kpu3suca.

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 17
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The European Council agreed to a deal that
would reduce the European budget in real
terms for the first time. Greece, together with
the rest of the Cohesion countries, was firmly
against any reductions in the budget and the
associated funds. The cut of €34.4bn between
now and 2019 from the ongoing 2007-2013
financial framework has been seen as a political
triumph for the British Conservative Prime
Minister, David Cameron, and Eurosceptics
everywhere. In pro- European circles and in the
net beneficiaries’ countries like Greece there
was a sense of disappointment.

The MFF deal reflects the current political
balance and is certainly insufficient to the needs
of the EU in times of recession. Furthermore it
fails to address the ambitious targets that EU
leaders themselves have set.

Politics,however, being the art of the feasible,
one should not dismiss the budget deal out of
hand.

For one thing a deal is better than no deal.
Failure to reach a compromise would have
created serious distortions in the institutional
process and significant delays further down the
line. Second, the deal is not so bad for Athens
and from a purely Europhile perspective it
includes important innovations. Athens is in
fact relatively satisfied, and this was obvious
in the statements of government leaders in the
aftermath of the summit. Of course, as with any
budget deal, the real question is the extent that
member countries will be able to put the money
to good use.

Overall the new MFF amounts to €959.99bn,
which is about 1% of the EU GDP. This ceiling
is 3.5% less than the current MFF (2007-2013).
In terms of the actual categories the budget
includes provisions for increasing the sums
available to research and technology by about
37% compared with the current MFF. Included
in this category is the new Connecting Europe
Facility (CEF), which, although substantially
reduced from the original Commission’s proposal,
still comes to €29bn. The same category also
includes €620m for nuclear security projects in
Lithuania, Slovakia and Bulgaria.

The Cohesion funds category finally comes to
€325.15bn,whichis€5bnmore thanthe previous
proposal of the Council Presidency, but €30bn
less than the current budget. Part of this will be
devoted to the new initiative to combat youth
unemployment. The new initiative is estimated
to consume €6bn. An important provision is
the so called revision clause which stipulates
that in 2016 the Commission might revise the
Cohesion funds allocation for countries which
are under recession. For Greece this is fairly
important, since the Eurostat figures used to
calculate the eligibility of regions for the new
MFF hail from 2009. Consequently they paint a
rather rosy picture of Greek regions - which does
not coincide with the reality on the ground of a
country under severe recession.

As always, the lion’s share of the budget
goes to agriculture, with the relevant category
receiving €377.2bn; this is €1bn more than the
amount suggested by the Council Presidency,
but 11.2% less compared with the current MFF.
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On the Revenues side there was also some
partial although not minor progress. The deal
sets a course which might lead eventually to
the adoption of a true direct VAT to replace the
current one, which is essentially of a statistical
nature. Progress was also registered on the
issue of the financial transactions tax (the so
called Tobin tax) for participating countries. It
was agreed that further work will need to be
conducted in order to examine if it can be part
of the own resources system.

Overall Greece should be satisfied. The
actual share it will receive is significantly
higher compared with the original predictions
and proposals. According to the first estimates,
Greece is expected to absorb €14.5bn from
the cohesion funds, including €1.375bn, which
was specifically offered given the dire financial
predicament of the country. To this one should
add €3.7bn for agricultural development and
a substantial portion from the new initiative
to combat youth unemployment. Furthermore,
the revision clause which is expected to be
triggered in 2016 means that Greece might
be able to qualify for an additional €2bn.
Moreover, Greece will have access to the new
Immigration fund and to additional Funds for
research and development. The exact amount is
difficult to calculate given the fact that these
are competitive funds, but it will be in addition
to the previously mentioned amounts. A positive
externality is the provision for nuclear safety
funds for Bulgaria, which, given its proximity to
Greece, is of crucial importance for Athens.

In terms of the overall provisions the budget
agreement also strengthens the macroeconomic
conditionality regime in the EU, restricting the
flow of credit to those member states who are
in ‘excessive deficit’ or ‘excessive imbalance’
situations, and who are not abiding by their
budgetary and reform commitments. This is a
potentially powerful instrument to incentivize
reform, although the punitive logic ought to be
balanced by additional funding if governments
perform well. This idea of ‘convergence and
competitiveness  contracts’ between the
Commission and member states on a voluntary
basis will be on the agenda for EU leaders
meeting later this year.

Of course, the proposal initially tabled by the
Commission was more radical in key respects,
and it might have been preferable to have
followed the Commission’s lead. For instance,
the Connecting Europe Facility to strengthen
the EU’s transport, broadband and energy
networks was initially budgeted with €40bn,
a figure brought down to €29bn. This still
represents a double-digit increase from 2007-
2013, but the roll-out of fast broadband takes
the biggest hit (down from €9bn to €1bn).

In terms of the big picture, the fundamental
question that needs to be raised by the budget
settlement is how far it underpins the Europe
2020 Strategy and in so doing, offers a tenable
exit strategy for Europe out of the 2008-09
crisis. In this respect the importance of the
2020 Strategy from a progressive standpoint
ought not to be too easily dismissed. Although
it was agreed by a group of mainly centre-
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right governments, it is strikingly social
and environment-friendly, and provides an
important statement of reforming intent.
Narratives and the language of reform matter
in enabling politicians to frame initiatives that
will be more readily accepted by voters. Europe
needs a story line which sets out a long term
trajectory of reform.

The 2020 objectives are demanding: 3% of
GDPmustbeinvestedinresearchand innovation.
There must 20% less energy consumption, 20%
lower greenhouse gas emissions, and the share
of renewable energies must reach 20%.75% 20
to 64 year olds must be in employment. 40%
of 30 to 34 year olds must have completed
tertiary education.And there must be 20 million

EBponeiickuit coBeT on0bpun cornalieHue, Ko-
TOpoe BMepBble COKPATUT eBponenckuii 6toa-
XEeT B peanbHOM BblpaxeHuu. peuus, BmecTe
C ApYrMMM cTpaHamu-nonyyatensmu ns MoHpaa
CnaoYeHus, Obina pelnTenbHO MPOTUB NHObLIX
COKpaLleHni B OlofxeTe M CBA3aHHbIX C HUM
doHpax. CHuxkeHune Ha 34,4 mnppn eBpo B che-
nyowemM GUHAHCOBOM LmKe Bblno pacLeHeHo
KaKk nobema OpUTAHCKOrO MNpeMbep-MUHUCTPA
[3Buoa KamepoHa u eBpOCKENTUKOB MO BCeW
Espone. B npoesponenckux Kpyrax u cpeau
HeTTO-nony4atenen, kak [peuus, BUTano 4yBCcTBoO
pa3oyapoBaHus.

MHoroneTHuit GuHaHcoBbIM nnaH (MOI) otpa-
YaEeT TekyLLee NoMTUYECcKOe PaBHOBECKE U, Onpe-
[leneHHo, He otBeyvaeT TpeboBaHuam EC B nepuop,
peueccun. OH Takke He npecnenyet Te ambuuy-
03Hble Lenu, KoTopble nuaepbl EBpocotosa camu
1 YCTaHOBWIN.

Ho nockonbKy NonuTHKa ecTb MCKYCCTBO BO3-
MOXHOTO, HeNb3s cOpacbiBaTh 610AXKET CO CHETOB.

B ooHOM Hanuuue cornaleHus nydie, Y4em
€ro OTCYTCTBME, — HEBO3MOXXHOCTb [OCTUYb KOM-
npoMucca o3Havana Obl cepbe3Hoe UCKaXeHWe
MHCTUTYLMOHHOIO Mpouecca M ero 3HauuTeNb-
Hoe 3amenneHue BrocneacTemuun. Kpome toro, co-
rnaweHne He HaCTOMbKO NAOX0 HU AN ADUH, HK
NS eBpoduUIOB, MOCKObKY BKIOYAET BaXKHblE
HoBauuK. [peLmns Ha CaMOM fene C OTHOCUTENb-
HbIM Y[OBNETBOPEHWEM BOCMPUHANA pe3y/b-
TaTbl CAMMMTA, 4TO ObINO O4YEBUAHO B UTOTOBOW
neknapauuu. KoHewHo, Kak v B ciyyae ¢ NobbiM
[pYruMm cornalieHuneM o 61oaxeTe, UCTUHHDBIA BO-
NpoC 3aKNOYAETCS B TOM, HACKONBKO MOHOLLEH-
HO CTPaHbl-4YeHbl CMOTYT MCMNONb30BaTb AEHbIU
Ha bnarve uenu.

Hogbit MOI cocransieT 959,99 mnppa espo,
yto coctasnsietT okono 1% BB EC. 310 3Hauve-
HMe Ha 3,5% HuXKe, 4eM B HbIHeLWHeM nepuoae
(2007-2013 rr.). C TOYKM 3peHUs OTAENbHbIX pas-
[lenoB 61oKeT BK/IKYaeT NnonoxeHus ob ysenu-
YEHWM CPEeACTB, BblAENSEMbIX HA HAYKy M TEXHO-
Norumn, NpUBAN3UTENBHO Ha 37% MO CPaBHEHWUIO
C HbIHELIHUM LMKNOM. B TOM uncne 3to nporpam-
mMa «CoeauHutb EBpony», KoTOpas, HecMoTps
Ha COKpalleHWe Mo CpaBHEHWID C MepBOHaYasb-
HbIM BapuaHToM EBpokomuccuu, no-npexHemy
oueHuBaeTcs B 29 mnpn espo. ToT xe pasgen
BKk/to4aeT 620 MNH eBpPO Ha NPOEeKTbl aTOMHOM
6e3onacHocTu B Jlutee, CnoBakuu 1 bonrapum.

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

fewer EU citizens living in poverty and social
exclusion.

Analyzing the impact of the budget deal
against these targets is difficult, as the
alignment between the budget’s commitments
and the 2020 objectives is neither clear nor
transparent. The good news is that the research
and innovation budget will increase from €55bn
to €71bn in the next seven years (although the
Commission tabled €80bn), providing a much
needed boost to European competitiveness.
The decision to slash the Globalisation
Adjustment Fund, in contrast, sends mixed
signals about European solidarity in achieving
the employment targets set out in the Europe
2020 strategy.

Pasnen o MoHae cnnoyeHus B KOHLE KOHLOB
6bin yTBEpXAEH C cymMMol B 325,15 mnppa eBpo,
4To Ha 5 Mnpp Bonblue, Yem NpeabiayLiee npes-
noxeHue npepcepatens Esponenckoro coeerta,
HO Ha 30 mnpp MeHblue Tekyliero 6roaxerTa.
Yactb cpencts Oymer HanpaBieHa Ha 6opbby
c 6e3pabotuueit cpeau ™Monomexu. Pacxonbl
Ha HOBYK WMHWLMATMBY OLEHMBAIOTCS B 6 MApA,
eBpo.

BaxkHbIM nonoxeHveMm $BNSETCS TakK Hasbl-
Baemas CTaTbs O MEpPecMoTpe, KOTOpas [NacuT,
yto EBpokOMMCCMS BMpaBe MnepecMoTpeTb pas-
Mep CPeAcTB MO JMHWUM MPOrpaMMmbl CMIOHEHUS
B 2016 r. ,ns Tex CTpaH, 3KOHOMMKM KOTOPbIX Ha-
xoastcs B peueccun. [ing Tpeumn 310 A0OBOMBHO
BaXKHO, MOCKONbKY peueccuio uudpbl EBpocTaTa,
MCnonb3yemble 415 COOTBETCTBMS PETMOHOB KpU-
Tepusm DoHAaa, nokasbisanu ¢ 2009 r. Bnocnen-
CTBMM OHM MOKa3blBaNN CKOPee CBETNYH KapTUHY
COCTOSIHMS €N B rPevyecKkux pervoHax, YTo He
COOTBETCTBOBANO [EMCTBUTENBHOCTM, MOCKOAbKY
CTpaHa Haxoaunach B KpU3uce.

Kak obbluHO, NbBMHasg fons GoaxeTa yxoaut
Ha Cenbckoe XO035MCTBO (COOTBETCTBYHOLMIA pas-
nen nonyuun 377,2 mnpa eBpo, 4to Ha 1 mnpg
BonbLue, YeM NpennoxexHune npencenatens Eepo-
nencKoro coBeta, Ho Ha 11,2% MeHblue TekyLlero
YPOBHS).

C TOYKM 3peHus [OXO0A0B Takxke Obin 3a-
(DUKCUPOBAH YaCTUYHbIA — HO He ManeHbKui —
nporpecc. CornalieHne 3anoXuno OCHOBY K Me-
pexofny oT HblHewHero HAC, nmelowwero no cytu
CTaTUCTUYECKYIO OCHOBY, K [e/CTBUTENbHO Npsi-
momy HJIC. MoaBuxKM Takxke npousownu oT-
HOCMTENbHO Hanora Ha GUHAHCOBblE onepaLuu
(Tak Ha3biBaeMblIii Hanor TobuHa). CTpaHbl-yyacT-
HULLbI COMNACUANCh, YTO HEOBXOAMMO MPOBECTU
[LOMONHUTENbHOE U3YYeHUE, MOXKET I OH ObITb
4aCTbl CMCTEMBI COBCTBEHHBIX PECYpCoB.

B uenom [lpeuns pomkHa ObiTb A0BObHA.
(DakTuyeckas BeMYMHA CPencTB, KOTOpble OHa
MOYYWT, OKaszanacb 3HAYUTENbHO Bbile nep-
BOHaYasibHbIX MPOrHO30B M npennoxeHuin. Co-
rMacHo nepBbiM nopcyetam, AduHbl nonyyat
14,5 mMnpa eBpo MO MporpaMme CrioyeHus,
Bknoyas 1,375 mnpn eBpo, Kotopble 6binu
CMeuManbHo BblGENeHbl C YY4ETOM CKBEPHOTO
(MHAHCOBOro COCTosiHMA cTpaHbl. K 3ToMy Hano
n06aBUTb 3,7 MApA €BpPO HA Pa3BUTUE CENbCKO-
ro X034MCTBa M 3HAuYMTENbHbI 06beM CpeacTB
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Ha 60pbby C 6e3paboTuueit cpeau MOOLEXM.
Kpome Toro, ctatbss 0 nepecMoTpe noppasyMme-
BaeT, uto nocne 2016 r. lpeuns MOXeT NOYYUTb
ewe 2 MnpA eBpo. Takxke CTpaHa nonyuuT focTyn
K VMmurpaumoHHomy @oHOy M CpeacTBaM
Ha HayKy M TEXHOMOMUU. TOUHYIO CYMMY MOACYM-
TaTb CNIOXHO, YUYUTbIBAS, YTO 3TO COMEPHMYAtOLLME
Lpyr ¢ ApyroM nporpammel. Ho B ntobom ciyyae
[LOMOHWUTENbHbIE CPeACcTBa OyayT HaNpaBASTbCS
peumn cBepx yxxe yrnoMsiHyTol cyMMbl. C TOUKM
3peHust NMO3UTUBHbIX UTOrOB, KACALLMXCS COCen-
HUX CTPaH, MOXHO YNOMSIHYTb CPEACTBA Ha aTOM-
Hyto 6e3omacHocTb B bonrapuu, uto, yunTbIBas
671130CTb K AQUHAM, SBISIETCS KM3HEHHO BAXHbIM.

B uenom OrmoxeTHoe cornaweHue Takxe
YKPEnnsieT pexuM Makpo3KOHOMUYeckoh o6by-
cnosneHHoct B EC, KoTopblii orpaHuumBaet
MOTOK KPEeAMTOB B Te CTPaHbl, KOTOPbIE UCMbITbI-
BAKOT MPOBNAEMBI C «YpE3MEPHBIM AEDULUTOMS
UK «4pe3mMepHoi pasbanaHCMpOBKOM» IKOHO-
MUKW U KOTOPble He BbIMOMHSAT CBOM 06s3a-
TenbcTBa No 6Gtomxety u pedopmam. lMNoTeHuu-
a/IbHO 3TO MOXET CTaTb CUJIbHBIM UHCTPYMEHTOM
noAcTernBaHns pedopm, Ho, C APYron CTOPOHbI,
TaKoW MOAXOA AOMKeH OblTb YpaBHOBELUEH Bbl-
[leNeHWeM AOMONHUTENbHBIX CPEACTB TEM, KTO
XOpOLO MpOBOAUT pedopMbl. Maes «KoHBep-
reHLMU 1 KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTM KOHTPAKTOBY
Ha [obpoBONbHO 0CHOBE MexAay EBpokomuccu-
el u cTpaHaMu-uneHamu ByaeT LOMONHUTENbHO
06CyXAaTbCs B 3TOM rOAY.

KoHeuHo, mepBOHa4asbHOe MpeasioxXeHue
EBpokomuccum 6b110 6onee paanKanbHbIM B He-
KOTOPbIX K/HOYEBbIX MOMEHTAX, HO CleA0BaHUe
eMy Morno 6bl 6biTb Bonee NpeLnoYTUTENbHBIM.
Hanpumep, nporpamma «CoenuHutb EBpony»
Mo Pa3BWUTUIO TPAHCMOPTHbIX, LIMPOKOMOAOCHbIX
M SHEPreTMYeckmnx CUCTEM CHayarna oLueHUBanach
B 40 mMnppL eBpo, a 3aTeM ee BHOIKET CoKpaTun
[10 29 MApA. 3TO NO-MPEXHEMY OTPAXKAET ABY3HAY-
HbI pOCT MO CpaBHeHUto ¢ ypoBHem 2007-2013
IT., HO Gonblue BCEro MocTpasanu LUIMPOKONOIoC-
Hble ceTu (cokpalieHue ¢ 9 no 1 mnpa eBpo).

C ToukM 3peHus bonee WKMPOKOW mepcnek-
TUBbI OCHOBHOW BOMPOC, KOTOPbIA HE06X0AMMO

Ireland’s priorities

Ireland’s objectives going into the MFF 2014-20
negotiations were spelled out by the Taoiseach
(Prime Minister) Enda Kenny in a speech to the
Dail (Irish Parliament) just before the European
Council meeting on 7-8 February 2013. Ireland
has been a net beneficiary from EU funding,
largely because of very substantial transfers
under the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). In
2011, net receipts from the EU budget amounted
to €586m, making a significant contribution to
government spending. The CAP accounts for
about 85% of total Irish EU receipts. Ireland’s
first priority was to protect the allocation for the
CAP, and to maximise Irish access to it.

Ireland has also suffered badly as a result
of the economic downturn and a particularly

NoAHATb B pasroBope o OlOXETHOM cornatile-
HWM, — 3TO BOMPOC O TOM, HAaCKOJIbKO OHO CO-
oTBeTcTBYeT cTpaterun «Espona 2020» 1 kako
Bbixog, 13 kpusmca 2008 -2009 rr. npennaraert.
B 3TOM OTHOLWeEHMM nporpeccuBHOe 3HaYeHue
cTpaTernu He MO3BONSET ee NPOCTO Tak 0Tbpo-
cuTb. Byoyun npennoxeHHOM MpenMyLLecTBeH-
HO  MPaBOLEHTPUCTCKMMM  MPABWUTENBCTBAMM,
OHa TeM He MeHee WCK/YMTENbHO CoLManb-
HO- M 3KONOTMYECKU OPUEHTMPOBAHHAN U $B-
nset coboi BaxHbIM npumep pedopMaTOpCKMX
ycTpemneHui. Jlormka u a3bik pedopm umeet
3Ha4YeHMe ANS MNONUTMKOB, KOTOPble [OOMKHbI
Tak pa3pabaTtbiBaTb CBOM WMHWULMATMBDI, YTOODI
OHM OblAM Nydylle noHATbl mM3bupatensmu. Es-
porne HeobXoAMMa CHKeTHas JIMHUS, KoTopas
onpenenuT TpaekTopuio ee pa3BUTUS Ha LOATYHO
nepcrneKkTuBy.

Llenn 2020 r. oba3biBatowme: 3% BBl nomkHO
MHBECTMPOBATLCA B HAYKY M MHHOBauuK. Ha 20%
[OMKHO ObITb CHMXKEHO 3HepronoTpebneHue,
Ha 20% L[OMKHbI BbITb CHUXEHbI BBIOPOCHI Map-
HWMKOBOrO rasa, AoNs BO30OHOBNSIEMOWM 3Hep-
rMu fomkHa poctuub 20%. B kateropuu niopeit
oT 20 po 64 net 3aHATOCTb AOMKHA COCTaB-
natb 75%. B kateropuun nopeit ot 30 no 34 net
50% pomkHbl MMeTb BbiCllee 0Opa3oBaHMe.
N Ha 20 MMNNMOHOB NtOAEN MeHbLUE AOMKHbI
XWTb B 6€4HOCTU U COLMANBHOM OTYYXAEHUM.

ConocTaBneHve nNpuHATOro BroKeTa € 3TUM
3aja4amMu  npobnemMaTMyHoO, MOCKObKY CBS3M
Mexnay obs3aTenbctBamMu OromxeTa M ULensaMu
CTpaTerMM He SBASKOTCS HU OYEBMAHBIMM, HU
MpOo3payHbIMU. XOpOLLE HOBOCTbIO CAYXMT TO,
yTo OIKET Ha HayKy M MHHOBaUMK Bblpac-
TeT ¢ 55 no 71 mnpa eBpo B cneaylolime CeMb
net (xota npepnoxeHne EBpokomuccumn 6bino
80 Mnpp eBpo), CMMBONU3MPYS 3HAYUTENbHOE
noAcnopbe A/ pocTa eBPONencKon KOHKYypeH-
TocnocobHocTu. Pelwenne ypesatb DoHp apan-
TaumMn K rnobanusauuu, HanpoTvB, MOCbINAET
CMELUaHHble CUrHanbl O TOTOBHOCTU eBpomnei-
CKMX CTPaH eAuMHOAYLWHO 60poTbCs 3a AOCTUXE-
HWe uenei B 061aCT 3aHATOCTH, YCTaHOBIEHHBIX
B cTpaterun «Espona 2020».

severe banking crisis. A second objective was
to secure an MFF with adequate resources
for growth-enhancing measures including
research, education, European connectivity and
support for the SME sector.

A third priority was to protect Ireland’s
cohesion receipts to the maximum extent
possible in the context of changing relative
GDP per capita rates and pressure to
concentrate funding on less developed
regions. lreland consists of two NUTS2
regions: the South and East, which s
relatively more prosperous, concentrated
around the capital city Dublin, and the more
disadvantaged Border, Midlands and Western
(BMW) region. The GDP per capita of the BMW
region is about 93% of the EU average over
the 2007-09 period, so the region no longer
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Upnanaus

AnaH MaTTbi03

MoyeTHbI npodeccop,
Tpunutn-konnemx ybnauHa

qualifies as a transition region and faces a
reduction in its allocation.

Other priorities were to retain the European
Globalisation Adjustment Fund and to ensure
that any changes to the revenue side of the own
resource arrangements had a minimal impact
on Ireland’s net contribution.

What does the deal mean to Ireland?

Irish  political leaders have expressed
satisfaction with the outcome of the European
Council negotiations. Although there will be a
reduction in the CAP budget in real terms in
the next MFF, the reduction is relatively small
and much less than what might have been
anticipated at the start of the negotiations.
This relatively favourable outcome was helped
by a gift’ of an additional special allocation of
€100m of rural development funding. With this
outcome, Ireland achieved its main objective in
the MFF negotiations.

Even though the focus of structural funds
has moved eastwards, Ireland received around
€900m of structural funds between 2007 and
2013. Although a detailed breakdown is not
yet available, the Irish government has claimed
that the MFF package will see an increase in
Ireland’s structural fund receipts in the coming
period. A special provision of €100m for the
BMW region was included due to the significant
economic downturn it has experienced. But
even the South & East Region will receive
an increase on its 2007-13 allocation, albeit

Mpuoputetbl Upnanann

3apaun MpnaHoum Ha npencroswmx nepero-
BOpax no MHoroneTHeMy GWHAHCOBOMY MiaHy
6binM ornaweHbl NpPemMbep-MUHUCTPOM CTPaHbl
JHpov KeHHM B xone BbICTynieHus B napha-
MeHTe HakKaHyHe. MpnaHaus SBnseTcs HeTTo-Mno-
nyyatenem  eBponenckoro  GUHAHCUPOBAHMS
NPeUMyLLECTBEHHO B CUITYy OYEHb 3HAYMUTENbHbIX
TpaHCchepToB B pamMkax 0bLLei Cenbckoxo3sii-
crBeHHow nonutmku (OCT). B 2011 r. accurHoBa-
Husa u3 6romketa EC coctaBunmn 556 MnH eBpo
M BHECAM 3aMeTHylo npubaBKy rocynapCcTBeH-
HbIM pacxofaM. Ha duHaHcMpoBaHue no MHUK
OCIN npuxoamtca nopspka 85% Bcex nonyya-
eMbIX MpnaHauei cpencts. [loatomy npuopwu-
TETOM cTpaHbl 6bi1o oTcToATh pacxoabl Ha OCT
M YNYYLWKTb AOCTYN K BblAENSEMbIM pecypcam.
MpnaHpus Takxke cepbe3HO mocTpajana
OT 3KOHOMMWYECKOro Kpu3uca, 0CcobeHHO ero
6aHKOBCKOW cocTaBnstoLieit. [MoaToMy 3apaueit
66110 3an0XmTb B MOIT goCTaTouHbIE pecypcbl
Ha Takue Mepbl, CTUMYNIUPYHOLLME POCT, KaK Hay-
Ka, obpa3oBaHue, eBponeickas MHOPaCTPyKTy-
pa v NnoaAepXka Manoro u cpeaHero usHeca.
Ewe oaHMM npuopuTETOM ObINO COXPaHWUTb
HaCKONbKO BO3MOXHO 6Oonblue CPeacTs no /u-
HUW MONUTUKM CMIIOYEHUS, YUUTbIBAS U3MEHEHUS
ypoBHa BBl Ha aywy HaceneHus W TeHAEHUMIO
K BblAENeHUIo leHer MeHee pa3BUTbIM PerMoHam.
MpnaHous coctouT M3 ABYX PErvOHOB BTOPOrO

as a result of the deteriorating economic
situation, particularly in relation to the labour
market where unemployment remains the key
challenge. Also, an allocation of €150m was
made from the Structural Funds to the Peace
programme aimed at promoting reconciliation
between North and South Ireland. Although this
programme received €225m in the current MFF,
no allocation was included in the Commission’s
original MFF proposal, so the retention of
€150m is seen as a positive achievement.

Ireland was also pleased with the growth
in the share of competitiveness spending
within the reduced MFF, particularly for EU
research programmes, with Irish universities
and researchers increasingly dependent on EU
funding as pressure on national budgets persists.
Ireland also welcomed the announcement of a
Youth Employment Initiative, given that youth
unemployment rates are in excess of the 25%
threshold set down by the Council in both Irish
NUTS2 regions—which should both therefore
benefit from it.

Like other Member States, Ireland’s approach
to negotiating the MFF was primarily influenced
by the impact on its net financial position. If
Ireland’s economic growth of the last decade
had continued it would have become a net
contributor, but the huge inflows through the
CAP dominate the debate.

On a more practical level, now that the MFF
has been agreed by the European Council, it falls
to Ireland—as holder of the Council Presidency—
to progress the discussions and to negotiate an
agreement with the European Parliament.

ypoBHs no HoMeHknatype TeppuUTOpManbHbIX
efVHULL Ang cTaTucTndeckoro yyeta: FOr n BocTok,
KOTOpbI CpaBHUTENbHO Gonee GnarononyyHbIii
M OXBaTbIBAIOLWMIA TeppUTOpUM BOKpPYr [ly6nuHa,
u MorpaHuube, LleHTp 1 3anaa. BB Ha oywy Hace-
JIeHUs NoCNIefHEero cocTaBnseT okono 93% cpenHe-
ro 3Havenus no EC u3 pacyeta Ha 2007-2009 rr.,
1 OH 6onblue He MOAXOAWT MO KPUTEPUSM peru-
OHa C nepexoAHbIM cTaTycoMm. [oaToMy cpeacTea
L1151 HEro [OMKHbI Obin BbiTb ypesaHsl.

HakoHeL, ocTanbHbIMKU NpuopuTeTaMu Gbinn
coxpaHeHne ®oHpa aganTtaumu K rnobanusa-
LMK U HabnoaeHme 3a TeM, 4ToObl Ntobble n3Me-
HeHM$, KacaloLMecs LOXOLHOM YacTh COOCTBEH-
HbIX CPEACTB, UMENU HauWMeHbllee BAUSIHUE
Ha MPNAHACKMI HETTO-B3HOC.

Yro cornaweHue 3HaUUT Ana Mpnaup.uu?

PykoBoacTBo MpnaHauu Bbipasuno yLoBNETBO-
peHWe UTOroM NeperoBopoB. XOTs B CieaytoLem
M®T OCI oxupaeT cokpalieHWe B peanbHOM
BbIPXEHWMMU, OHO 0Ka3anoCb CPABHUTENbHO He-
6oNMbWMM M Tropasfo MEHbLMUM, YEM MOXKHO
66110 oxmaatb. CpaBHUTENBHO 6AAroNpUSTHOMY
pe3ynsTaTy CNocobCTBOBANO U MOMyYeHUe «mo-
napka» B BuAe fononHutenbHbix 100 MaH eBpo
Ha pa3BUTUE CenbCkuX paioHoB. bnaroaaps aTo-
My MpnaHams BbINOMHWAG CBOK MMABHYHO 3aaady
Ha nNeperosopax.
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HecMoTps Ha To 4TO akLeHT B pacnpenene-
HUMU CTPYKTYPHbIX POHA0B CMECTUACS Ha BOCTOK,
Mpnanans nonyunna nopsaka 900 mnH eBpo
B 2007-2013 r. XoTs petanbHas CTpykTypa ou-
HaHCMPOBAHUS B CNIEAYIOLWEM LMKIE NOKa OTCyT-
CTBYET, MPaBUTENBCTBO YXKE 3asBWU/0, YTO CTPaHa
nony4uT 6onblue CpeacTB CTPYKTYPHbIX HOHAOB.
[LononHutensbHoe nonoxeHne o 100 MnH eBpo
nns permoHa MNorpannybe, LeHTp 1 3anag 6bino
BKJ/IKOYEHO C Y4ETOM 3Ha4YUTENbHOIO 3KOHOMUYe-
CKOro nafeHwus, kotopoe oH nepexwun. Ho u Or
1 BocTok ToXe nonyyuT Bonblue aeHer — Tak xe
B CBSI3M C IKOHOMMUYECKOW CUTyalueint, 0cobeH-
HO Ha pblHKe TpyAa, roe 6espabotnua ocraetcs
rnaBHoi npobnemoii. Ewe 150 mnH eBpo 6yayT
BblAeNeHbl U3 CTPYKTYpHbIX (oHAoB Ha [lpo-
rpamMMy Mupa, NPU3BaHHYK CMNocobCTBOBaTb
npuMupeHnto cesepa u tora Mpnanauu. Xots
B HblHewHeM M®TI1 nporpamMme 6bi10 BblAENEHO
225 MnH, nepBOHaYanbHbIA BapuaHT EBpoko-
MUCCUM He npeanonaran HoBbiX AeHer. Tak 4To
coxpaHeHue 150 MIH eBpo pacueHMBaeTcs Kak
LLOCTMKEHMeE.

1. Firstly it is clear that, as Ireland remains
a net beneficiary of the EU budget, the
budgetary deal is a good one for Ireland.
Since Ireland originally entered the EEC
in 1973, it has been a net beneficiary of
EU finances totalling some €4bn. With
Ireland now expected to receive about
€1.5bn per year from the Common
Agricultural Policy over the next seven
years, it is evident that the country has
succeeded in minimising what were
expected to be greater cuts to the CAP
budget.

2. The €6bn plan for youth employment,
when one in four young people in
member states is jobless, has been
hailed by Irish leaders, particularly the
Taoiseach Enda Kenny as being of crucial
importance. Ireland can expect to draw
down a significant proportion of that
budget, which will be essential for a
country that remains ravaged by youth
unemployment (17.5%) and emigration
since the economic meltdown of 2008.

3. lreland clearly has gained from the
€150m which has been pledged for the
Northern Ireland peace fund. While the
peace programme received €225m in the
last round, this payment had been omitted
in the commission’s initial 2011 proposal
and its retention is seen as something of
a welcome surprise in Irish circles. It will
certainly be of use to the border areas
of the Republic, where unemployment
remains stubbornly high.

4. With Ireland holding the presidency of
the European Council, the government
faces a significant task negotiating
with the European parliament—a task
which will no doubt dominate the lIrish
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MpuATHOM HOBOCTbKO CTano YyBenMYeHue pac-
XO[LOB Ha KOHKYpPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTb, 0COBEHHO
Ha eBponeiickue UccnenoBaTenbCckue nporpam-
Mbl. MpnaHackue yHUBEPCUTETbI M yyeHble BCe
6onblUe 3aBUCAT OT HUX.

MpnaHous Takxke npuBeTcTBOBana coobuie-
HMe O MporpamMMe 3aHATOCTU AN MOJOAEXM,
yYMTbIBaS, UTO 3TOT BUA 6e3paboTuLbl NpeBbiLla-
eT nopor B 25%, yctaHoBneHHbli EC ana obomx
pernoHoB (KOTOpble Termepb [AOMKHbI OT 3TOro
BbIMIPaTh).

Kak v B cnyyae ¢ agpyrumu ctpaHamu, npaBu-
TeNbCTBO HAaXOAMIOCh NOA, BAUSIHUEM (UHAHCO-
BOM HETTO-Mo3uumn. Ecim 6bl 3KOHOMMYECKMIA
POCT NOCNefHero AecaTUneTs npoaomKancs bol
u ceivac, MpnaHaus 6bina Bbl HETTO-AOHOPOM.
A TaK B AMCKYCCUM LOMUHUPYET TEMA OrPOMHbIX
BnmBaHuit yepes OCIT.

C npuKknafHoW TOYKM 3pEHUS, MOCKObKY
M®T 6bin opobpeH EBponeiickuM coBeToM,
MMEHHO MpnaHamu Kak CTpaHe-npeacenaTento
NpeacTouT KypupoBaTb ero NPoXoXaeHue yepes
EBponapnameHT.

presidency. The idea of MEPs supporting
the budgetary deal wholeheartedly has
historically always been difficult, and this
is likely to be the case this time as well.
While the budgetary agreement does
allow for a certain degree of flexibility,
the Irish government will be keen to push
it through with alacrity, as it is generally a
good deal for Ireland.

5. The real problem for Ireland and its
people relating to the EU as a whole—
and not simply the budgetary process—is
that there is deep distrust of the EU as
an institution which dates back to the
economic meltdown of 2008. The IMF,
ECB and EU are now all catapulted into
the Irish public mind as the institutional
troika which continues to insist that
austerity policies are followed by the
government.Whether or not this is correct,
the reality is that it is the perception of the
vast majority of people in the country. The
government’s collapsing poll numbers are
clear evidence of this.

Despite the fact that the EU budget
negotiations were good for Ireland, the EU as
an institution has never been as distrusted by
the Irish people as it is now. In June the Irish
people passed the Fiscal Compact Treaty—or
Austerity Treaty, as it was popularly known in
the country. In many ways this represented
the population giving the government one
last chance. The Promissory note deal of early
February, as long as it does not unravel, spells
the very beginning of an Irish re-engagement
with Europe. Yet the government still has
a hard road ahead of it in persuading the
population that the EU Budget Negotiations
are good for a country where austerity stalks
the land.
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1. Bo-nepBbix, 3TO 04EBMAHO, YTO, MOCKObKY
Mpnanams sBnsetcs HeTTO-mofyyatenem
€BpOMNenckMX CpeacTB, WCXOA Mepero-
BOpOB nonoxuteneH ans Hee. C Tex nop
Kak cTpaHa BcTynuna B EBponeiickoe
3KoHoMu4yeckoe coobuwectBo B 1973 r,
oHa Obina HeTTO-nonyyatenem c obuen
cymMMoOi nopspka 4 mnpa espo. Tenepb
Mpnanams paccuuTbiBaeT Nony4aTb OKOMO
1,5 Mnpp, eBpo B roa Ha NPOTSXKEHWUM Che-
LYIOLMX CEMM NIeT MO NMHKUM 0BLLei cenb-
CKOXO3SMCTBEHHOM MOAUTUKKU. M oueBua-
HO, YTO CTpaHa npeycnena B MUHUMMU3ALUK
oXupaBLmxcs cokpaleHuit cpeacrs OCIT.

2. PykoBoacTBo MpnaHauu, ocobeHHo mnpe-
Mbep-MUHUCTP JHAA KeHHuW, npuBeTcTBO-
Basio BblaeneHue 6 Mnpa eBpo Ha 6opbby
c 6e3paboTuueit cpenu Monomexwu, Ko-
Topasi B ctpaHax EC pocturaet 25%. OHo
paccyMTbIBAET Ha 3HAYMTENbHYK YacTb
3TUX CPencTs, YToObl CNpaBuUTLCA C 6e3pa-
6otnuein cpean mononexu (17,5%) n wmx
aMurpaumeii nocne kpusmca 2008 r.

3. MpnaHaus, KoHeuHo, Bbinrpana ot 150 maH
€BpO, KOTOpble BblAENEHbl Ha MUpPHOE
yperynupoBaHue B CeepHoi Mpnanauu.
XoTS B NPOLLIOM LMKNE CTpaHa noayymna
225 MNH eBpo, NepBOHaYanbHOe Mpenno-
xeHune EBpokomuccun B 2011 1. He copep-
Kano yMoMWMHaHMS O HOBbIX CpencTBax.
Mo3TOoMy MX NosBNEHWE CTano NPUATHON
HEOXMAAHHOCTbIO ANS UPNAHACKMX NOMK-
TUKOB. JTO, KOHEYHO, ByAeT nonesHo Tem
MOrpaHuWyYHbIM TepputopusM, roe 6Hespa-
60T1La oCTaeTcs HenokoNebrMo BbICOKOW.

4. Mockonbky MpnaHams npencenatenbcTBy-
et B EC, nepen npaBWTENbCTBOM CTOMT
Ba)KHellwas 3ajavya BeLeHMs Meperoso-
pos ¢ EBponeicknum napnameHTom. U atoT

Italy went into the Brussels negotiations
with two main aims: a reduction in its net
contribution and a reallocation of EU resources
towards, inter alia, cohesion funds and the CAP.
The overall outcome, given the difficulties of
the negotiations, was relatively favourable to
the country.

Italy was the fourth largest net contributor
to the EU budget in 2007-2011, with net
payments of €4.5bn a year. Given the high
level of public debt—at above 120% of GDP,
second only to Greece in Europe—Italy had an
obvious interest in reducing its deficit through
lower contributions to the EU, although it
was not among the countries pushing for a
cut in the overall budget. Indeed, it aimed at
preserving—or even expanding—the budget’s
total size. The major reason given for a lower
contribution was the country’s disappointing
economic performance over the last few
years. In particular, Italian households will be
relatively poorer within the European Union
than they were when the previous budget was
agreed, as real GDP per capita and household
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BOMpoC, 6e3 coMHeHus, byaeT LOMUHUPO-
BaTb B nosecTke. [lenytaTtel EBponapna-
MeHTa BCerga C TPyAOM MoAfepXKuBanu
6t04KeT, U efBa M HbIHELWHWUIA pa3 byaeT
ncknoyeHmeM. XoTa OroaxeT gonyckaert
HeKOTOpYK AOMK  W3MEHEHWI, npaBu-
TenbcTBO OyAeT akTMBHO 3aliMlaTh ero,
MOCKO/bKY OH SiIBHbIM 06pa3oMm aBnseTcs
6naronpusaTHbIM ONS CTPaHbI.

5. Hactoswert npobnemort ana Wpnanamu

n ee xuTenen B otHoweHun EC B uenom —
a He ToNbKO B1AKETHOro NpoLiecca — AB-
nsetcsa rnybokoe HeLoBepue K eBponei-
CKUM WMHCTUTYTaM, KoTopoe OepeT cBoe
Havano B kpusuce 2008 r. B upnaHackom
00WEeCcTBEHHOM CO3HaHuMM MB®, ELB
1 EC BO3HMKAIOT KaK TPOMKA MHCTUTYTOB,
NpoA0/KaloLLas HacTauBaTh, 4TO NPaBu-
TENbCTBO AO/KHO BECTU MONMUTUKY 3IKO-
HoMuu. [paBaa 3TO UK HeT, peanbHOCTb
TakoBa, YTO MMEHHO Tak AymaeT 6onb-
WMHCTBO HaceneHus cTpaHbl. MNapatowme
pPeNTUHIM NpaBUTENbCTBA — SBHOE TOMY
NOATBEPXIEHME.

HecmoTps Ha To 4TO NeperoBopsl 0 6roaxKeTe
okasanucb 6naronpuatHeiMu ans Mpnavauum, EC
HUKOTAA He [LOBepsv Tak Mano rpaxaaH cTpa-
Hbl, KaK ceiryac. B uoHe mpnaHaubl opobpunu
BrooykeTHbIM NakT — unu [lorosop 06 3KOHOMMMU,
Kak OH M3BecTeH 34ecb. Bo MHorux cmbicnax Ta-
KM 00pa3oM HaceneHwe [ano MpaBUTENbCTBY
nocneaHuit waHc. CornaweHne o [OATOBbIX
obs3aTenbCcTBax, 3akao4YeHHoe B Havane des-
pans v [0 Tex Nop, NoKa OHO CYLLEeCTBYET, Npea-
naraeT nepBble OYEPTaHWUS HOBbIX OTHOLUEHMIA
¢ EBponoi. Ho npaBuTenbCcTBy BCE paBHO elle
npeacTouT npopenatb LOATWIA MNyTb, Npexae
yeM eMy yaacTcs ybenuTb HaceneHue B BbIrofax
6104)KeTHOrO COrnalleHus.

real disposable income have both been falling
steadily since 2007.

Aware of Italy’s budgetary constraints, the
technocratic Prime Minister Monti battled for a
reallocation of countries’ contributions with the
objective of achieving a ‘fairer’ budget. Having
imposed severe fiscal austerity measures at
home (and since he was also running for election
in late February), he could not afford to be lax
on the reduction of Italy’s contribution. Overall,
he succeeded by obtaining a cut from €4.5bn to
€3.8bn per year. It should be noted, however, that
the overall budget was also reduced to €960bn,
or by 3.3%, with respect to the previous one.

As regards specific policies, Italy was in
favour of a reallocation of resources towards
cohesion funds, given its close ties with the
economies in the Balkans, many of which are
not yet members—for instance, Italy had pushed
for granting Serbia candidate status, and this
was given in 2012. Support for the CAP is
natural, since Italy is among the main recipients
of agricultural funds. Italy also pushed for an
increase of resources destined for European
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security, with a particular focus on immigration
controls. Finally, it also stressed the importance
of expanding funds to the sectors that contribute
most to growth and competitiveness—such as
research and energy networks.

Italy did not achieve all these aims, but will
benefit from the reallocation of some resources.

MNepen Utanunei Ha neperosopax B bptoccene cro-
AW [1BE [MaBHble 334a4u: COKPATUTb HETTO-B3HOC
W nepepacnpenenutb €BpOMencKue CpencTsa,
NMOMMMO NPOYEro, B MO/b3Y NOMAUTUKM CMNIOUEHUS
1 0bLuei cenbckoxo3sincTteeHHoM nonutuku (OCH).
MTor caMMuTa, CO BCEMM COMYTCTBOBABLUMMU EMY
TPYAHOCTSIMW, CReayeT Mpu3HaTb CPaBHWUTENbHO
61aronpuaTHbLIM A1 CTPaHbI.

Utanus 6bina 4eTBepTbiM KPYMHEWLW UM [0-
Hopom EC B 2007-2011 rr., koraa HeTT0-06beM
ee B3HOCOB cocTaBnan 4,5 mnpa esBpo B rof.
lpyvHUMas BO BHWMaHWE BbICOKMUI YpPOBEHb
rocgonra (bonee 120% BBI, koraa nokasatenb
XyXe umena Tonbko peums), cTpaHa, ectecTBeH-
HO, paccuuTbiBaNa COKPaTUTb AedULMT nocpen-
CTBOM CHWXeHus oTumcnenuin B EC. Xota Urta-
nns He 6blNa Cpeau CTpaH, KOTopble BbICTynanu
3a yMeHblleHWe pacxoaoB obuiero GroaxeTa.
B neficTBUTENBHOCTM OHA CTPEMMAACh COXPAHUTD
€ro Ha NpeXHeM YPOBHE WU AaXKe YBeUUUTD.

[NaBHOW NPUYMHOW CHUXKEHMS B3HOCOB Obina
nnoxas 3KOHOMMYeCcKass CcuTyauus B CTpaHe
Ha MNPOTSXKEHUM HECKONbKMX MNOCNELHUX JeT.
B uyacTHOCTU, UTanbsHCKME LOMOX034iCTBA OY-
[yT CpaBHWUTENbHO BefHee, YeM OHU Obinu, Kor-
[a npuHUMMancs npenblaylwmii 6iopket: BBl Ha
[yLy HaCeneHus 1 ypoBeHb peasnbHbIX pacrnona-
raeMblix 4OXOLO0B CHMXanucb ¢ 2007 r.

3Haa o OwmKeTHbIX npobnemax Wrtanuu,
TEXHUYECKUI MpeMbep-MUHUCTP Mapuo Moh-
™™ 6oponcs 3a To, YTOObl B3HOCHI CTpaHbl Obinu
pacnpeneneHbl «6onee cnpaBennveo». OH BBen
YeCTKMe Mepbl OIOIKETHOW 3KOHOMUU B CTPaHe,
MPUHAN peLleHne y4acTBOBATb B NapiaMeHTCKMX
BblbOpax B KoHUe deBpansi, NO3TOMY NpOsSBUTb

After an arduous and lengthy process of
negotiations, the European Council has reached
a provisional agreement on a Multiannual
Financial Framework for the European Union
(MFF, 2014-2020, as yet subject to an agreement
with the European Parliament). Latvia, a net
recipient where EU funds provide the bulk
of investments into development, has been
actively defending its position for many months.
The current result has met with both support
and dissent, but can overall be evaluated as
predictable and rather realistic.

The main priority spheres defined by Latvia
are cohesion and the Common Agricultural Policy
(CAP), which together account for the largest part
of the funding. By way of assessment, we could
compare the results to the current situation
(2007-2013), to the ideal preferences of the
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In particular, the budget contains €1.5bn for the
less developed areas of the Union, including
Italy’s Mezzogiorno, while CAP funding has been
increased by €1.25bn. Finally, as Italy’s youth
unemployment rate is above 25%, the country
will be eligible for the €6bn funds of the Youth
Employment initiative.

cnabocTb Ha NeperoBopax O COKPALLEHUM HaLM-
OHaNbHOTO B3HOCA Y)XXe He MOT.

B uenom emy ypanocb LOOUTbCA CHUXKEHUS —
c 4,5 no 3,8 mnpp eBpo B rof. OfHaKo CTOMUT 3a-
METWTb, 4TO W 0BLLUMIA BHOIKET CoKpaTUAK Ha 3,3%
[10 960 Mnpa eBpO N0 CPAaBHEHMIO C MpeablayLIMM.

YTo KacaeTtcs KOHKpeTHbIx cdep, To Utanus
BbICTynana 3a 6o/blwmnii 06beM CpencTs Ha Mo-
NIUTUKY CMIOYEHUs, AepXa B YMe TeCHyl CBS3b
C 3KOHOMMKOM BanKaHCKMX CTPaH, MHOTUE U3 KOTO-
pbiX MoKa faxe He aBnswoTca yneHamm EC. Hanpu-
mep, Pum BbicTynan 3a npepocrtaBneHune Cepbum
cTaTyca CTpaHbl-KaHAMAATa, U 3T 6bIN0 caenaHo
B 2012 r. EcrecTBEHHOW ABNSETCS NOAAEPXKKA CEMb-
CKOrO XO039CTBA, MOCKONbKY MTanus HaxoamTtca
B YMC/Ie TMaBHbIX nosnyyatenei huHaHCMpOBaHUS
no nmuum OCT. NMomuMmo 3TOro, CTpaHa BbiCTynana
3a yBeNIMYEHME PacXOLoB Ha eBponelickyto He3o-
MacHOCTb C aKLEHTOM Ha MMMMrpaumio. HakoHed,
Mtanua BeicTynana 3a yBenuyeHue GUHAHCKMPO-
BaHWs Ans Tex cdhep, KOTopble CTY)aT OCHOBHbIMU
NOKOMOTMBaMM 3KOHOMMYECKOTO POCTa M KOHKY-
PEHTOCMOCOBHOCTU — HAYKM M SHEProceTew.

He Bce wuenu 3agaun 6blnM  BbINOSHEHBI.
Ho Utanua cmoxeT u3Bneyb Bbirogy M3 nepe-
pacnpefeneHus HeKOTOPbIX cpeacTs. B yvact-
HoCTW, B Otomkete 3anoxeHbl 1,5 mnpa eBpo
Ha yNy4LleHne NON0XKeHUS MeHee pa3BUTbIX Tep-
putopwmii EBpocotosa, Bktoyas UtanbsaHckmit FOr.
B 1o e BpeMs (MHAHCMPOBaHWE CENbX03MOsK-
TUKM 6bIN0 yBEennyeHo Ha 1,25 mnppa espo. Ha-
KoHeL, 6e3paboTuLa cpeau monoaexu B Utanuu
npe.biwaeT 25%, NO3TOMY CTpaHa CMOXET pac-
CYMTBIBATb Ha 66 MNpA, eBPO B paMKax Nporpam-
Mbl «3@HATOCTb MONTOAEXM.

negotiators, or we can evaluate the absolute
numbers. In neither case were ideal preferences
attained. In the case of cohesion, the single
biggest source of funding, Latvia's goal was to
preserve at least the current level of support.
However, due to a drastic fall in GDP and due to
lower “capping” — at the level of 2.59% of GDP, in
place of the previous 3.7%, and even this 2.59%
as an exception compared to general 2.35%* —
this has not been realised. Calculations are
difficult for the author, since not all available
sources specify the base year (2011, current etc.)
However, if the European Commission’s initial
proposal for 2.5% capping meant a “serious” drop
in funding for Latvia?, the same can quite surely
be said about the current result,® with the drop
being estimated elsewhere at 11%.* This loss
has not been explicitly stated by the officials,
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focusing instead on the small improvement
achieved in comparison to the Commission’s
initial proposal. One must note though that in
addition to this guaranteed package, Latvia will
be able to use up to €672m from the Connecting
Europe Facility, and up to €89m (both in current
prices) for combating youth unemployment,
both being crucial issues. In any case, cohesion
funding will remain vital for overcoming the
economic crisis.®

CAP funding and especially direct payments,
despite providing a lesser share of overall funding,
raised much more controversy, with colourful
and inventive protest actions by farmers and
heated political debates. Latvia’s priorities in this
case were, first, a fast increase in direct payments
to achieve at least 80% of the EU average and
equality among the Baltic States; and, second,
rural development funding which would at least
be equal to the current period (though this has
evidently played a lesser role despite potentially
benefitting a bigger part of the population). As
a result, direct payments are set to reach €196
per ha only in 2019, so convergence with the
rest of the EU will be slow, but at least Latvia
will achieve equality with Lithuania and Estonia.
Importantly,an additional €67m will be available
for rural development, part of which can also be
appropriated for direct payments.® It means a
significant increase in both CAP pillars.” Despite
some complaints voiced, one can say that farmers
are, comparatively, the main beneficiaries, and
they have evidently merited the greatest effort
on the part of negotiators.

Another priority has been to guarantee
Latvia’s representatives’ participation in the
Horizon 2020 programme, but this issue
has not played such a visible role, and the
results are unclear. In general, apart from
the guaranteed cohesion and CAP packages,
Latvia will be able to use up to €1bn from
other programs and instruments (support for
education, SMEs etc.).®

Mocne HanpsbkeHHbIX W MPOAOMKUTENBHbIX
neperosopoB EBponeickuit  CoBeT yTBEpAM
NMPOMEXYTOYHOe cornaleHne o MHoronetHeM
duHaHcoBoM nnaHe EC (MOI, 2014-2020), ko-
TOpbIA elwe npencTout onobpute EBponapna-
MeHTy. JlaTBus, Byoyumn HeTTo-nonyyatenem, ans
Kotoporo cpenctea EC aBnstoTcs MHBECTULIMAMM
Ha pa3BWTME, aKTUBHO 3aLUMLLANA CBOIO MNO3ULIMIO
Ha NpPOTKEHUM MHOMMUX MecsueB. HbiHewHui
pe3ynbTat Bbin BCTpeyeH Kak ¢ ofobpeHneM, Tak
1 C OCYXOEHWUEM, HO B LIESIOM MOXET OblITb OLlEHEH
KaK rnpenckasyemblii U CKopee afeKBaTHbIN.

OcHoBHbIMK MpuopuTeTamMu 45 J1aTBum Hbin
MOAMTMKA CroYeHUs M o0Las CenbCcKoXo3si-
ctBeHHas nonutuka (OCM), Ha KoTopble B CymMMe
npuxoanTcs 6onbluas YacTb cpencTs. [Ing cpaBHe-
HMS Mbl MO Bbl COMOCTaBUTb UTOMU TEKYLLEN CU-
Tyaumu (2007-2013 rr.) ¢ MCXOLOM NeperoBopoB
npv MaeanbHOM packniafie Uan ConocTaBuTb abco-
NtoTHble Lumdpsl. [pu ntobom BapuaHTe BUAHO, YTO
HaWNyYLWKUX Pe3ynbTaToB AOCTUYb HE YAANO0Ch.

B cnyyae ¢ moAUTUKOM CNNOYeEHUs, KpynHen-
LWMM WMCTOYHMKOM [AeHer, uenbio JlaTBumn 6bino

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

In comparison to players’ initial preferences, these
results might seem inadequate. (The foreign
minister has even tweeted that he would have
used veto rights.®) In fact, they are not. Taking into
account the overall cuts in the EU budget and
the predominant “austerity™centred atmosphere,
Latvia’s negotiating leverages were limited. The
outcome in no case should foster “euroscepticism”
in Latvia, as the country’s balance will remain
positive and indeed increase by 15%. With €3004
per capita support intensity, Latvia ranks third
among EU countries, and with EU funds providing
3.37% of GDP, fourth.*® Our needs have been
heard and at least partially taken into account.
The Council’s conclusions show that the EU has
maintained its principle of solidarity, focussing
on assistance to less developed regions. And, on
the subject of missed targets — not all problems
are related to the alleged “selfishness” of other EU
players. Budget negotiations are a lengthy process,
starting several years before the decision is taken;
or perhaps one should say, never ending. Success
requires proactive, coordinated action, making
full use of all internal resources and building
international coalitions, by approaching all the
parties which formally or informally influence the
deal. Latvia has made notable attempts in this field,
inter alia involving civil society in the negotiations
and being the main driving force behind the Baltic
States’ coalition; but more can always be done.

The immediate future step for Latvia will be
to work with the European Parliament, whose
support for a ‘growth budget” much better
corresponds to Latvia’s needs. The Parliament
will doubtless bring changes to the provisional
Council’s agreement. The next step, thankfully
already identified by the local decision-makers,
will be careful planning of EU investments, to
achieve maximum results without spending
for spending’s sake. Finally, what is needed
is an assessment of mistakes and unused
possibilities, so that Latvia comes into the next
MFF talks even better prepared.

COXPaHUTb XOTS Obl HbIHELWHWIA YpOBeHb (u-
HaHcupoBaHus. OfHaKo M3-3a pe3Koro nafeHus
BBI 1 NOHMXEHUS NAAHKM NIMMUTA — Ha YPOBHE
2,59% BBI1 BMecTo npeabloyLLero «noTonaka»
B 3,7% BBI1 1 Ha doHe obLienpuHATOro 3Hauve-
HMS 2,35% — 3TOr0 [OCTMYb HE yaanoch?.
MccnepoBatento CNOXHO NPOBECTU BbluMC/e-
HMS, MOCKOJIbKY HE BCE MCTOYHMKM YTOUHSIOT Ha-
30BbIi roa (2011, Tekywmii U T. 4.). Bnpouem, ecnu
nepBOHayYanbHoe npensoxeHne EBpokomuccun
0 2,5%-HoM «noTonke» o3Hauyano ansa Jlateuu
«Cepbe3Hoe» CokpalleHue GUHAHCUPOBaHUS 2,
TO K€ MOXHO CKa3aTb 06 MMetoLeMcs pesynb-
Tate3. [pyrMe UCTOUHMKM CUMUTANM, YTO COKpa-
weHue coctaBuno 11%* OduumanbHble nuua
3TU MOTepu MPAMO He Ornalianu, npeanoynTas
BMECTO 3TOr0 COCPeA0TOYUTLCS Ha TOM, rae CTpa-
He yaanocb [0OMTbCS HeBOoNbLIOro ynyyeHus
Mo CpaBHEHWIO C NpeaoxeHneM EBpokoMuccum.
HeobxoaMmMo OTMETUTb, 4TO B JOMONHEHME
K rapaHTMpoBaHHOMYy o6beMy cpeacTB JlaTBus
CMOXeT MCnonb30BaTh A0 672 MAH €BPO U3 NPo-
rpammbl «Coeanuuntb EBpony» 1 go 89 MnH eBpo
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(06e uMdpbl B TEKYLLMX LeHax) 13 Nporpammbl
60pbbbl C Ge3paboTuuelt cpeau MONOAEXKM.
06e nporpamMmbl OblIM BaXHENLWMMK BOMpOCa-
mu. Ho B nto6oM criyuae acCMrHOBaHUS Ha CMno-
YyeHue OCTaHyTCs Haubonee BaXKHbIM GaKTOPOM
N5t 60pbObl C IKOHOMUYECKMM KPU3UCOM >,

(UHAHCMPOBAHME CENbCKOr0 XO35CTBA, 0CO-
6eHHO npsMble cybcuaum depmepam, CoCTaBns-
€T MeHblUyl0 yacTb OT obuero obbeMa CpeacTB.
Ho oHo Bbi3Bano ropasno Gonble crnopos —
C APKMMU U U306peTaTeNbHBIMU aKLMSIMK NpoTECTa
(hepMepoB U XapKMMU NONUTUYECKUMU AebaTamu.
JlaTBUiiCKME NpUOPUTETbI 34ECh  3aK0YANUCh,
BO-MEpPBbIX, B TOM, YTOObI CTPEMUTENBHO YBENUYUTD
06beM NPAMbIX Cy6CUANIA KaK MUHUMYM [10 YPOBHS
B 80% ot cpeaHero no EC 1 paBHOro nokasartensm
npyrux GanTUICKMX CTpaH, @ BO-BTOPbLIX, B TOM,
4TOGbI CPEACTBA HAa Pa3BUTME CENbCKMX PaiOHOB
OCTaNUCb KaK MUHUMYM Ha NPEeXHEM YPOBHE (XOTS,
BMOMMO, 3TO WMrpasio MEHbLUYK pOsb, HECMOTPS
Ha TO YTO HECJT0 BbIroAbl 6OMbLUEN YACTU HAceneHus).

B pe3ynbtate npsmble cy6CuaUMM  OOMKHbI
noctmub 196 eBpo Ha rektap Tonbko B 2019 r.
Tak 4YTO KOHBepreHUMs C ocTanbHOM YacTblo EC
OyneT MenneHHOM, HO J1aTBMK, MO KpaliHeit Mepe,
yAaCTCcs AOCTUYb paBeHCTBA € JIMTBOM M IcTo-
Huel. BaxHO OTMEeTWUTb, YTO AOMONHUTENbHbIE
67 MAH eBpo OyayT AOCTYMHbI B paMKax Mpo-
rpamMMbl Pa3BUTUS CENbCKUX PAWOHOB M YaCTb
CPenCTB MOXEeT TOXe MOWTM Ha npsMble cybcu-
LUK, DTO 3HAUMUT yBeNMYeHWe obbeMa CPeacTB
no o6oum «ctonnam» OCM’. HecMoTpsi Ha Heko-
TOpOe Hef0BO/IbCTBO, MOXHO CKasaTb, YTO dep-
Mepbl SBASKOTCS OTHOCUTENbHO FAaBHLIMU NONY-
yaTensmMu CpeacTs, U 3TO, MO-BUAMMOMY, CITYXKUT
NMPU3HAHMEM UX HAaUBONbLUMX YCUNIUIA B KavecTe
YYaCTHUKOB NEperoBopoB.

Ewe opgHuM npuoputetoM 6bl10  AOOUTHCS
yyactms npencraButeneid Jlateum B nporpamMme
«Topu3oHT 2020». Bnpoyem, 3TOT BOMPOC He urpan
OYEeBWUAHOW PO/M, U WUCXOA OCTAETCS HESCHBIM.
B uenom, 3a UCKIOUYEHUEM TFapaHTUPOBAHHbIX
CPencTs no NMHWUU GOHAOB CMIOYEHUS U CENbCKO-
ro X03iicTBa, J1atBms ByneT MMeTb AOCTYN K CyMMe
0o 1 mnpa eBpo 6narogaps ApyruMm nporpaMmamM
M MHCTPYMeHTaM (noanepkka obpasoBaHus, cpes-
Hero 1 Manoro 6usHeca 1 T.4.) 5.

Komy-To Takue pesynbTaTbl MOryT MOKas3aTbcs
HeanekBaTHbIMU. MWHWUCTP WMHOCTPaHHbIX Aen
[axe pa3sMecTun B TBUTTEPE 3anuch, YTO OH Obl
BOCMO/b30Bancs npasoM Beto’. Ho Ha camoMm
nene 3710 He Tak. [IpMHMMas BO BHUMaHKWe aTMOC-
(hepy NeperoBopoB, HaMOHEHHYO pPa3roBopamm
06 3KOHOMMMU, pblHaru, KOTOpble NPaBUTENLCTBO
MOF/1I0 UCMONb30BaThb, ObIIM OrpaHUYeHbI.

B ntobom cnyvae ncxop caMMmuTa He A0MKEH
MOACTErHYTb POCT €BPOCKENTUYECKMX HACTpoe-
HWI B J1aTBMM, Tak Kak BanaHC CTpaHbl OCTaHeTCs
MO3UTUBHBIM U faxe BblpacTeT Ha 15%. C ypos-
HeM nonaepxku 3004 eBpo Ha AyLly HaceneHus
NlaTBMS HaxopuTCa Ha TpeTbeM MecTe cpeau
ctpaH EC, a no ypoBHi0 noaaep>KKu OTHOCUTENb-
Ho BBI (3,37 %) — Ha ueTBepTOM 0,

Hawwm 3anpocbl 6bim yenbilwaHbl U Kak MUHK-
MYM NPUHSATbI K CBeAeHuto. /iToroBas aeknapaums
nokasbiBaet, yto EC coxpanun npuHuMn conu-
[LApHOCTW, HanpaBAss MOMOLLb MeHee pa3BUTbIM
pervoHaM. YTo KacaeTcs HepeannM3oBaHHbIX 3a4ay,
TO He BCe Npobnembl CBS3aHbI C «3roM3MOM» ApYrnx
eBpomnencKMx UrpokoB. MNeperoBopsl 0 Hroaxkete —
LMTeNbHbINA NPOLLEeCC, HAYMHAOLMIACS 338 HECKONb-
KO NeT [0 MPUHATUS pELLEeHWSs; @ KTO-TO HasoBeT
ero gaxe 6eckoHeyHbIM. Ycnex TpebyeT ynpexaa-
toLLLel, KOOPAMHMPOBAHHOM paboTbl C MCMO/b30Ba-
HMEM BCEX BHYTPEHHUX PECYpCOB W MOCTPOEHWEM
MEXAYHapOAHbIX KOANMLMIA, C BOBNEYEHMEM BCEX
YHYaCTHUKOB, KTO O(ULMANBHO MM HEODULMANBHO
BAMSIET Ha 3aK/IKOYeHWE cornalleHus. J1ateus npes-
MPUHSNA 3HaMeHaTeNbHble MOMbITKM B 3TOW 0bna-
cT1, obecneynB yyactve rpaxaaHcKoro obuiecrsa
M BbICTYMas ABWXKYLLEN CUNOM Koanuumu Gantuit-
CKMX CTpaH. Ho Bceraa MoXHO caenatb 6onblue.

B o6o3pumom Byayiem JlaTBum npencrouTt pa-
6oTa c EBponeiickMM napnaMeHToM, Ubsi CKIIOHHOCTb
K «Bto[KeTy pocTay bonblie COOTBETCTBYET NOTpeb-
HOCTAIM CTpaHbl. MapnameHT, 6eccnopHo, BHeCeT 13-
MEHEHMS B MPOMEXYTO4HOE cornalleHne EBponeit-
ckoro coBeTa. (eayoLMM LWaroM — K CHaCTbHO, YKe
M3BECTHbIM Ha MECTHOM YpOBHe — CTaHeT TiaTesb-
HOE MAaHMPOBaHWe eBPONENCKUX MHBECTULIMIA, YTO-
6bl LOOUTLCS MaKCMManbHbIX pe3ynbTaToB. HakoHeLl,
HeobXoayMa OLeHKa OWMOOK M yMyLLEHHbIX BO3-
MOXHOCTel, 4Tobbl K NeperoBopam O CleaytoLLeM
MO Nlateus Bbina eLue nyyiue NoAroToBeHa.

-
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pieaugs par 50 procentiem” [in Latvian], 11.02.2013, http://www.es.gov.lv/news/zemkopibas-ministre-laimdota-straujuma-
lauksaimniecibai-un-lauku-attistibai-finansejums-nakosaja-planosanas-perioda-pieaugs-par-50-procentiem
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For the first time the EU budget for the next
long-term period has been reduced in relation
to the gross national income—it shrank from
1.12% of the EU GNI in the period of 2007-
2013 to 1% of the EU GNI for the coming period
2014-2020. The reduction reflects calls from
donor countries to save budget funds in times
when member states are forced to make big
cuts in their own outlays.

Therefore, from Lithuania’s point of view, the
evaluation of the outcome is, generally, positive.
The agreed (but not yet approved) budget
retains its goal of solidarity—economically weak
and lagging member states receive aid, and
furthermore do not experience a reduction in
payments. Having been severely hit by the crisis
(the GDP fell by almost 15% in 2009), Lithuania is
to receive funds from the EU budget in the coming
seven-year period which will increase by almost
10%. This means that the principle of solidarity
is working—ailing or lagging EU member states
receive extra aid to boost their economies (a
perfect example is Bulgaria—the EU member
state which is relatively the least developed will
be the biggest beneficiary, receiving a total aid
package equal to 4% of its GDP throughout the
seven year period). In my opinion, this is the most
praiseworthy facet of the ERU budget .

On the other hand, Lithuania (like other
new member states) has not achieved an
equalization in direct payments to its farmers.
The process will continue, but by the end of

EBponeiickuit 61ooKeT Ha cnepyloLyo GUHAH-
COBYIO MepcneKkTUBY BNepBble 0Ka3ancs cokpa-
LeH OTHOCWUTENbHO BaJOBOrO HALMOHANBHOIO
noxopga — ¢ 1,12% BHMO 8 2007-2013 rr. oo
1% B 2014-2020 rr. CHMxeHMe oTpaxaeT Tpe-
60BaHMs CTpaH-AOHOPOB Oepeub OGAXKETHbIE
CpenCTBa, KOraa HauMoHaNbHble NPaBMTENbCTBA
BbIHYX[leHbl CaMM 3aTArMBaThb NosCa.

Mo3toMy ans JINTBbI UCXOA NEPEroBOPOB B Lie-
JIOM SBNSETCS NONOXUTENbHbIM. COrnacoBaHHbIM
(Ho ewwe He ofo6peHHbIN) BIOLKET NO-NpexHeMy
NpUBEPXEH CBOEN Lienu — CONMAAPHOCTU: IKO-
HOMuM4ecku cnabble U OTCTatoWwmMe CTpaHbl Noy-
4aT MOMOLLb, 3 BblAeNseMble UM CpeacTBa He Oy-
LyT coKpalleHbl. B cnepytowme cemb net JluTea,
TKeno nepexwuswas kpusuc (BBl ynan noutn
Ha 15% B 2009 r.), nony4yut NpubAU3UTENBLHO
Ha 10% 6onblue. ITO 3HAYMUT, YTO NPUHLMN CONU-
[apHoCTM paboTaeT: oTcTalowme CTpaHbl Monay-
YaLoT [OMONHUTENBHYIO NMOMOLLb, YTOObI MoacTer-
HYTb CBOK 3KOHOMMKY. Hanbonee xapaktepHbiit
npumep — bonrapus, KoTopas ABNSETCS CPABHM-
TENbHO HaMMEHee pa3BWUTbIM rOCYAApCTBOM —
uneHom EC, Ho BypeT KpynHenLmMm nonyyatenem
eBponeinckmx cpeacTs (4% BBIT Ha npoTsxeHum
ceMu net). Ha MoW B3rnsa, 3T0 HaurnaBHEN LN
acnekTt 6romxeta EC.

JlutBe He ypanocb AOOUTHCS BbIpaBHUBAHMS
obbema npsambix cybcuanii ans dpepmepos. OHK
no-npexHeMy ByayT NocTynaTtb, HO K KOHLYy cie-
nyrouleit uHaHcoBow nepcnekTusbl,T.e.k 2020 .,

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

the new financial initiative, in 2020, payments
to the farmers will still reach only 75% of the
EU average. The farmers feel discriminated
against, as they are competing on an equal
footing with western European farmers in the
single market. Brussels insists that the direct
payments are to compensate for losses in
farmers’ income (caused by the liberalization
of the EU agricultural trade) —which naturally
have been larger for Western farmers. (Farmers
in the new member states, by contrast, did not
experience any loss in joining the single market
and participating in its liberalization).
Payments from the centralized EU budget are
very beneficial to EU states which are relatively
less developed. These payments may, however,
have some negative impact if they are used
for incautiously chosen projects, poorly-
prioritized objectives, or programmes which
are established with EU money, then left for
undeserved national financing. The sooner EU
funding ceases to be necessary, and the sooner
it can be limited to trans-European and other
mega-projects, the better. But this goal can only
be achieved by EU funding going to countries
which are less well-developed .

The budget is yet to be approved by the
European Parliament. This might be far from
guaranteed. The European Parliament has
demonstrated its great dissatisfaction with the
cuts in the European Union’s spending, and
heated discussions lie ahead.

COCTaBST TONbKO 75% OT cpefHero 3Ha4yeHus no
EC. ®epMepbl OLWYLWAKT AUCKPUMUHALIMIO B MX
KOHKYpeHTHOW 6opbbe ¢ 3anafgHbiMU MPOU3BO-
LMTENsSMU Ha eouMHOM pblHKe. Bploccens HacTam-
BaeT, YTo Cy6CMAMM NpU3BaHbl KOMNEHCMPOBATD
noTepu CenbCKOro X03aiCTBa OT HEAOMNOoNyYeH-
HOWM npubbINK, BbI3BAHHOW nMbepanusauueit
Toproenu B EC, a oHa, ecteCcTBEHHO, BbiLLE Y 3a-
nagHbiX npoussoguTenein. Hanpotue, Gpepmepobl
n3 cTpaH BoctouHol EBponbl He NOHeCNU HUKa-
KMX NoTepb OT NPUCOEANHEHUS K eUHOMY PbiH-
Ky 1 yyacTus B ero nubepanusauum.

®uHaHcuMpoBaHue u3 obwero bromxkera EC
OYeHb BbIrOAHO CPAaBHWUTENBHO MEHee Pa3BUTbIM
cTpaHam. [MpaBaa, 3TW feHbrv MOryT UMETb Hera-
TUBHbIN 3 dEKT, ecn UX TpaTUTb Ha NAOXO OTO-
HpaHHble NpoekTbl, cNnabo CTPYKTypUpOBaHHbIE
3a4a4M UM NporpamMbl, KOTOpblE 3aMycKarTCsa
¢ nomoublo cpeacts EC, a moToM okasbiBatoTCA
npenocraBneHbl camu cebe. Yem ckopee dhuHaH-
cupoBaHue EC cTaHOBUTCS HEOBXOAMMBIM U YeM
CKopee OHO 6yneT MCNonb30BaTbCA TONbKO ANS
MaHbEBPOMNENCKMX U ApYrux MeranpoekTos, TeM
nyywe. Ho 3Ty Lenb MOXHO [O0CTUYb TONIbKO B TOM
cnyyae, Korga GUHAHCMPOBAHWE HampaBnseTcs
HaMMeHee pa3BUTbIM CTPaHaM.

EBponeiickoMy napnameHTy elle npencrout
yTBEpAMTL GloaxeT. Ho 3To naneko He npepo-
npeaenero. EBponapnaMeHT nokasan CBoe Hey-
[LOBONbCTBME COKPALLEHWEM PACXOA0B, 1 BRepe-
LM HaC eLLe XAYT XKapKue LUCKYCCUU.

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 27
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In the new EU budget for 2014-2020 which was
agreed by Council in February, Malta has been
allocated a total of €1,128m. In the same period
Malta is expected to contribute around €500m
to the EU budget. The result is far from being a
negligible amount for the smallest EU member
state with a population of only 420,000.

What matters most from here onwards is that
theisland’s authorities go on to spend this money
as wisely as they have done in the years since
the island joined the EU in 2004. This financial
allocation is expected to further strengthen
the island’s economic growth potential, its
competitiveness and social cohesion. Prudence
however dictates that the Maltese authorities
exercise the utmost caution to ensure that every
euro worth of benefit is extracted from these
funds. In the present international economic
environment complacency can prove fatal.

Malta’s success in negotiating this favourable
result happened in the midst of a noisy national
electoral campaign.The country went to the polls
on 9 March 2013. Given these circumstances, it is
remarkable in itself that Malta’s performance in
the hard-fought negotiations on the EU budget
did not end up as a political football in the
national election campaign. The fact that it did
not is a sign that all political elites and the social
partners are satisfied with the result.

Malta’s EU budget result also bears testimony
to the fact that the EU’s “minions” are not totally
powerless. It is evident that the EU institutions
provide a forum where they can successfully
negotiate their claims.

The overall EU financial outlay for 2014-
2020 has been reduced by around €40bn, which
explains why the first offer made to Malta at

B HoBom 6lomxete EC Ha 2014-2020 rr., ono-
6peHHoMm EBponelickum coBeToM B eBparne,
Manbte 6b10 BblaeneHo 1,128 wmnpa  espo.
lNpepnonaraetcs, 3a TO e BpeMs ee B3HOC CO-
crasut 500 mMnH eBpo. Takoi pe3ynbraT eaga /in
MOXHO Ha3BaTb HUYTOXHBIM A1 CAMOW MaseHb-
Kol cTpaHbl — uneHa EC ¢ HaceneHueMm Bcero
420 TbICAY YENOBEK.

OpHako Hanbonee BaXHO OTHbIHE W Brpenb
TO, 4TO PYKOBOACTBO OCTPOBA HaMepeHo pac-
X0[l0BaTb 3T CPEeACTBA Tak e MyApo, Kak OHO
[lenano 370 Ha NPOTSXKEHUM BCEX NIeT C MOMEHTA
BcTynneHuns Manetsl B EC B 2004 r. MNpepnona-
raeTcs, YTo 3T ACCUTHOBaHMS OyayT Cnocob-
CTBOBAaTb Aa/bHENLIEMY MOBbILEHUID SKOHOMM-
4eckoro noTeHuMana, KOHKYpeHToCnocobHOCTH
W COUMANbHOM CMIOYEHHOCTU. ManbTUCKune yu-
HOBHWKM 6epexnunBbl U C KpaiHUM BHUMaHUEM
cneansT 3a TeM, Y4Tobbl Kax bl eBpo 6bin noTpa-
YeH Ona onpeneneHHoNi BbiroAbl. B HbIHELWHMX
3KOHOMMYECKMX ycnoBuax besanabepHocTb Mo-
XeT oKa3aTbcs (aTanbHOM.

Ycnex Ha neperoBopax npuwen k Manste
nof LWyM npeaBblbOpHOM KaMnaHuuM, KoTopas
3aBepLlumnachk y n3bupartenbHbix ypH Ha OCTpoOBe
9 mapta 2013 r. C y4eToM 3TOro npuMeyaTenbHbIM
ABnseTcs haKT, YTO UCXOA, HAMPSXKEHHbIX Nepero-
BOPOB He CTa/l MPeaMeTOM CNeKynaLmnii B 31eKTo-
panbHOM KamMnaHuu. 3TO CBMAETENLCTBYET O TOM,

€680m was much less than the €880m it was
allocated in 2005—and much below the €1,128m
it ended up getting. To persuade its partners that
it deserved more, Malta stressed its “natural
handicaps”, or what may be called inherent
vulnerabilities which can never be changed by
the island’s own efforts. The most cited ones are
its small size and isolation from the rest of the
continent. The effects of these handicaps can be
partially mitigated by extra resources.

Indeed, in their conclusions, the EU leaders
stated that in order to recognize the challenges
posed by the situation of island Member States
and the remoteness of certain parts of the
European Union, Malta and Cyprus should
receive an additional envelope of €200m and
€150m respectively under the “Investment for
growth and jobs” scheme. As part of the budget
deal, Malta will also receive €63m from the
“Connecting Europe Facility”, which will be used
to build a gas pipeline connecting the island to
Sicily. This,and an “inter-connector” linking Malta
to the European electricity grid via Sicily, should
strengthen the island’s energy security by helping
to diversify its sources (and dependence). In the
long run it can also help Malta access cheaper
electricity from the rest of the Continent.

At the moment electricity—and more than
half the island’s drinking water—are wholly
produced using imported oil. Malta has no
alternative sources of energy for the time being.

The breakdown of the amount earmarked for
Malta in the EU Budget 2014-2020 is as follows:
Cohesion policy— €776m; Agriculture— €138m;
Migration/internal  security/education  and
fisheries— €120m; Connecting Europe Facility/
research/environment— €94m.

4TO BCE MONMUTUYECKME 3UTbl U OOLLECTBEHHbIE
napTHepbl YA0BNAETBOPEHbI PE3YNLTATOM.

Ycnex ManbTbl FOBOPUT TaKXKe O TOM, YTO «Mef-
kne cowku» EC He coBcem BecnomolyHbl. Ove-
BMAHO, MHCTUTYTBI EC npepoctaBastoT MM nno-
LWAAKY, [4e OHW MOTYT BbIFOAHO 06CYXKAaTb CBOM
TpeboBaHus.

06wwit 6ropxket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr. 6bin co-
KpalieH npubnusmtensHo Ha 40 mnpa eBpo. 310
06bACHSET, NoYeMy MepBoe MpeasiokeHue Ans
Manbtbl (680 MnH eBpo) Bbino MeHblie obbema
cpencTs, BblaeneHHbIx eii B 2005 1. (880 mnH eBpo),
¥ ropasfo MeHblue UToroBoi cymmbl (1,128 mnpp,
eBpo). B kayectBe aprymeHTOB MasnbTa ykasbiBana
Ha CBOW «ECTECTBEHHbIE OrpaHUYEHUs» — UK TO,
4TO MOXHO Ha3BaTb HEOTHEM/EMOIA YSI3BUMOCTbIO, —
KOTOpble He MOryT ObITb MPeoAoneHbl 3a CcueT
TONIbKO yCuAuiA camoro octposa. Cpeaun Hanbonee
4acTo YNMOMMWHAEMbIX OrPaHUYEHUIt — Manas rio-
WaAb U YAANEHHOCTb OT KOHTUHEHTa. Ho ux BO3-
LeicTBMEe MOXeT ObiTb YaCTUYHO HMBENMPOBAHO
6narofaps BHELIHUM pecypcam.

Ha camoMm pene mo wtoraMm camMmuTa €BpoO-
neickMe Nuaepbl NPU3HaNM, YTO OCTPOBHOW Xa-
paKTep CTPaH-Y1eHOB U YAANEHHOCTb HEKOTOPbIX
pervoHoB EC 3acnyxuBaeT Toro, 4tobbl Manbta
1 Kunp nonyumnu LononHUTENbHble aCCUTHOBAHMS
B pasmepe 200 1 150 MIH eBpo, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
B paMKax mporpammbl «MHBeCTULMM ANS pocTa
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1 3aHaTOCTM». KpoMe Toro, Manbta AONONHUTENb-
HO nonyunT 63 MAH eBpo no nporpamme «Coeau-
HWUTL EBpony» Ang cTpouTenscrBa rasonpoBona
no Cuumnun. BMmecte c mopkntoyveHueM yepes
CUUMAUIO K EBPOMNECKOM 3NEeKTPO3HEPrOCeTH 3TO
[LOMKHO YKPEMNUTb 3HepreTUyeckyto 6e3onacHocTb
OCTPOBA 33 CYET AMBepCUdUKALMM UCTOUYHWUKOB
(v 3aBucuMocCTH). B nonrocpoyHoit nepcrnektmse
3TO NO3BOMUT ManbTe NoAy4uTb JOCTYN K Aelle-
BOM 3MIEKTPO3HEPTMM C OCTaNIbHOWM YaCTU KOH-
TUHEeHTa. B HacTosWMiA MOMEHT 31eKTpU4ecTBo

The Dutch government’s mission for the budget
negotiations, which had to be secured by
Prime Minister Rutte, was three-fold. First, to
maintain the €1bn rebate on the Netherlands’
contribution to the EU. Second, to lower total
EU spending. This goal might have seemed
ambitious, given that new EU budgets had
always been higher than the previous one, and
given that the European Commission had asked
for an increase of 5. 5% compared to the old
2007-2013 budget.

Third, Rutte’s goal was to modernize the
budget in order to create more financial room
for investing in the EU’s earning capacity, in
areas such as research, innovation, transport,
energy and digital networks.

While the last goal is the most substantive
in nature, the first two are highly political: Rutte
seemed to be particularly keen on being able to
demonstrate that he could succeed in making
Brussels “give in and give up’, and to show that
he could come home with spoils of some sort
for the national electorate.

The first of these goals has been achieved:
Rutte managed to maintain the Dutch rebate. The
second goal was also successfully negotiated:
for the first time in the history of the EU the
budget has been pushed down. This makes the
Netherlands part of the winning team in decision
making process, together with Britain, Germany,
Sweden and the other net-contributors.

By contrast, Rutte was not successful in
securing @ more modern EU budget: while
spending on Competitiveness for Growth
may increase by 40% to more than €125bn, it
still remains a very modest part of the total
budget (12.6% compared to 32.6% for regional
development and 37.4% for agriculture).

So it can be concluded that Rutte has
succeeded politically but lost in more
substantive terms. In his first response to the
press, Rutte stated: “Of course it is not possible
to get everything you want when you negotiate
with 27 member states. But we keep our rebate,
for which we fought hard, and the total budget
will be smaller. That’s appropriate, because all
member states have to cut their spending”.

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

1 6onee NoNOBUHbI MUTLEBOI BOAbI MPOM3BOASATCS
6naropaps uMnoptupyemoi Hedtu. Y ManbTbl HeT
aNbTEPHATUBHbIX MCTOYHWUKOB 3HEPIUM.

BbineneHHble ManbTe cpefctBa B paMKax
6ronxeta EC Ha 2014-2020 rr. pacnpeneneHsl
cnenywowmnM 06pasoM: NONUTUKA CMOYEHUS —
776 MNH eBpoO; Cenbckoe X03aMcTBO — 138 MnH
€BpO; MUrPaLMN/BHYTPEHHAS 6€30MacHOCTbL/06-
pa3soBaHue 1 pblbHble pecypcbl — 120 MiH eBpo;
nporpamMma «CoeanHuTb EBpOny»/Hayka/okpy-
Xatowas cpega — 94 MnH eBpo.

What Rutte does not mention is that since
the last budget was made, the member states
have asked the EU to do more, for instance in
the field of regulating financial services and
national budgets, foreign policy and fighting
cross-border crime. EU institutions will
have to perform these additional tasks with
fewer funds. For the Netherlands, there is a
clear analogy with what the present central
government demands from local authorities:
policy decentralization has been paired with
budget cuts for municipalities.

Another part of the budget that pleased
the Dutch government is the demand for all
EU institutions to cut down 5% of their staff
in the next years. Those EU civil servants that
remain will have to work longer hours without
additional compensation and will face a salary
cut of 6%, seen as a “token of solidarity” with
indebted EU member states. This measure
tallies nicely with the recurrent debate on
public sector rewards in the Netherlands.
Just last week, there was outrage in Dutch
newspapers and TV shows in response to the
news that more than 3000 EU civil servants
enjoy a higher salary than the Dutch prime
minister himself.

The failure to truly modernize the EU’s
budget is seen by many as a missed opportunity
to use the budget negotiations as stating an
ambition for Europe, rather than underlining the
popular perception that EU budgets are more
about finding a “‘gloomy compromise between
political opportunism and subsidy addiction™
as Neelie Kroes, the Dutch Commissioner for
Europe’s Digital Agenda, called the budget
agreement in the papers.

In sum, Rutte succeeded in achieving the
two political goals that prevent him from losing
political prestige domestically, but he failed
to triumph in terms of creating more common
added value for Europe, by moving away from
the old economy and embracing the new
economy. This can be taken as an indication
of Europe’s long road ahead, both in terms of
economic recovery and in terms of increasing
multi-level political legitimacy.
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3apaya ronnaHACKoOro npaBuTenbCTBa Ha ne-
peroBopax o 6loaxeTe, KOTOPY Mpencrosno
BbINONHWUTL NpeMbep-MUHUCTPY PloTTe, 6bina
TpONCTBEHHOM. Bo-nepBbiX, COXpaHWUTb KOM-
neHcauuio B 1 Mmnppa eBpo. Bo-BTopbiX, cokpa-
TMTb 0bwue pacxopbl EBpocotosa. JTa 3amava
MOrna nokasaTbCs aMOWLMO3HOM, y4uTbiBaS,
4TO Kax[Abli cnenyowmii 6opkeT BCceraa ooin
6onblwe npepplaywero M 4Yto EBpokomuccus
npennarana ysenuyeHune Ha 5,5% no cpasHe-
HWIO C MPOLWBbIM UKMKNOM. B-TpeTbux, obHO-
BUTb OIOOXKET TaK, YTOObl B HEM ObINO GoNbLUE
BO3MOXHOCTEW A9 MHBECTUPOBAHWUSA B Te 06-
NacTu, KOTOpble MOryT NMPUHOCUTb AEHbIU —
Hayka, WHHOBALMW, TPAHCMOPT, 3HepreTuka
n UMdpoBble ceTu.

B 1o Bpems kak nocnenHss 3apava Gonee
OCHOBaTe/lbHa MO CBOEN MPUPOAE, NepBble [Be
SBNSIOTCH KpalHe MoAWTU3MPOBaHHbIMU: PoTTe
0COOEHHO MMMOHMPOBAnNa MbIC/b, YTO OH MOXET
3aCTaBuTb bproccenb «MOMTU Ha YCTYMKU U CAaTb-
ca», 4ToObl, BEPHYBLWMWCH AOMOM, NpencTaBuTb
pe3synbTaThl U3bMpaTenam.

MepBas 3anaya Obina BbiNonHeHa. PoTTe cy-
Men COXPaHUTb TONNAHACKYK KOMMEHCaLMo.
Bropas 3apava Toxe 6bina C ycnexoM pelueHa:
BMepBble B UCTOpUM 06LwuMin BropkeT 6bin cokpa-
weH. ITo noctaBuno HwaepnaHvabl B OOMH paf,
¢ apyrumun nobeputenammu — bputanuei, Llse-
LMeN 1 NpoYUMHU HETTO-LOHOPAMM.

Ho PioTTe He ymanocb caenatb 6romxeT 60-
nee coBpeMeHHbIM. X0TS pacxofbl Ha Nporpam-
My «KOHKYpeHTOCMoCcoBHOCTb ANS pocTa» MOryT
Bblpacth Ha 40% po 6onee yem 125 mnpp espo,
3TO BCE PaBHO OCTAETCH CPaBHWUTENbHO HEHOsb-
Lol YacTbto Bcero nnaHa (12,6% no cpaBHeHUIO
c 32,6% Ha pervoHanbHoe pa3Butue u 37,4%
Ha CenbCckoe X039MCTBO).

[M03TOMy MOXHO pe3loMMpOoBaTh, YTO Mnpe-
Mbep-MUHUCTP Mnpeycnen MOJAUTUYECKM, HO
npourpan B BaXHbIX Belax. B cBoem nepeom
KOMMeHTapuu Ans npeccbl oH ckasan: «KoHeu-
HO, HEBO3MOXHO MO/Y4YMTb BCEIO Yero XoueLlb,
Korga npuxoAmTCs BECTU NeperoBopbl ¢ 27 cTpa-
HaMu. Ho Mbl COXpaHMIM Hally KOMMEHcaLMio,
3a KOTOpYto pewunTensHo 6oponucs, M Aobunuce
cokpalleHus obuiero BroaxeTa. ITO NpPaBUIbHO,
MOTOMY YTO BCE rOCYAAPCTBa AOMKHbI COKPATUTb
CBOM pacxofpl».

On Friday 8 February Dutch Prime Minister Mark
Rutte presented the preliminary outcome of EU
member-states’ negotiations on the EUs long-
term budget (2014-2020). His message to the
Dutch public clearly was: “mission accomplished™—
the Netherlands had achieved its double objective
of reducing the total EU budget while holding on
to the Netherlands’ one billion euro rebate that it
had obtained in 2005 for the first time. Throughout
2012 draft budget proposals had envisaged
cutting the Dutch rebate substantively. In the
end, Austria lost her rebate completely, Sweden’s
was reduced, and Denmark obtained a rebate for
the first time; the Netherlands and the United
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Ho PioTTe He ynomsHyn 0 TOM, YTO CO Bpeme-
HW yTBEPXAEeHWs nocnenHero 6GwoaxeTa cTpa-
Hbl npocunu EC Gonblwe penatb, Hampumep,
B 0obnactv perynMpoBaHus (GUHAHCOBbLIX YCHYT,
HaLMOHaNbHbIX OOIKETOB, BHELWHEN NOAUTK-
Kn 1 6opbbbl C MexAyHapoLHOM MpecTynHo-
CTbto. EBpONERcKMM MHCTUTYTaM MpeacTouT pe-
WwaTb 3T Npobnembl C MEHbLIUMK CPELCTBAMM.
[ns Hupepnanaos Takas cuTyaums aHanormyHa
HbIHELWWHEMY MOBEAEHMIO LEEHTPANIbHOro NpaBu-
TenbCTBa, KOTOpOe, NPOBOAS AeLeHTpanu3aLmio
NOMULENCKMUX DYHKLMIA, COKpaLLaeT GUHAHCMPO-
BaHWe MYHULMMNANUTETOB, HO CNPALIMBAET C HUX
3a pe3ynbraThl peopMbl.

[pyras yacTb 6rooxeTa, KOTopas paayeT ron-
NaHACKOe MpaBWUTENbCTBO, — 3T0 TpeboBaHue
OT BCEX eBPONEeNCKUX UHCTUTYTOB COKPATUTb CBOU
WwTaThbl Ha 5% B Bamxalwme roapl. Te COTPYAHM-
KW, KOTOpble OCTaHyTCSA, AOMKHbI OyayT Jonblue
paboTaTtb, a ux 3apnnatbl OyAyT COKpaLLeHbl
Ha 6%, 4TO paccMaTpuBaeTCs Kak nposBie-
HMEe CONUOAPHOCTU C NepPexMBaOLLMMU KPU3NC
cTpaHamu — uneHamu EC. 3Ta Mepa npekpacHo
COBMajaeT C MpPOAO/KAOLMMCS CNOPOM  BO-
Kpyr onnatbl TpyAaa B roccektope HuaoepnaH-
[0B. bykBanbHO HakaHyHe rofnaHAcKue rasetbl
W TeneBuaeHue BO3MYLLANUCh, YTO Bonee 3 Tbi-
ca4 coTpynHukoB cTpykTyp EC nonyuator 60nb-
WY 3apnnaTy, YeM NpeMbep-MUHUCTP CTPaHbI.

MHorue pacueHuBaloT Heyaady B oOHOBne-
HuK Bropketa EC Kak ynyLieHHY0 BO3MOXHOCTb
MCMoNb30BaTb NEPEroBopbl, YTOObI yKasaTb Lenb
EBpone BMecTo noTtakaHus MOMynsipHbIM B3MNs-
[aM Ha NnaH Kak Ha «be3HafexHbli KoMnpo-
MUCC MeXAy MOAUTUYECKMM OMMNOPTYHU3MOM
M 3aBMCMMOCTbIO OT CcyBCuauii», Kak B rasetax
HasblBana [OKYMEHT TFOANaHACKMIA KOoMuUccap
no uHdopmaumoHHom nonutuke Henm Kpyc.

B uenom ProTTe npeycnen B BbINOMHEHUM ABYX
MOMIMTUYECKUX 33[3a4, KOTOPbIe He MO3BONAT eMy
noTepsTb MMLO AoMa. Ho oH He fobuncs ycnexa
Tam, rae ero ycunus Mornm uMeTb 60NbLLYIO LieH-
HOCTb ANng EBponbl, — 0CTaBMB B NPOLLIOM CTa-
pYyl0 3KOHOMUKY U BCTYMUB B 3KOHOMUKY HOBYHO.
JTO MOXHO pacLeHWBaTb KakK MokasaTeNb Toro,
uTo EBpOne ele npencTouT NpeoaoneTb AONTUA
MyTb KaK B TOM, YTO KacaeTcs 3KOHOMUYECKOro
BOCCTAaHOBNEHMS, TaK U B TOM, YTO KacaeTcs MHO-
rOypOBHEBOM MOMUTUYECKOM NEFUTUMHOCTY.

Kingdom managed to hold on to the original sizes
of their rebates. Mr. Rutte’s self-congratulatory
press conference thus seems justified.

The outcome of the Euro-top of 7-8 February
limits the financial problems the Dutch
government is presently encountering: in order
to meet EU budget standards, the Netherlands
has embarked on an ambitious €24bn package
of budget cuts and tax increases for the coming
years. The package is no guarantee that the
Netherlands will meet the EU’s agreed-upon
ceiling of 3% budget deficit, a norm strongly
advocated in the past by the Netherlands itself.
On top of that, the Dutch government effectively
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nationalized SNS Bank,one of the country’s largest
retail banks, in order to prevent its collapse. This
measure alone will cost €3.7bn, a sum narrowly
offset by the government’s recent sale of network
concessions. The Dutch government thus could
not afford another financial setback in the form
of a strong reduction in its EU rebate. These
stakes were reinforced last month by the election
of Dutch Finance Minister Jeroen Dijsselbloem as
chair of the Eurogroup: it will complicate his job
if the Netherlands will not meet the strict criteria
for the Eurozone.

The double aim the Netherlands had set for
itself reflects the critical attitude the country has
openly adopted vis- a-vis European integration
since, roughly, 2005. In 2005 over 60% of the
Dutch population rejected the Constitutional
Treaty in a referendum. This was a major blow to
the Dutch foreign policy elite which had simply
expected Dutch public opinion to rally around the
government’s position and had underestimated
the organizational strength of the opponents
of the Treaty. Since then, most politicians have
remained extremely sensitive to the idea of
anti-European sentiments among the Dutch
population. In particularly, they feared that the
idea would take hold that the Netherlands pays
far more to the EU than it receives and that more
and more national prerogatives would slowly
leak away to what opponents call a ‘European
super-state. One of the results of this increased
government’s sensitivity was the bitter fight for
a Dutch rebate, in order to redress this alleged
unfairness of distorted contributions. This fight
resulted in a €1bn rebate for the Netherlands in
the EU’s 2007-2013 budget.

In 2013 this sensitivity has not disappeared:
there has been a relative instability in the Dutch
political system since the murder in 2002 of Mr Pim
Fortuyn—then leader of a new, highly successful
anti-elite party (LPF); the Dutch political system
has been characterized by high electoral volatility
and unstable government coalitions (5 elections
and 6 cabinets since 2002, including a minority
government [2010-2012]). Although the populist
freedom party PVV and its leader Mr Geert Wilders
campaigned unsuccessfully on an explicit anti-
European platform during the 2012 national
elections, the political elite is aware of the anti-
European undercurrent in Dutch society cutting
across most political parties (the exceptions
are D66 and the Greens, whose voters remain
relatively pro EU). It thus remains essential to
avoid the impression with the general public that
the Dutch pay more than others and that Brussels
will take on more tasks.

In sum, from a short term perspective Mr
Rutte and his Foreign Secretary, Mr Frans
Timmermans, have done well. Two sectors in the
Netherlands seem to have fallen victim to the
current budget deal: agriculture and Research
& Development. The farmers, speaking through
their main lobby organization LTO Nederland,
complain about the reduction of subsidies
(indeed, the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy
traditionally also favours the highly efficient
Dutch agricultural sector) and expect more
competition from Central and Eastern European
countries. The smaller rise in the EU budget

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

for innovation than planned may work to the
disadvantage of Dutch research institutes. The
immediate political fall-out of these groups is
likely to be minimal.

In the long run, however, the current Dutch
position may have different, and even adverse,
consequences. Critics of the Dutch position in
Brussels, who include opposition parties in the
Dutch parliament, European parliamentarians of
the ruling coalition,and Dutch Euro commissioner
Ms Neelie Kroes, argue that the government has
protected vested interests and failed to develop
a long term perspective on Europe, which should
have been the purpose of a seven years’ budget
in the first place. Indeed, if future European
prosperity and political power depends on
increased competitiveness and on the attraction
of trained migrants, it seems odd that the EU
decided to give a lower priority to innovation
and infrastructure (in particular in ICT). This is all
the more pertinent for the Netherlands, which
still seems hesitant in recognizing that future
economic growth may not exclusively reside in
its well-functioning transport and agricultural
sectors, but rather in high-tech service industries,
which would require investments in education
and innovation.

More importantly, by focusing on maintaining
the rebate, the Netherlands has firmly sided
with more Eurosceptical member states, such
as Denmark, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
Traditionally, the Netherlands has always kept
close to the French-German tandem which
usually lies at the heart of European policies.
The budget summit of 7-8 January, however,
witnessed a rift between on the one hand the
Eurosceptics, supported by Germany, and on the
other hand a coalition of southern and eastern
EU member states, the European Parliament
and the Commission, who, all for different
reasons, jockeyed for a higher budget. Indeed,
the race has not yet been run as the European
Parliament, strongly in favour of a higher
budget, can still reject the summit deal. The
summit thus revealed the existence of a major
cleavage between EU member states that is not
easily resolved as long as the current economic
crisis in the eurozone continues.

Although usually labelled Europhile until
the mid-2000s, the Netherlands and its foreign
policy elite always took a very pragmatic stance
despite that official doctrine. In order to prevent
the dominance of a few big member states, it
sided with the UK regarding the widening of
the EU—the more member states, the stronger
the intergovernmental character. Meanwhile,
because its efficient farmers profited from CAP
rules, it sustained the size of the EU agricultural
budget, and because the Guilder was effectively
pegged to the D-Mark, the Netherlands followed
the German position on EMU. What changed
in the mid-2000s, however, was the increased
electoral salience of EU issues. Whereas in the
past the Dutch foreign policy elite officially
complained about Europe’s democratic deficit,
the same deficit helped them hide effective
costs and benefits of European policies from the
broader public. Various issues, however, made
the public increasingly aware of the effects of
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Europeanization, such as migration and the
displacement of production sites. The financial
and economic crisis have increased the sensitivity
of the public to European policies: the EU is
often portrayed as curbing the macro-economic
policy freedom of the national government—
the arrival of a EU bureaucrat in January who
will permanently reside in The Hague and who
will closely watch the Dutch efforts to meet EU
budget rules has reinforced such images.

It is no coincidence that parallel to the budget
negotiations, Dutch political parties have been
drafting lists of competencies which should
remain national, or which should be retaken’ from
Brussels. They also demanded from Prime Minister
Rutte a long term vision of the European project,a
request he has gently put aside. These movements
reflect the difficulty with which Dutch politicians
realize that they must eventually comply with the
same EU budget rules they so eagerly formulated
in the past. Then, they underlined that the
Netherlands was not like Italy or Greece; now they
can only present Dutch compliance to these rules

B natHuuy, 8 despans, npemMbep-MuHUCTP Mapk
PloTTe npenctaBun npenBapwTeNbHble  UTOTU
neperoBopoB 0 [JonrocpoyHoM Oromkere EC
(2014-2020). Ero nmocnanue 6bIN0 KpaTKUM:
«3afia4a BbiNonHeHa». HuaepnaHabl BbINONHWUAN
[IBOVHYIO 33a4a4y Mo cokpatieHunto pacxonos EC
1 MO COXPaHEHMIO CBOEeW KoMneHcauum B 1 Mapp,
€BpO, KOTOPYH OHW Bnepsble nonyunnu B 2005 .
Ha npotsxeHnumn Bcero 2012 r. npoekTbl 6roaxeTa
npenycMaTpuBanu ee CylecTBEHHOE COKpalue-
Hue. Mo utoram neperosopoB ABCTpUs notepsna
CBOM KOMMEHCALIMIO NOMHOCTbIO, LWBeACKas bbina
cokpalleHa, 3ato [laHua nonyyuna ee Bnepsble.
Hupepnanapl n BennkobputaHus cMornu coxpa-
HWTb CBOM KOMMEHCALMM B MpexHeM obbeMe.
Mo3sToMy xBanebHbll TOH npecc-KoHdepeHLMn
npemMbep-MUHUCTPa Obin onpaBaaH.

Mcxon neperoBopoB MoacBeTun npobnemsl,
KOTOpble Hafo pelaTb roANaHACKOMY MNpaBu-
TeNbCTBY: 4TOObI COOTBETCTBOBATb CTaHAAPTaM
EC. Hupepnanobl B3BanunauM Ha cebs 0693a-
TeNbCTBa MO COKpalleHuto geduumta Gromxeta
W YBENMYEHWIO HaNoroB 06bemMoM 24 mMappa, eBpo.
[lakeT Mep He sBngeTCca rapaHT1en Toro, 4to Hu-
fepnaHibl 6yayT cOOTBETCTBOBATb TpeboBaHMIO
0 «3%-HoM geduuunTe BrogKeTa» — HOpMe, KOTo-
pYH0 He TaK AaBHO CTpaHa cama oTcTauBana.

[MoMMMO 3TOro, B Liensx CnaceHns ronnaHackoe
NpaBWUTENbCTBO HauMoHanusmposano 6aHk SNS,
OOMH M3 KPYMHENLMX PO3HUYHbIX BaHKOB CTpa-
Hbl. OnuMH 3TOT war obolencs kasHe B 3,7 Mnpp,
€BpO, YTO efBa MOKPbIBAET HELABHAS pacnpona-
a HEKOTOPbIX roCyAapCTBEHHbIX aKTMBOB. [103T0-
My NpaBUTENLCTBO He Moo cebe No3BONUTD elle
OOMH yAap B BuAe CyLLECTBEHHOrO COKPALLEeHMS
KOMMeHCaUMU. 3HayeHue 3TOro MOATBEPAWNIO
W AenerMpoBaHMe MMHMCTpa GuHaHcoB Mepy-
Ha [eiccenbnyma Ha noct rnasbl EBporpynnbl
B NPOLU/IOM MecsiLie: HeBbINonHeHWe HuaepnaHaa-
MU TpeboBaHWI1 EBPO30HbI OC/IOXKHUT ero pabory.

[lBoiiHas wuenb, KOTOpYK CTpaHa BMOWUT ne-
pen coboi, OTpaXaeT KpUTUYECKOe OTHOLLEeHMe
K eBPOMeCcKoM MHTerpaLmu, BO3HuKLLIee npubnu-
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as long as they can maintain at the same time that
not all Dutch policy freedom has been handed
over to Brussels.

The fight over the EU budget 2014-2020 thus
hides a deeper rift characterizing the Netherlands
and its attitude towards the EU: the electorate
watches ever more closely the costs and benefits
of European integration. Dutch politicians
therefore have to seem tougher in Brussels than
they used to. They may thus be driven into the
Eurosceptical camp,as happened over the budget,
and thus drift away from the French-German EU
engine to which they sought to remain so close
in the past. This situation will worsen as long as
the Dutch political system remains as volatile as
it has become since the 2000s, allowing Europe
to become a salient issue in electoral campaigns.
The situation may ameliorate when the Eurozone
shows signs of substantive growth and costs of
European integration become less visible or less
painful. Unfortunately for Dutch politicians, the
Dutch economy has just entered its third official
recession since 2007.

3utenbHo B 2005 r. Torna 6onee 60% HaceneHus
MpOrofiocoBanu Ha pedepeHayme npotue KoHCTu-
TyumMoHHoro forosopa EC. 1o 6bin konoccanbHbli
yAap No rofNaHACKMM BHELIHENOAUTUYECKMM M-
TaM, KOTOpble OXMAANU, YTO HaceNeHue CrioTUTCS
BOKPYr NpaBuTenbcTBa. OHM HELLOOLLEHUM OpraHu-
3aTOPCKYH CUY NPOTUBHMKOB AoroBopa. C Tex nop
6ONbLIMHCTBO MOMUTUKOB KpaiHEe YyBCTBUTE/bHbI
K QHTMEBPOMNEWNCKMM HAaCTPOeHUaM Yy rpaxkaaH. Ha-
npumep, oHM 6os1Cb, 4To Bo306nasaeT uaes, obya-
T0 Hupepnanabl nnatat Gonblue, YeM MONYYAHOT,
n 6yato Bce 6onblue 1 Bonblue NoNHOMouMI ByneT
yTekaTb B «EBPOMENCKYI0 CBepxaepxaBy» (kak EC
Ha3blBasM ONMOHEHTbI). OOHUM U3 CNeacTBUM Ta-
KO YyBCTBUTENBHOCTM NPaBUTENbCTBA CTasna 6opb-
6a 3a rofNaHACKYH KOMMeHCaLuto, YTobbl B3HOCHI
CTpaHbl BbINSAENM CNPaBeAnBbIMU. B pesynbtate
Hupepnanabl nonyuunu komneHcaumio B 1 mnpg,
eBpo B 2007-2013 rr.

B 2013 r. 3Ta YyBCTBUTENBHOCTH HE Mponana.
C 2002 r., korga 6611 yOUT TOraaLHWIA IMAep Ho-
BOM, O4eHb yCnewHoM paaukanbHoi naptumn CNd
MM DopTeitH, nonnTUYecKas CUTyaums B CTpaHe
Oblna CpaBHUTENbHO HeCTabunbHON. Monutnye-
cKkas cucteMa B HupepnaHaax xapakrepusyertcs
KpawHen 3n1eKTopanbHOM BONATUABHOCTBIO U He-
CTabuNbHLIMKU MPABUTENLCTBEHHBIMU KOANULLUSA-
MM (NaTb BbIBOPOB M WecTb KabuHetos ¢ 2002 .,
BK/1104a$s NPaBMUTENbCTBO MeHbLUMHCTBA B 2012 ).

Xota kamnaHuua nonyauctckon «lMaptum cgo-
6onbi» U ee nuaepa lepta Bungepca, npoxoams-
Was NoA, ABHbIMU aHTUEBPOMENCKUMU I03YHTaMMU,
3aKOHYMNacb nopaxeHneM Ha Bbibopax 2012 r.,
PYKOBOACTBO CTPaHbl OCBELOMJEHO O €BpO-
CKeNnTUYEeCKUX HAaCTPOEHUSX B FONNAHACKOM 06-
wectse U BONbLUMHCTBE MONUTUYECKUX MAPTUIA.
McknoueHne cocTaBnsitoT TOMbKO «[lemMokpaTbl
66» U «3eNeHble», YbM CTOPOHHMKM OCTAOTCS
HAaCTPOEHHbIMU CPaBHUTENIbHO MPOEBPOMENCKU.
[Mo3ToMy KpalHe BaXXHO M3bexaTb BnevyaTneHums,
6yato fonnaHams NnaTuT GoNblUe, YeM MONyYaeT,
n 6yaTo bproccenb pacnpocTpaHseT CBOK BNaCTb
Ha Bce bonblue chep K13HK B CTPaHe.
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B uenom, ¢ TOukM 3peHus KpaTKOCPOUHOW mnep-
CMeKTMBbI, PIOTTE M MMHWUCTP MHOCTPaHHbIX Len
®paHc TuMMepcaHc JOBMANCE HENMOXMUX pe3ynb-
TaToB. )KepTBaMU HbIHELLHErO COMALLEHNS MOXHO
Ha3BaTb ABa CEKTOPA — CENbCKOE XO34MCTBO, HAYKy
1 passutue. Depmepsl, AENCTBYIOLME Yepe3 CBOO
rMaBHY No66UCTCKYO CTpykTypy — (Depepaumio
CenbCKOro X03aMCTBa M cafoBoAcTBa Hupepnak-
[IOB — XaNykoTcs Ha cokpalleHne cybcuamin (xots
Ha camoMm [Jene obwas eBponeinckas Cenbcko-
XO35CTBEHHas NONUTMKA BCerga noowpsna 3¢-
(DEKTUBHYIO FONNAHACKYI OTPaC/b) U XAYT pocTa
KOHKYPEHLMM €O CTOPOHbI CTpaH LleHTpanbHom
1 BoctouHol Esponbl. PocT pacxonos Ha MHHO-
BaLlMM OKa3a/Cs MEeHbLUE, YeM OXMAANOCh, U 3TO
MOMXET HeraTMBHO CKa3aTbCs Ha FOMMAHACKUX MC-
CNenoBaTenbcknx MHCTUTYTax. OfHaKo B AaHHbIN
MOMEHT 3T0, BEpOSTHO, OyAeT UMETb MUHUMAlTbHbIE
MOAUTUYECKME NOCNEeACTBUS.

B monrocpoyHoi nepcneKkTBe HbIHELWHAS
MO3ULUMS TONNAHACKOrO MNPaBUTENbCTBA MOXET
UMeTb Apyrue, ecim He CKasaTb MNPOTUBOMOOXK-
Hble, nocnencTsna. Kputukn — cpenm KoTopbix
onno3numsg B HALUMOHANIbHOM U €BPOMenCcKOM
napnameHTax M eBpOMenckuii Komwuccap, ron-
naHgka Henn Kpyc — yTBepxpatot, yto npa-
BMTE/IbCTBO 3aLUMLLIANO PA3/IMuHble WMHTEPECHI,
HO He BblpaboTano A0NrOCPOYHYK CTpaTeruto
B OTHOLIEHWM EBpoOnbI, 4TO [OMKHO 6bINO CTOATL
Ha NepBOM MeCTe NMpu paccMOTpeHun BroakeTa.
[LeictBuTensHo, ecnm byayuwee EC 3aBucut ot
poCTa KOHKYPEHTOCMOCOBHOCTU U MpPUBIEYEHUN
KBaNMOULMPOBAHHOM paboyeil Cunbl, CTPaHHO,
4TO WMHHOBALMKM M MHDPACTPYKTypa (B 4acTHO-
ctn, MKT) He okasanucb B Yncie NMpUOPUTETOB.
JT0 0CobeHHO akTyanbHO Ang HupoepnaHaos,
KOTOpble, KaXeTcs, No-npexHemy ¢ TpyAoM no-
HMMaIoT, 4To OyAyLWMiA SKOHOMUYECKMIA pOCT
He MOXEeT 3MXAMUTbCS TOMbKO Ha XOpoller pa-
60Te TpaHCMopTa M CeNbCKOro X034MCTBa M YTO
Heobx04MMbl MHBECTULMK B 0Opa30oBaHMeE U UH-
HOBaLWMK, YTOObI pPa3BMBaTb NEPCNEKTUBHbIE Bbl-
COKOTEXHO/IOMMYHbIEe MPOM3BOACTBA.

Elle BaXXHee TO, YTO, KOHLLEHTPUPYS CBOE BHU-
MaHue Ha KomneHcauuu, flonnaHana okasanacb
B NPOYHOW CBA3Ke C Bonee eBpOCKENTUHECKMMM
cTpaHamu, kak Janus, Weeuns u Bennkobpu-
TaHWs, XOTS TPafMUMOHHO Tarotena K paH-
KO-repMaHCKoMy TaHAeMy, 00pasyoLiemMy LeHTp
€BPOMEeNCcKOM MONMUTUKU. BIOAXKETHbIN CcaMMuUT
7-8 deBpana 3aduKkcMpoBan pasHornacus
MeXAay, C OOHOW CTOPOHbI, €BPOCKEeNTUKAMM,
noaaepxaHHbiMu fepmManunen, a ¢ Apyroin — Ko-
anuuUMein KKHbIX M BOCTOYHBIX CTPaH-YNEHOB,
EsponapnameHtoM 1 EBpokomuccuent, kotopble
MO pasHbIM MPUYMHAM BbICTYNANM 3a poCT pac-
X0A40B. Ha caMOM fene roHka elle He 3aKOHYeHa,
nockonbKy EBponeickuin napnaMenT, pewunTens-
HO MoAfepXWBAOWMIA yBenuyeHne OroaKeTa,
BCE elle MOXET OTKNOHWTb cornawenune. Cam-
MWT, TaKuM 06pa3oM, 0OHaXKWN CyLLecTBEHHbIe
pasHornacus Mexay CTpaHaMu, KOTopble He Tak
npocTo 6yaeT pa3peLlnTb B HbIHELLIHENR CUTyaLmMm
3KOHOMMYECKOT0o Kpu3nca.

HecMoTps Ha TO 4YTO ronnaHALbl TPaaULMOH-
HO cuymTanmch eBpodunamm ao cepenmHsl 2000-x
IT., CTPAHa ¥ ee BHeWHENOAUTUYECKOE PYKOBOA-
CTBO 3aHMMANIM OYeHb MParMaTUYHY MO3ULIMIO
Ha MexyHapoLHoM apeHe. YTobbl He fLOoMyCTUTb
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LLOMUHMPOBaHMS BONbLUMX CTPaH, OHa BCTYNuna
B COl03 C BenmkobputaHueit oTHOCUTENbHO pac-
wuperuns EC — yem BGonblue cTpaH, TeM Kpenye
MEXMNpPaBUTENbCTBEHHbIE CBA3M.

B 1o xe BpeMsi ymeHue depmepoB u3Bne-
kaTb Bbirogy u3 npasun OCI pasano lonnak-
LMW BO3MOXHOCTb MOALEPXKMBATb CEeNbCKOXO-
39/CTBEHHbIN OOLXET Ha MNpPexHeM YpOBHe.
A 3bdekTMBHAs npuBA3Ka TynbAeHa K He-
MeLKoW Mapke — nocnefoBatb 3a [epMaHuen
B DKOHOMMWYECKMUIA U BaNKOTHBIN COIO3.

OpHako B cepennHe 2000-x rT. eBponeiickue
BOMPOCbI CTasu UrpaTb Bce 6O/bLLYIO PO/b BO BHY-
TpeHHel nonuTuke. XoTs HaLUMOHaNnbHas BHeLUHe-
MOSUTUYECKas 3/MTa paHblUe KanoBanacb Ha ae-
duumT nemokpatum B EC, MeHHO 3Ta 0cobeHHOCTb
Mo3BOAISNA MM CKPbIBATb MKOCHI U MUHYCbl €BPO-
NenCcKoM NOAUTUKM OT LUIMPOKOM ayauTopmu. Ho co
BpeMeHeM Bce Oo/blMiA pe3oHaHC npuobpeTanu
pas/MyHble BOMPOCHI — HanpuMep, MUrpaums
U nepeMeLLeHne NpOM3BOACTB. YyBCTBUTENBHOCTb
K eBpOnencKMM BOmpocaM MNoAcTerHysn GUHaHCOBbIN
n 3KoHOMMYeckuit kpu3nc: EC yacto nzobpaxatot
OrpaHUYMBAIOLLMM  MAKPO3KOHOMMYECKYD  MONn-
TUKY HaLMOHANbHOMO npaBuTenbcTea. M npubbitve
B SHBape eBPOMeicKoro YMHOBHMKA, KOTOPbI ByneT
MOCTOSIHHO HaxoAMTbCA B [aare 1 cneamTb 3a cobnto-
neHnem Hupepnannamu 6100KETHOM AUCLMMIMHDI,
TO/bKO MOACTErHYNO TaKUe HACTPOEHMUS.

HecnyuyaiiHo, 4To mapannensHo neperoBopam
0 GropKeTe ronnaHACKMe NOMUTUYECKUE NapTUM
COCTaBMAM CMMCOK MOSTHOMOUMIA, KOTOPbIE [OMXK-
Hbl OCTaTbCs Ha HALMOHANbHOM YPOBHE WU KO-
TOpble HeobxoAMMO «BepHYTb» U3 bproccens. OHu
Takxe notpeboBann OT npeMbep-MUHUCTPa PioT-
Te NpencTaBUTb AOATOCPOYHYIO CTPATErnio OTHO-
weHnit ¢ EC - npocbOy, KOTOPY OH AeNMKaTHO
MrHOPUPOBan. JTWU [BWXKEHWUS OTPaXaloT CIOX-
HOCTb, C KOTOPOW ronnaHAcKue MOSUTUKM MbiTa-
lOTCS 0CO3HaTb, YTO B OTHOLLUEHMM OromKeTa UM
HeobXoAMMO CnenoBaTb TEM CaMbIM MpaBuUiaM,
KOTOpble OHM HeKorAa co3aasanu. Toraa OHM nNog-
yepkuBanu, 4to Hupepnaunabl — 370 He [peums
n He Wranua. Ho Tenepb, cnepys npaBunam, oHW
BbIHY)XA,eHbl MOCTOSIHHO HAMOMWHATb, YTO HA CAMOM
[lene He BCe MNOMHOMOYMS NepeaaHsl B bproccens.

Bopbba 3a eBponeiickuii  BromXeT  Ha
2014-2020 rr., TakuM 06pa3oM, CKpbIBAET ry-
6okoe npotuBopeune o HupepnaHoax u ux
oTHoweHumn Kk EC. M36upaTtenn TwatenbHo oue-
HWUBAKT M/KOChI U MUHYCbl MHTErpauuu, u ron-
NaHACKUM MONWUTUKAM NPUXOAMTCS BecTu cebs
B bptoccene xecrtye, YemM oHM NpuBbIKAK. M03TO-
MYy OHM MepeMeLlaloTcs B Nlarepb eBpOCKenTK-
KOB, KaK OblI0 B C/yyae ¢ neperosopamu o 6toa-
XeTe, u otpansoTcs ot @paHuun u fepmaHuu,
C KOTOpbIMK BbINIM BMECTe paHblue.

Ecnm nonutnueckas cuctema CTpaHbl Npopon-
YKUT OCTaBaTbCS TaKOW Ke HecTabunbHOM, Kako
oHa 6bina ¢ 2000-x rr., cuTyaums Byaet yxyaLwars-
c9 M Janblue Ha doHe npespalleHus EBponbl
B OCTPEeNLMiA BONPOC NpensblbopHbIX KaMMaHWiA.
M3MeHeHns BO3MOXHbI B C/Ty4ae, eC/in B eBPO30He
MoSIBATCS MPU3HAKM 3aMETHOTO 3KOHOMMYECKOro
poCTa, @ U3AEPXKM Ha EBPOMENCKYI0 MHTErpaLmio
OynyT MeHee o4eBMAHbI UNKM MeHee BOne3HEeHHbI.
K HecyacTblo fns ronnaHAcKMX NOAUTUKOB, HALIMO-
HaNbHas 3KOHOMMKA TOJIbKO YTO BCTYMUAA B CBOKO
TpeTbio opuLManbHyto peueccuto ¢ 2007 .
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yHuBepcuTeT B OnblUTbIHE
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During the last summit meeting in Brussels,
7-8 February 2013, the leaders of the European
Union countries finally came to an agreement on
the EU budget’s shape for the years 2014-2020.
The budget is in deficit, showing a reduction
on the current one for 2007-2013 of nearly
€40bn. The European Union is planning €959bn
in expenditures and €908 billion euro in
revenues. Poland is going to receive €105.8bn:
€72.8bn for cohesion policy, and €28.5bn for the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), whereas in
the previous financial perspective for the years
2007-2013, the figure was €95bn (€68bn and
€27bn, respectively). The Polish CAP contribution
is decreasing in surcharges from 7.3% to 6.9%,
and from 15% to 11% in rural development. The
average payment of surcharges is decreasing
from €214 to €188 per ha, and from €134 to €98
per hainrural development.The amount of losses
is annually at least €62 per ha. A farmer loses
€620 for 10 hectares— €4320 over seven years,
which comes to over 17,000 zloty compared with
the current financing level. However, according
to data provided by the Polish-based Institute
of Agricultural and Food Economics, nearly
33% of Polish households have so far invested
money from the EU in development, and nearly
20% have achieved the intended result. In other
words, thanks to these investments production
costs were lowered so much that our food is
competitively-priced on Western markets.
Innovation is going to be a priority in the
budget which is currently under consideration. A
European Commission draft assumes that funds
for that purpose are going to be increased from
€50bn to €80bn. And estimations of the present
achievements are severe. The majority of the EU
countries devote approximately 2% of GDP to that
goal. Germany and the Scandinavian countries
are exceptions, vastly exceeding the agreed
future target of 3% of GDP. Polish expenses for
innovation do not look impressive in comparison.
Expenses from public funds are 0.53% of GDP,
and 0.2% of GDP from private funds. After us are
Romania, Bulgaria, Lithuania and Latvia.
According to data from the Ministry of Regional
Development, scientific and technological
research will benefit the most. In 2007-2013, the
EU budget for Poland featured a 13% allocation
for that purpose, whereas in 2014-2020 it is going
to be 15-19%. Unfortunately, at the expense of,
among other things, traffic infrastructure. The
budget is also going to support the increased
availability and usage of information technology
in society. Less money is going to be spent on

Bo Bpemsi nocnenHen Bcrtpeun B Bepxax B bproc-
cene 7-8 ¢despansa 2013 r. nuaepsl ctpaH EBpo-
MenNCcKoro COo3a HaKOHEeL, MpWLAM K Ccornalue-
HWUI0 OTHOCWUTENbHO napameTpoB 6Oromketa EC
Ha 2014-2020 rr. OH 6ymeT AedUUUTHbIM, He-
CMOTpPS Ha cokpalleHne noutv Ha 40 mnpa eBpo
OTHOCUTENbHO  HblHewHero (2007-2013 rr).
EBponenckmin cot3 3anoXun B HEro pacxofbl
obvemom 959 mnpn eBpo M Joxonbl 06beMOM
908 mnpp eBpo. [Monblua paccunTbIBAET NOYYMUTD
105,8 mnppa espo: 72,8 Mapg, Ha NOAUTUKY CNo-
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environmental protection (9-12% instead of 13%)
and promoting sustainable transport (28-32%
instead of over 38%).Poland managed to negotiate
that the VAT payable by local governments for
projects funded by the EU can now be covered by
EU funds (the so-called VAT eligibility). This gives
Poland almost €7bn additionally.

The summit meeting saw the creation of a new
financing initiative, the “Connecting Europe Facility”;
its funds will be destined for the development of
the power infrastructure (€5.126bn), the transport
infrastructure (€23.174bn), and telecommunications
and the development of digital networks (€1bn).
€29.30bn—a 50% increase—will be set aside for
this. The “Connecting Europe Facility” project is
going to build ten multimodal corridors connecting
member countries. Good news for Poland is the fact
that two railway lines will be running through Polish
territory: from Amsterdam via Berlin and Warsaw
to the eastern Polish boundary, and the Baltic-
Adriatic railway line, as a part of the Trans-European
Transport Network.

It must not be forgotten that Poland has to
pay back €35bn into the EU budget due to its
bad management of agricultural funds in the
years 2007-2012. That was a decision made by
the European Commission. Brussels also fined
21 other member countries for €400m, and has
already regained part of that money. In Poland,
the EU experts pointed out inconsistencies in
the early retirement system, paid out of the rural
development funds to the amount of €34m,
and €600,000 for the delay in direct payments
and inconsistencies in accounting records. The
only area where we are losing, compared to
the present budget (about €3.5bn), is the rural
development fund, which is the second pillar of
the CAP. Originally the European commission
offered us €111.5bn from the budget, but this
figure was rejected during the negotiations
with the main net contributors to the EU.

From the point of view of the EU as a whole, this
budget is worse than the previous one (2007-2013),
and is characterized, inter alia, by competitive cuts
in the European economy. There is no doubt that
Poland belongs to the small number of countries
which can say that the construction of budget
is favourable. Poland is becoming the biggest
beneficiary of the EU budget for the years 2014-
2020. After Poland, there are France, Germany,
Spain and ltaly. The EU budget for the years 2014-
2020 is a budget of balance and growth, future-
oriented, but also moderate; and this is something
with which the Polish side can be satisfied, in spite
of the general savings.

ueHus, 28,5 Mnpa Ha 06LLYH CeNbCKOX039MCTBEH-
Hyto nonutuky (OCI). B HbiHewwHeM unkne uudpsbl
coctaBnstor 95, 68 u 27 MAph, COOTBETCTBEH-
Ho. [lons ponnat k cpeactBam OCIT cHuxkaeTcs
€ 7,3% no 6,9%, K pa3BUTUIO CENbCKUX PANOHOB —
€ 15% no 11%.CpenHuit 06beM LOMNAT CHUXKAETCS
€ 214 po 188 eBpo Ha rektap v co 134 no 98 espo
Ha rekTap Ans pa3BWUTUS CENbCKMX PaioHOB. Exxe-
rofiHble MoTEpU COCTABAT Kak MUHUMYM 62 eBpO
Ha rektap. ®epmep Tepset 620 eBpo Ha 10 rekTa-
pax, unn 4320 eBpo 3a CeMb JIET, YTO COCTaBASET
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6onee 17 TbICAY 310TbIX NPU CPABHEHUWU C Hbl-
HelWwHUM obbeMoM  (durHaHcupoBaHus. OpHako,
COMNacHO AaHHbIM MonbCKoro MHCTUTYTa 3KOHO-
MWKU CEeNnbCKOro XO035IMCTBA M MPOAOBOJSILCTBUS,
0K0N10 33% [OMOX035MCTB B CTpaHe MHBECTUPO-
Banu feHorn EC B paseutune u okono 20% pobu-
NIUCb HAMEYEHHOro pesynbTaTta. [lpyrumu cnoea-
Mu, Bnarogaps UHBECTULMAM NPOU3BOLACTBEHHbIE
U3LEPXKKU CHU3WAMUCH HACTOMbKO, YTO Halla nu-
LeBasi MPOMbILLNEHHOCTb CTana KOHKYpPeHTOCMo-
COBHOW Ha 3amafHbIX PbIHKaX.

MHHOBaUMM  OOMKHbI  CTaTb  MPUOPUTETOM
HblHelWwHero 6romketa. BapuaHt EBpokomwuccum
npesnonaraet, Yto CpeacTBa Ha 3TW uUenu byayT
yBenuyerbl ¢ 50 no 80 mnppa espo. Mokasatenu
COBPEMEHHbIX AOCTUMKEHUIA BbIFAAAT YHUUTOXKAO-
wymu. bonblumHcTBO cTpaH EC BbiZenstoT Ha faH-
Hble Lenu nopsaka 2% BBI1. lepMaHus 1 ckaHau-
HaBCKMe CTpaHbl — UcKtoueHue. OHU 3HaUUTENbHO
npeBoCxoasT ByayLimMit LeneBol nokasatenb B 3%
BBI. Monbckne pacxodbl Ha MHHOBALMK BNeYaTs-
toT He cunbHo: 0,53% BBI ot rocynapctea n 0,2%
BBIT ot yacTHoro cekTopa. 3a HamMu cnepytoT PyMbi-
Hus, bonrapwms, Jintea 1 Jlateus.

CornacHo AaHHbIM MUHUCTEPCTBA PErMoHab-
HOrO pa3BUTUS, HAYUYHbIE UCCIEA0BAHUS U TEXHO-
nornyeckoe passutre 6onblle BCEro BbIUIpakoT
oT byaywero duHaHcuposaHus. B 2007-2013
IT. Ha 3Tu uenu u3 6opxketa EC 6bin0 BblAENEHO
13% cpencts, B 2014-2020 rr. ux 06bem Bblpac-
TeT fo 15-19%. K coxaneHnuto, 370 npousongeT
3a CYEeT COKPALLEeHWUs aCCUrHOBAHMS, B YaCTHOCTH,
Ha [LOPOXHYI0 UHDPACTPYKTYPY.

Kpome TOro, GroeTHble CpeacTBa MiaHu-
pyeTcs HanpaBWTb Ha MOBbILUEHWE BHEAPEHWS
M MACCOBOrO MCMOb30BAHUS UHPOPMALMOHHBIX
TEXHOMOrMI. MeHblle AeHer NoOMAeT Ha 3awWwuTy
oKpyxatolen cpenpl (9-12% Bmecto 13%), pe-
cypcocbeperatowmii TpaHcnopT (28-32% Bme-
cTo 6onee 38%). Monblua Takke cMorna AobuUThb-
€5 TOro, 4Tobbl AOX0Abl OT cbopa HAC, koTopble
opraHbl MECTHOrO CaMOYNpPaB/eHUs HANPaBSOT
Ha (UHAHCMPOBAHWE MNPOEKTOB, Ternepb OyayT
noKpbIBaTbCA 3a cyeT cpeacts EC (Tak Ha3biBae-
moe TpeboBaHue no HAC). CrpaHe 310 paet go-
MOMIHUTENBHO MOYTU 7 MAPL €BPO.

Takxe Ha cammuTe BbIno of06peHo nosene-
HWe HoBoW nporpamMmbl «CoeauHuTb EBpomy».
Ee cpenctBa 6yayT HanpaBneHbl Ha pa3BUTUE

“I must express my satisfaction at being able to
announce that we have currently surpassed the
initial target set by the government, to achieve a
result equal to or better than the original budget
proposal from the European Commission.
In the context of general reductions [of EU
expenditure], we have improved our relative
position within the EU as regards the overall
amount awarded for cohesion funding and for
agriculture”, stressed Portuguese Prime Minister
Pedro Passos Coelho, following the European
Council agreement on the next multiannual
financial framework (MFF), which lays down
the EU’s budgetary priorities for 2014-2020.*

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

3Heproceteit (5,126 Mnpg eBpo), TPAHCMOPTHOM
MHGPaCcTPYKTYypbl (23,174 Mnpa eBpo), TenekoMm-
MYHMKaUMi 1 umdpoBsbix ceteid (1 Mnpa eBpo).
Bcero — 29,3 mnppa eBpo, uto Ha 50% 6Gonbue,
yeM ceiyac. lMporpamMma npennonaraer cTpou-
TENbCTBO AECATU MHOTOMYHKLMOHANbHbBIX KOpU-
[lOpOB, KOTOpble COEAUHAT CTpaHbl EBponbl. s
MonbLuM 3TO XOPOLLO TEM, 4TO NO ee TeppUTOpUn
NpoMOYyT [Be XEeNe3HOLOPOXHble NUHUK: U3
Amcteppama uepes bepnvH u BapwaBy k Boc-
TOYHbIM rpanuuaM [llonbwu, a Takke banTtui-
CKo-Aapuatnyeckas xenesHas gopora, Kotopas
CTaHeT YacTblo TpaHCbEeBPOMEWCKOM TpaHCNopT-
HOM ceTu.

Henb3s 3abbiBath, yto [lonblie npencrout
BepHyTb B 6romxeT EC 35 Mnpa eBpo M3-3a Hepo-
6pOCOBECTHOrO Pacxof0BaHMS CPEACTB Ha CeNb-
ckoe xo3gicteo B 2007-2012 rr. Takoe pelue-
Hue npuHana EBpokomuccus. bproccenb Takxe
owTpadosan 21 rocynapcteo Ha 400 MAH eBpo,
U yxe nonyunn obpaTtHo YacTb AeHer. B Monblie
akcnepTbl EC 06HapyKunnm HecTbIKOBKM B CUCTe-
Me [OCPOYHOro BbIXOLA Ha MEeHCHI, CPeacTBa
Lns KoTopo B obbeMe 34 mnpg, eBpo 6binu B3S-
Tbl U3 ACCUTHOBAHMI Ha Pa3BUTUE CENTbCKUX paii-
OHOB. Takxe 6bin HanoxeH wrpad B 600 Thicay
€BpO 3a 33epXKy C nepeBofoM cybcuamin dep-
MepaM U HeCTbIKOBKM B OTYETHbIX LOKYMEHTaX.

EnnHcTBeHHas cdepa, roe ctpaHa TepsieT (OKo-
no 3,5 Mnpa eBpo) No CPaBHEHMIO C HbIHELIHUM
6rooKeToM, — 3TO CPeAcTBa Ha pas3BUTUE Ceflb-
CKMX PaiioHOB, BTOPOW «CTONM» 0OLLEN CenbCcKo-
X039MCTBEHHOM NonuTMKK. EBpokoMmccns nepso-
HavanbHO npennoxuna 111,5 mnpa eBpo, HO 3T0
BapUWaHT Oblal OTBEPrHYT OCHOBHbLIMU HETTO-A0HO-
pamu B Xo[ie NeperoBopoB.

C Toukmn 3penus EC B uenom, 31oT GromxeT
XyXe npeapiayuero 1, NMOMMMO MpoYyero, OT/u-
YaeTC COKpaLLeHUMEM pacxXoLoB eBPOMeicKon
3KOHOMMKU. be3 comMHeHus, MNonbwa sBnsetcs
OLHOM M3 TeX HEMHOTMX CTpaH, KOTOpble MOryT
CKaszaTb, 4YTo OmKeT Ang HuX BbirogeH. OHa
CTaHOBWTCS KPYMHEWLIMM NonyvaTeneM Cpencrs
EC B 2014-2020 rr. 3a Heil cnepytor DpaH-
ums, lfepmanus, WMcnanuga, Utanusa. bropxket EC
2014-2020 rr.— 310 6r0mKeT 6anaHca U pocTa, yMe-
PEeHHbI M OQHOBPEMEHHO CMOTPSLLMIA B OyayLiee,
W 3TO TO, C YEM MO/bCKOE MPABUTENBCTBO COMACHO,
HecMoTps Ha oblLuee CoKpalLeHNe pacxofoB.

In turn, Anténio José Seguro, the secretary-
general of the Socialist Party—the main
opposition political party at the Portuguese
Parliament—criticized the Prime Minister for
being “overjoyed” with a “reduction of around
€3bn”in Portugal’s funding. The agreement was,
in his words, “bad news for Portugal”.?

So, which one is right?

According to initial calculations presented by
Prime Minister Passos Coelho, the new financial
package—compared with the current MFF 2007-
2013—reduces funding by 9.7%. Still, between
2014 and 2020, Portugal will receive €27.8bn,
€300m above the European Commission’s initial
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proposal. Moreover, the agreed 9.7% reduction is
lower than the one registered in the MFF 2007-
2013, which was about 14%, at a time when
economic conditions were much less adverse.
The Portuguese Prime Minister also noted that
the 9.7% reduction is well below the reduction
(about 13%) of the total EU budget.® Even taking
some obvious governmental spin into account,
the agreement does appear to satisfy the national
interests. The Portuguese government managed
essentially to secure their intended goals,and only
saw their aspirations thwarted in minor matters.

As occurred in previous budget negotiations,
Member States were divided between net
contributors and net beneficiaries. Portugal
belonged to the group of Friends of the
Cohesion Policy, i.e. the net beneficiaries. During
the negotiations the Portuguese government
was against using a division between old and
new Member States as a criterion to define the
EU budget. Portugal stressed that the date of
EU accession should not be taken into account
in drafting the European budget. Moreover,
the Portuguese government was also against
any attempt to drop the “old policies™such
as the Cohesion Policy—and promote “new
polices” Either of these two guidelines would
significantly reduce the budget share to which
Portugal would have access in the next MFF.

Although the total sum assured was the topic
that aroused most media interest, in reality this
was not the only relevant issue from the point of
view of the Portuguese government.As | wrote in
2011, “more than the total amount, Lisbon [was]
more interested in improving the absorption
capacity of the EU funds’* The Portuguese
government knew that, for various reasons, it
would never have a financial envelope similar to
the previous one. Thus, their main goal was to
limit the extent of the cuts, in return receiving
more flexible conditions for their use.

Portugal was one of the first and most badly-
affected economies to succumb to the European
sovereign debt crisis. In the first half of 2011,
the Portuguese government requested a €78bn
IMF-ECB-EC bailout package in a bid to stabilize
its public finances. Portugal has found itself in a
straightjacket ever since, contending with a series
of rigorous obligations with which it is forced
to comply. Indeed, in exchange for the bailout
package, Portugal was forced to introduce a wide
range of reforms. These severe austerity measures,
however, have taken a high toll and may become

«C ynoBONbCTBMEM COOBLLIAID, YTO Mbl TOMbKO
YTO MNepeBbINOAHMAM 334a4y, YCTAHOBEHHYHO
NpaBUTENbCTBOM, M AOCTUIAN TOrO, YTOObI 06beM
cpencts 6bln paBeH MAM MpeBbllwan NepBoOHa-
YanbHoe npeannioxeHve EBponenckon komuccuu.
B ycnosusx obuiero cokpatueHuns [pacxopos EC]
HaM yOanocb CPaBHUTENbHO YAYYLWMTb Hawy
no3numio 3a cyeT GUHAHCMPOBAHUS MONUTUKMU
CNIOYEHUS U CeNbCKOro XO034MCTBa», — CKasan
npembep-muHucTp Moptyranuun [Menpy [MMacyw
Koanbto 0 MHoronetHeM GUHAHCOBOM NnaHe Ha
2014-2020 rr.no utoram cammuta Esponericko-
ro coBeTa . AHTOHMY Xo3e Cerypy, reHepanbHbli
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a major obstacle to an effective economic
recovery.> In order to avoid this kind of outcome,
Portugal—together with Greece and Ireland—has
been able to guarantee that the MFF will work
as an investment component in the adjustment
program. An example of this with reference to
the Cohesion Policy, as well as the European
Agricultural Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD),
is when the MFF states that a “higher co-financing
rate (by 10 percentage points) can be applied when
a Member State is receiving financial assistance”.
The initial pre-financing rates will also take into
account the fact that Portugal has been receiving
financial assistance since 2011.7 Moreover, under
the Cohesion Policy, the Portuguese government
has guaranteed an extra €1bn“to boost growth and
job creation”?® Last but not least is the question of
rural development within the framework of the
Common Agricultural Policy; with regard to this,
Portugal has also guaranteed a €500m additional
allocation subject to a co-financing rate of 100%.°

Thus, there is no doubt that the Portuguese
government has achieved an acceptable level
of funding. The €27.8bn to be received between
2014 and 2020 is probably a greater amount
than Portugal thought that it could guarantee.
Furthermore, it has also improved its absorption
capacity of the EU funds. By taking into account
the fact that Portugal is receiving financial
assistance, thereby admitting higher co-financing
and pre-financing rates, the MFF increases the
Portuguese absorption capacity of the EU funding.

That said, the approval of the MFF by the
European Parliament is still pending. The
European Council has mandated the Irish
Presidency to secure an overall agreement with
the European Parliament on the key issues of
the MFF package. As far as can be foreseen, the
Portuguese government does not expect any
amendments that adversely affect its interests.

“The European Union’s budget must be a
catalyst for growth and jobs across Europe’, says
the European Council.*® With regard to growth, the
Bank of Portugal expects the GDP to contract by
1.9% in 2013, and the economy to grow 1.3% in
2014.** In turn,with 17.6% in January 2013, Portugal
records the third highest rate of unemployment in
the Euro zone—trailing only behind Greece (27.0%
in November 2012) and Spain (26.2%).** Thus,
Portugal’s greatest challenge will be to use the
EU budget in the most effective way to promote
economic growth and employment. One will see in
due course if this goal has been achieved.

cekpeTapb onno3uuMoHHon CoumanucTuyeckom
napTuu, HaNpoTWB, YNPEKHYN TNaBy NpaBUTENb-
CTBa B TOM, YTO TOT «4pe3MEpPHO pafyeTcs» Co-
KpaleHunio duHaHcMpoBaHus ansg MopTyranum
Ha 3 MNipa eBpoZ.

Tak k1O npas?

CornacHo AaHHbIM, NpeacTaBneHHbIM [lacy-
weMm Koanbto, HOBOe 6lOAKETHOE cornalleHue
yMeHblUaeT pacxonbl Ha 9,7% Mo CpaBHEHWIO
¢ Tekywmm MOIM (2007-2013 rr.). Ho Moptyra-
Nns BCe paBHO nonyuun 27,8 mapg,yuto Ha 30 MAH
Gonblie, YyeM npeanonaran nepBOHaYaNbHbINA
nnaH EBpokomuccun. Kpome toro, cokpalleHune
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Ha 9,7% Huxe TOro, KoTopoe ObiI0 3aN0XKeHO
B HblHEWHKWIM MOI, korga 3KOHOMMYECKas cu-
Tyaumsa 6bina He Takol nnoxoi. Mpembep Takxke
OTMETUN, YTO YMEHblUEeHWe aCCUTHOBaHMI Ans
MopTyranuu MeHblue, 4eM BeMYMHA COKpalle-
Hus pacxopoB EC B uenom (okono 13%)3. Oaxe
C YY4ETOM HEeKOTOpOro npeyBennMyeHus opuLm-
anbHbIX UTOFOB COrMALlEeHMEe BCE PABHO KaxeTcs
OTBEYAKLLMM HALMOHANbHBIM MHTEpPECaM CTpa-
Hbl. [paBUTENbCTBO BbIMOMHUIO MOCTaBAEHHbIE
3a4,a4u, yCTyNuB TOMIbKO B MeNoYax.

Kak 1 npexae, cTpaHbl-UneHbl 6b111 noaeneHsbl
Ha HeTTO-[OHOPOB M HeTTo-Monyyatenei. Mopty-
ranua npuHagnexana kK rpynne «pysbs nonutu-
KW CroYeHus», T. e. HeTTo-nony4vatenei. B xoge
neperoBopoB NPaBUTENLCTBO BbICTYMano NpoTuB
UCMONb30BaHUSA [ENEeHUS1 Ha CTapblX M HOBBbIX
UNeHOB KaK Kputepus ans GopMUpoBaHus 6rof-
xeTa. [Mo ero MHeHuto, Aata BcTynneHus B EC He
[oMmKHA Bblia NpUHKMMaTbCs B pacyeT. Kpome Toro,
NpaBUTENbCTBO BbICTYNaNno npoTuB npeHebpexe-
HUSI «CTapbIMU» MpPOrpaMMamm — Kak, Hanpumep,
MOSITUKA CMIOYEHUS — B Yrofy «HOBbIM». JTioboM
M3 3TUX MOAXOLOB 3HAUMTENbHO YMEHbLUUA Obl
nonto MNMopTyranuu B cnepyoLem 6roaxeTe.

XoTa gna 6onbwmHctBa CMU rnaBHbId UHTE-
pec npencTaBnsa BOMNPOC O TOM, CKOMbKO AeHer
MONyYMUT CTPAHa, A1 NOPTYrasbCKOro NpaBuTeNb-
CTBa 3TO OblN HE eAMHCTBEHHbIN MYHKT NMOBECTKM.
Kak a nucan B 2001 r., «bonblie, 4emM B 06LLEM
obbeme cpencTs, J/lnccaboH [6bin] 3aMHTEpecoBaH
B YNYULIEHUW YCNOBUI MCNONb30BaHMS eBponei-
CKux aeHer» 4. [paBUTeNbCTBO 3HaNO, YTo Mo pas-
HbIM MpUYMHaAM NpexxHero obbema yxe He Byaert.
Takum 06pa3oM, raBHOM 3afiayeli CTAHOBUIOCh
MWHUMU3UPOBATb COKPALLEHUS U [OOUTLCS Bonee
TMOKMX YCIIOBUIA UX NPUMEHEHUS.

MopTtyranus 6bina ofHOW M3 MEepBbIX U Hau-
6onee NOCTpafaBLIMX CTPAH BO BpeEMS eBponeit-
CKOro [oNroBoro kpusuca. B nepsoit nonosuHe
2011 r.npaBKTENbLCTBO 3aNpocuio 78 MnpL eBpo
y MB®, ELLB 1 EBpokoMuccum, 4Tobbl cTabunmsm-
poBaTb CBOM PuHaHChI. C Tex Nop CTpaHa okasa-
Nacb B OKOBAX XECTKMX 0653aTeNbCcTB, KOTOpble
BbIHY)/AEHA BbIMONHSATb .

Ha camom pene B 06MeH Ha nomolub MopTyra-
N1 BbIHYXeHa Oblna NpoBecTu Lenblii psp, pe-
dopM. OnHAKO 3a XecTKue Mepbl 3KOHOMUK NpU-
LUNOCh 3aMNaTUTb BbICOKYH LIEHY, YTO MOXET CTaTb
rMaBHbIM NPEnATCTBUEM HA MYTU K MOMHOLEHHO-
My 3KOHOMMYECKOMY BOCCTAHOBMEHMUI. YTOObI
nsbexatb 3toro, NMoptyranus, peumns n Mpnanous

rapaHTMpoBanu, yto cpeactea EC ctaHyT uHBecTu-
LIMOHHBIM KOMMOHEHTOM KOPPEKLMOHHOM npo-
rpamMmbl. B kayectBe npvMepa MOXHO NpuUBECTU
nonoxexnne MM 0THOCUTENBHO MOUTUKM CMIO-
ueHus 1 MoHAA pa3BUTHS CENbCKMX PAOHOB: «MO-
BblLUEHHas CTaBKa coPuHaHcMpoBaHma (Ha 10 n.n.)
MOXeT ObITb NPUMEHMMA K CTPaHaM-4nieHaM, no-
nyyaoWwmM GUHAHCOBYH NMOMOLLb» 6. B 0OCHOBHbIX
CTaBkax Takxke OyaeT yuteHo, yto [MopTyranus
nonyyaet ¢uHaHcoByro nomouwp ¢ 2011 r.7 bo-
Nee TOro, B paMKax MOAUTUKM CMIOYEHUS MOPTY-
ranbCkoe NpaBUTENbCTBO A0OMNOCH BblaeneHus
1 mMnpa eBpo Ha «CTUMYNMPOBaHWE 3KOHOMMYe-
CKOrO pocTa M co3paHue paboumx mect»®. Ha-
KOHeL, BOMpOC O Pa3sBWUTUM CENbCKUX PaiiOHOB
B paMkax 00LLel CenbCKOX03gACTBEHHOM MOu-
TUKK: JlnccaboH obecneunn sbiaeneHune 500 maH
€BpO A0MNonHuTeNbHbIX cpeacts co 100%-Hoi
CTaBKOW coMHAHCUMPOBaHUs ®.

TaknuM 06pa3oM, HET HUKAKMX COMHEHMHI, YTO
nopTyranbCckoe MpaBUTENbCTBO A06MN0Ch Npu-
€MNeMOro YpOoBHSI acCUrHoBaHMMi. BO3MOXHO,
cymMma B 27,8 Mnpp, eBpo, kotopas byaet nonyde-
Ha Mexay 2014 1 2020 rr., aaxe 6onblie, 4eM OHO
paccymTbiBano. JInccaboH Takxke yny4ylmn ycno-
B ucnonbsosaHus cpencts EC. C yueTom TOrO,
yto [MopTyranusg nony4aeT NOMOLb — A 3HAYMT,
K ee pecypcam NPUMEeHSHOTCS MOBbILWEHHbIE CTaB-
K1 cODUHAHCMPOBAHUA U (DUHAHCUPOBAHUS, —
M®T1 nosbiwaet cnocobHocTb MopTyranum pac-
X0[L0BaTb €BPONENCKMe CPeacTBa.

OpnobpeHue obLiero 6rooxeTa Noka elle Bre-
peau. EBponevickuii coseT npepoctasun Mpna-
LMW KaK CTpaHe-npeaceaatento NoAHOMOYUS Ha
neperoBopbl ¢ EBponapnamMeHToM no Ka4eBbiM
BOMpocaM cornaweHuns. Hackonbko MOXHO cy-
ouTb, MopTyranusa He oxuaaet Kakux-nnbo no-
MpaBoK, KOTOPbIE YLLEMST ee UHTEPEeChI.

«BbtopgykeT EBponeinckoro cotsa LomKeH ObITh
KaTann3aTopoM pocTa U 3aHATOCTU No Bcel EB-
pone», — rosoput EBponeiickuii coset!C. Yro
Kacaetcs pocta, To baHk Moptyranum oxupaert
cokpauteHne BBl Ha 1,9% B 2013 r. u noobem
Ha 1,3% B 2014 r.'* B cBoto ouepenb, C YpOBHEM
6e3pabotuupl B 17,6% B aHBape 2013 r. cTpaHa
Haxoounacb Ha TpeTbeM MecTe, YCTynas TOJb-
ko peunn (27,0% B Hosbpe 2012 r.) u UcnaHum
(26,2%)'2. To3TOMY CaMOM CNOXHOW 3aaveit Ans
MopTyranuun cTaHeT MakCMManbHO 3P deKTUBHOE
ucnonb3oBaHue cpeacts EC ong  poctmkeHus
3KOHOMMYECKOro pOCTa U MOBbILIEHWS 3aHATOCTH.
MocMoTpuM, ByayT Am 3TU LeNu LOCTUTHYTDI.
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Slovakia, along with Poland and Bulgaria, sees
itself as a winner in the long and complicated
negotiations on the EU financial perspective for
the 2014-2020 period. These countries were
most interested in retaining the principle of
internal cohesion in the EU, or the financial
solidarity of rich member states with poor ones.

Despite it being the first time the overall EU
budget was reduced by 3.4% (or €34bn to the
level of €960bn), Slovakia and Poland were the
countries which achieved a higher volume of
funding from Brussels.

Changes to Common agricultural policy and
larger funds for tackling youth unemployment
are the most important issues for Slovakia.
According to the official statistics, youth
unemployment was at 28.4% in September
2012. But this seems a small drop when
compared to 33.5% in 2011.* The European
Commission estimated it at 35.1%, and this
figure puts Slovakia in third place for youth
unemployment levels after Spain and Greece.?

Tackling youth unemployment has become
one of the key priorities of the EU. The
Commission announced the Youth Guarantee
programme in December 2012 which is aimed
at providing new employment, internship
opportunities or further training for young
people under 25 who have just graduated or
lost their previous job.

Another positive achievement for Slovakia is
that direct payments to farmers will rise from
15% to 25% for rural development, and this will
allow Slovakia to be in line with old member
states in this regard. In recent years, Slovak
agricultural producers have been outperformed
by their rivals from neighbouring countries,
which has led to worsening financial conditions
among national and local producers, and an
increase in the number of trips undertaken by
Slovaks to these countries, and even to Austria.

Local and regional authorities welcomed the
coverage of the VAT payable for infrastructure
projects by EU funds. The funding was retained
at 85%, despite suggestions that it be cut to
75%. The fact that funds for decommissioning
the old Soviet nuclear power plant Jaslovské
Bohunice were increased to €200m is also in
line with Slovakia’s interests.?

CnoBakus BMecTe ¢ [Monblueit u bonrapueii oTHo-
CATCA K CTpaHaM, KOTopble cuMTatoT cebs nobe-
[UTENSIMU ANUTENbHBIX U CIOXKHbIX MEPEroBOPOB
0 ¢uHaHcoBo nepcnektnBe EC Ha cnepyowmx
cemb neT. IMEHHO 3TV HOBble CTpaHbl-YneHbI
Obl11 Hanbonee 3aMHTEPECOBAHbI B COXPAHEHUM
NPpUHLMNA BHYTPEHHEN crnoYeHHOCTM EBponeii-
CKOro cot3a, T. e. GMHAHCOBOM CONMAAPHOCTM
6oraTbix CTpaH-41eHOB C HefHbIMY.

Cnoakus v MNMonblia ABAAKOTCA CTPAHAMMU, KO-
TOpble CMOMM YBeNUUYUTb 06beM TpaHCdepToB
n3 Grooxeta EC, HecMOTps Ha TO YTO MepBbii
pa3 B uctopum EC umeno mecto obuee cHuxe-
Hue 6toaxeTa EC Ha 3,4%,T. e. Ha 34 mMnpL, eBpo
C HblHeLwHero ypoBHSs B 960 mnpa eBpo.

Ins CnoBakmn ocoboe 3HaYeHWe WMEKT M3-
MeHeHusl B 00Leil CenbCKOX03MCTBEHHOM MOoMu-

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies

Slovakiaisthereforeamong the net beneficiaries,
because it will contribute €7bn and get back
nearly €20bn in the 2014-2020 period. Prime
Minister Robert Fico said that net profit would
amount to €13.1bn in constant prices for 2011.
Slovakia will annually receive €344 per capita,
which means that it will be second after Estonia
in an EU-wide context.

The outcomes of the summit also had their
domestic policy implications. Social Democrat
Prime Minister Robert Fico labels them a
success for the country and, of course, for his
government. However, a landslide victory in the
latest (March 2012) election has not spared
the electorate of his party, Direction-Social
Democracy, the main burden of public spending
cuts — necessary to reduce the budget deficit to
3% of the GDP. Given the domestic situation, Mr
Fico needed this EU outcome.

Nonetheless, it was hard for the opposition to
contradict the triumphant rhetoric of the prime
minister. The only exception is the position of
the liberal party, Freedom and Solidarity, which is
known for its ‘soft Eurosceptisim’ and support for
lower EU expenditures. This party stands against
excessive subsidies from the EU,arguing that high-
level corruption is compromising the allocation of
EU funds.* The arrangement was also criticized
by one of Slovakia’s leading experts in European
integration, Radovan Geist. He noticed that the
reduction of the EU budget has taken place at a
time when the role of the European Union and the
powers of its institutions are growing.®

The issue of EU fund-allocation frequently
plays an important role in political conflicts and
corruption scandals in Slovakia. Over-complex and
sometimes obscure rules in the allocation of funds
and grants by Slovak official bodies have provided
fertile ground for corrupt dealings and for the
promotion of recipients from the currently ruling
political parties. But the most important fact is that
Slovakia has utilized only 40% of its cohesion funds,
while the amendments to the Public Procurement
Act, introduced by the government, have led to
conflict between the executive and the opposition.
According to some allegations, acceleration of
fund allocation has been used as a means to limit
transparency over the funding of various large
infrastructure projects, such as high-speed roads.

ke EC u yBenuyeHue CpencTs, BblAeneHHbIX
Ha 6opbby c 6e3paboTuueit cpeou MONOAbIX
nopent. Mo oduuLManbHbIM AaHHBIM, B CEHTAOpe
2012 r. 6e3paboTuua cpean Monogexu fo 25 ner
B CnoBakuu gocturana 28,4%. Xots MOXHO roBO-
pUTb O HEOONBLLOM CHUKEHUM, yunTbiBas 33,5%
B 2011 r., EBponeickas KOMUCCHS OLLEHUBAET ee
ypoBeHb Ha 35,1%, 4TO CTaBMT CTpaHy Ha TpeTbe
MecTo nocne Mcnanuu u fpeuun2,

Bopbba ¢ 6Ge3paboTuuelt cpeau MONoLEXM
ctana ogHuM m3 npuoputetoB EC. EBpokomuc-
cua B oekabpe 2012 r. coobwmna o co3paHum
MHCTpyMeHTa «lapaHTum ans Monoabix». Ero
CyTb 3aK/1l04aeTCs B TOM, YTOObl MONOAbIE 0K
B BO3pacTe A0 25 neT nocne OKOH4YaHus yuyeb-
HOro 3aBefdeHus unu notepu paboyero MecTa
MoayYUnn NpennoXeHne HOBOrO KayecTBeHHOro
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paboyero MecTa, CTaXKMPOBKM UM NPOLOHKEHUS
npotecca o6pazoBaHms.

CnenylowyM NO3UTUBHBIM MOMEHTOM  AnS
CnoBakuu sBnseTcs yBenuyeHve obbeMa nps-
MbIx cybcuaunii depmepam ¢ 15% po 25% Ha
pasBUTME CENbCKMX PalOHOB, YTO MO3BOSIUIIO
CTpaHe npubAM3WUTBCS K CTapbiM CTpaHaM —
yneHam EC no atomy nokasarento. B nocnegHue
roabl CNOBaLKME CEeNbCKOXO3SMCTBEHHbIE TOBa-
pbl MPOUTPbIBaNMN KOHKYPEHLMIO aHANOMMYHbIM
TOBapaM M3 COCEAHMX CTPaH, YTO HEeraTMBHO
CKa3blBanoCb Ha 3KOHOMWUYECKOM MOMOXKEHUM
npou3BoaMTENEN M BENO K MAacCoBbIM MOe3f-
KaM rpaxkaaH B NPpUrpaHUYHble PErvoHbl 1 Jaxe
ABcTpuio.

MO3UTUBHBIM MMMYNbCOM OyaeT Takke bu-
HaHCMpOBaHMe WHMPACTPYKTYPHbIX MPOEKTOB,
ocyllecTBnsemoe u3 goxonos ot cbopos HAC,
6yneT nokpbiBaThcs hoHaamu EC. 310 ocobeHHO
NMPUBETCTBYIOT MECTHbIE W pervoHasbHble op-
raHbl Bnactu. O6beM (UHAHCMPOBAHUSA COXpa-
HUNCca Ha ypoBHe 85%, x0T npeanonaranocb
ero cHuxeHue po 75%. Nutepecam CnoBakum
cooTBeTCTBYET U yBennyenne fo 200 MiH eBpo
CPeacTB, NpeAHa3sHa4YeHHbIX ANS OTKIKYEeHUS
yCTapeBLell aTOMHOM 371eKTPOCTaHLMKM COBEeT-
ckoro Tuna «flcnoscke boryHuue» 3.

Takum obpazom, (1oBakus 0CTaeTcs B KaTeropum
HeTTO-nonyyarenei, nockonbky B 2014-2020 rr.
BHeceT B 06wwit 6romxet EC 7 Mnpp eBpo, HO no-
NIY4YUT U3 Hero npubnusutensHo 20 Mnpg, espo.
Mpembep-MuHUCTp cTpaHbl Pobept ®uuo roso-
puT, 4TO yYucTas npubbinb coctaBut 13,1 mnpp
eBpo B LeHax 2011 r. Takum obpasom, Cnosakus
6yneT exxerogHo nonyyatb 344 eBpo Ha AyLly Ha-
CeneHus, YTo AN Hee B €BPOMENCKOM KOHTEKCTe
03Ha4yaeT BTOPOe MECTO Noc/ie ICTOHUM.
Pe3ynbTaThl camMmuTa MMEIOT 3HaYeHWe W Ang
BHyTpeHHel nonutukun. Couman-meMokpaTuye-
ckuit npembep Pobept ®uuo WHTEepnpeTupyeTt
MX Kak ycnex CTpaHbl U, KOHEYHO, CBOEro npa-
BMTenbCTBa. Bonpekn owenomnsiowei nobene
Ha Bbibopax B MapTe 2012 r., orpaHuyeHue ro-
CYyAAPCTBEHHbIX PACXOAOB C LENbl CHUKEHMUS
neduumTa rocynapcrseHHoro 6ioaxeta no 3%
BBI1 3aTpoHYNn0 MMEHHO 3neKTopaT ero napTum

«HanpaBnexnne — couuan-gemMokpaTua». No3to-
My eMy BblN Hy)KeH TaKoM ycrnex Ha caMMuTe.

C Lpyroi CTOpOHbI, ONMO3ULMU TPYAHO BO3-
pasuTb YTO-TO HAa TOPXECTBEHHYK PUTOPUKY
npeMbep-MUHUCTPa. VcknoyeHneM aBnset-
€ nosuuma nubepanbHoi naptum «CBoboaa
n ConnpapHoOCTb», KOTOpas OTCTaUBAET JIMHUIO
«MSATKOro eBPOCKeNTULM3Ma» U noAdepXuBa-
eT NoAUTUKY orpaHuyeHus pacxopos EC. JTa
napTus BbICTynaeT TakXe NPOTUB Ype3MepHON,
Nno €ee MHEeHMIo, AoTaunmoHHoW nonutukm EC.
OHWM apryMeHTUPYIOT CBOK MO3ULMIO TEM, YTO
npu pacnpeneneHun CpencTs, HanpaBASeMbIX
u3 donHnos EC, npucyTcTBYeT BbICOKMIA ypo-
BeHb koppynuuun*. CornaweHue packpUTUKO-
Ban TakXe OAMH M3 BeAyLMX CNOBALLKMUX IKC-
nepToB B 06N1aCTM eBPOMNENCKOM MHTerpauuu
PanosaH lenct. OH oTMEYaEeT, YTO COKpalleHue
6rooxeta EC npousowno Toraa, korga ponb EC
yCUNUBAETCA, a MOIHOMOYUS €ee WHCTUTYTOB
paclmpsoTcs ®.

Bonpoc pacnpenenenns GUHAHCOBbIX TpaHC-
deptoB u3 bproccens B bpatucnasy pencrsu-
TENbHO SBNSETCS TEMOW YaCTblX MOAUTUYECKMX
KoH®nukTOB B C10BaKMM M NpefMeTOM HEOAHO-
KpaTHbIX KOPPYMLUMOHHbIX CKaHAanoB. Ypesmep-
HO >KecTKMe M MHOrAa HepasbopumBble NpaBuna
ucnonb3osaHus donpos EC v npouepypsbl no-
Ny4eHUS TPaHTOB, OTPabOTaHHbIE CNOBALLKUMM
rocyAapCTBEHHbIMU  YYPEXAEHUAMM, CO34aNU
BbIFOLHYIO MOYBY AN KOPPYMLMOHHBIX CAENOK
W ON9 BbIABWXEHWS MonyvaTenei U3 HblHe npa-
BALMX MNONUTMUECKUX naptuid. OpHako 6Gonee
CepbesHblM CNeaCTBMEM TakoW MOMWUTUKKM §IB-
ngetcs ToT akT, yto CnoBakus wcnonb3osana
noka Tonbko 40% cpencts n3 MoHAa CrnioYeHus.
KoHdnMKT Mexay NpaBUTENbCTBOM M OMMNO3ULM-
OHHbIMW CMNAMK Bbi3Bana NpaBKa 3akoHa 06 06-
LLLeCTBEHHBIX 3aKa3aX, BHECEHHAS B MapnaMeHT
MCMONHWUTENBHOM BnacTbio. [puunHa pasHorna-
CWIA B TOM, YTO IKOObI C LIeNblo YCKOPUTb MCNOJb-
30BaHMe OCTAOLIMXCA CPeACTB OrpaHUYMBAETCS
MPUHLMN NPO3PaYHOCTM KOHKYPCOB AN MONYy-
yaTenei cpeacTs, 0CO6EHHO B Cly4yae KpYMHbIX
MHDPACTPYKTYPHbIX MPOEKTOB — Kak, HanpuMep,
CTPOWTENbCTBO aBTOMArncTpaneu.

-

Eurépska komisia navrhuje zakazat nezamestnanost mladych ludi. Aktuality.sk, 11. 12. 2012. http://www.aktuality.sk/

clanok/218954/nezamestnanost-rekordna-europska-komisia-ponuka-riesenia/

~

Nezamestnanost mladych najlepSie odvracia Nemecko. EurActiv.sk, 29. 1. 2013. http://www.euractiv.sk/socialna-politika/

clanok/nezamestnanost-mladych-najlepsie-odvracia-nemecko-020633

w

Premiér Fico: Bola to tazka, ale velmi UspeSna noc pre Slovensko. Aktuality.sk, 8. 2.2013.

http://www.aktuality.sk/clanok/222775/premier-fico-bola-to-tazka-ale-velmi-uspesna-noc-pre-slovensko/

IS

k-samitu-eu-netesme-sa-predcasne/2288

w

vopred-ohlasena-prehra
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SaS k samitu EU: Nete$me sa pred¢asne. Freedom and Solidarity - official webpage, 10. 2. 2013. http://www.strana-sas.sk/sas-

Geist, Radovan: Vopred ohlasena prehra. Jjetotak.sk - Le Monde Diplomatique, 11. 2. 2013. http://www.jetotak.sk/europa/
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Given the ongoing economic crisis and fiscal
consolidation efforts of the country, funds
from the EU budget in the coming years will
be relatively more important for the Slovenian
economy than in the past. In general, the
arrangement reached at the European Council
could be assessed as a reasonable one for
Slovenia. It will provide sufficient funding
both for cohesion policy (nearly €3bn) and for
common agricultural policy (almost €1.6bn, of
which €0.8bn for rural development). At the
same time, the arrangement means a significant
improvement over the volume of funds available
to the country prior to and under the European
Commission’s proposal from June 2011.

lMpuHMMaga BO BHMMaHMe NpoAo/mKatoWwmnincs
3KOHOMMYECKUI KPU3UC M MPaBUTENbCTBEH-
Hble MOMbITKM 6OOXETHOM KOHCONMAALMMU,
cpenctea u3 EC 6ynyt B cneayrowue rombl
MMeTb Gonbluee 3HAYeHWe AN CIOBEHCKON
3KOHOMWKM, YEM OHM MMeNn B NpoLwnom. B ue-
JIOM AOCTUrHYTYl0O EBponeickum coBeToM A0-
rOBOPEHHOCTb MOXHO PacLEeHUTb Kak pasyMm-
Hylo no oTHoweHuto Kk CnoBeHun. B brooxeTe
3a10)KeHbl A0CTAaTOYHbIe CPeACTBA KaK Ha no-
NIUTUKY CNaoYeHusa (NoYTH 3 MApA eBpo), Tak
M Ha 06LLYI0 CeNbCKOXO03MCTBEHHYIO MONUTU-
Ky (noutn 1,6 Mnpp eBpo, n3 kotopbix 0,8 Mapp,
npefHasHayeHbl AN Pa3BUTUS  CENbCKUX
panoHoB). B To e BpeMsa [0roBOpPeHHOCTb
3aduKcMpoBana 3HauyMTeNbHOE YBenuyeHue
CpPeAacTB, OOCTYMHbIX CTPaHe, MO CPaBHEHUIO
C UX 06bEMOM, 3a/I0KEHHBIM B NPEAIOXEHNIX

Spain has been a net beneficiary of EU funds
since its accession in 1986. Although in relative
terms it has never been the largest net receiver,
in absolute terms this was the case until 2007.
When the Multiannual Financial Framework
(MFF) for 2007 to 2013 was agreed upon, the fact
that Spain was to continue being a net beneficiary
till 2013 was presented as a negotiation success
by the then left-wing government. It also warned
the Spanish population that Spain was to become
a net contributor from 2014 onwards.

It is therefore understandable that the
present right-wing government’s message on
the 2014-2020 deal has focused on the fact
that Spain will continue to be a net beneficiary.
The Spanish press has dutifully reported that
message and concentrated on the austerity
trend of the whole package. Rightly or wrongly,
the Spaniards seem to be more preoccupied
with the fact that the overall size of the MFF
2014-2020 has been reduced, rather than with
the specifics of Spain’s net balance.

Although the government has not offered the
figures, one may infer that the net beneficiary
result for Spain is not due to a permanent
increase in the amounts it is going to receive.
Spain was expected to become a net contributor

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies

The outcome of the negotiations for Slovenia
was based on the European Commission’s
proposal from June 2011 and was significantly
improved on the basis of Slovenia’s proposals
made throughout the negotiation process. The
arrangement reached by the European Council
was generally accepted in Slovenia and | have
not detected any significant criticism in this
respect. It should be underlined, however, that
the total amount of cohesion funds will be
lower in the 2014-2020 period than it was
in the 2007-2013 period due to the fact that
one part of Slovenia, Western Slovenia, is “too
developed” and thus is no longer fully eligible
for cohesion policy funding.

EBpokomuccum B uioHe 2011 r. m B 6onee paH-
HUX BapuaHTax.

CnoBeHUs CTpounia CBOK NEPeroBOpHYH Nu-
HUI0 HA OCHOBe Npennoxexus EBpokoMuccum ot
uoHa 2011 r. u cMorna LOBUTLCS 3HAUUTENbHbBIX
ynyylleHuit bnarogaps npennoXxeHusM, BHOCU-
MbIM Ha MPOTSKEHWM BCEro npouecca paccmo-
TpeHus OGromketa. CornaweHue, AOCTUTHYTOE
EBponeickum coBeTOM, ObI10 B LLENOM MPUHSTO
CnoBeHuei, U 9 He 0BOHAPYXXM HUKAKOM CyLLeCT-
BEHHOM KPUTUKMN.

BrnpoueM, He06X0AMMO MOAYEpPKHYTb, YTO 06-
wmi 0bvem cpencts u3 MoHaa cnnoyexus Gynet
Hwke B 2014-2020 rr.no cpaBHEHMIO C NEPUOAOM
2007-2013 rr. B cMny TOro, 4TO OAHA 4aCTb CTPaHbI,
3ananHas (1OBEHMS, «CIIULLKOM pa3BuTa» U 60sb-
e He OTBeYaeT KPUTEPUSIM Ha MOSyYeHUe accur-
HOBaHMIA B paMKax MOMIUTUKM CMIOUYEHMUS.

basically due to a loss in Cohesion fund receipts
and an increase in GNI contributions. In MFF
2014-2020, as expected, there has been no
permanent expenditure change that may
imply a large increase in Spain’s receipts. The
CAP expenditure remains on the downtrend
and the Spanish share of R&D expenditure
is not expected to jump. Last but not least,
Spain is only to receive more than expected
from the Cohesion funds thanks to the special
provisions included in that policy with regard
to the economic crisis—such as the youth
unemployment programme. Consequently the
balance result is probably more related to
the fact that the Spanish contributions to the
EU budget are expected to be less generous
as a result of a loss of weight in terms of GNI
(from 8.06% to 7.93% following the European
Development Fund contribution key).

In conclusion, Spain is not yet being called
upon to be a net contributor to the EU budget.
The reason for that, however, is not a change
in the expenditure structure or the own
resources of the EU budget, but the impact of
the economic crisis. Personally, we would have
preferred Spain, as expected in better economic
times, to become a net contributor.®
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McnaHuua 6bina  HeTTO-monyyatenemM  CpencTs
Co BpeMeHu cBoero Bctynnenus B E3C B 1986 r.
XOTS B OTHOCMUTENbHbIX 3HAUYEHUSX OHA HMKOrAa
He Gblna HAa NepBoM MecTe Mo o6beMy Bblaens-
eMoro e uHaHcMpoBaHus, Mcnanns 3aHumana
ero no abcontotHbiM undpam go 2007 r. Korma
npuHMMancs MHoroneTHuit UMHAHCOBbLIA MAaH
(M®IM) Ha 2007-2013 rr., coxpaHeHue 3a CTpa-
HOM 3TOro CTaTyca MoAaBanoChb /IEBbIM MpaBu-
TENbCTBOM KaK [LOCTWMXeHue. HaceneHuwe Takxe
6ecnokouno 1o, 4to ¢ 2014 r. McnaHus monkHa
Oblna cTaTb HETTO-AOHOPOM. [103TOMY HeyAWBU-
TeNbHO, YTO HblHelHee MpaBoe MpPaBUTENbCTBO
BMIOMT CBOEM 3aflayeli COXpaHeHue CTaTyca Het-
To-nonyyatens. MicnaHckas npecca ¢ roToBHOCTbiO
noaxeaThiaa 3TOT B3MSA UM COCPEAOTOYMNACh Ha
006Cy)KeHUM Mep 3KOHOMMM B paMKax BCEro
6topkeTa. MMpaBUAbHO 3TO MK HET, HO MCMAHLbI
6onbLue 03aboyeHbl TeM, YTo pacxonbl Bcero MO
COKPATU/UCh, YEM HETTO-COCTOSIHUEM CTPaHbI.
XoTs npaBWTENbCTBO He  ony6/iMKoBano
KOHKpETHble LMPPbl, MOXHO NPeLnoaOXUTb,
4yTo 06bEM CPencTB, KOTopble McnaHus nonyuut,
He yBenuuutcs. OXupanocb, YTo CTpaHa CTa-
HeT HeTTO-LOHOPOM — B OCHOBHOM M3-3a TOrO,

4TO COKPATATCS MOCTYM/EHUS Ha NOAUTUKY CMO-
4yeHuMs W BblpacTeT gons otuyucneHun B BHL.
B M®IN Ha 2014-2020 rr. HeT NpeanoCbINIOK
K yBenuueHuto GUHaHCMpOBaHUS Ans McnaHuu.
O6beM CpefCTB Ha CenbCKOe XO035MCTBO MMenN
TEHAEHLUMIO K CHWXEHMIO, @ Pacxodpbl Ha HayKy
W pa3BUTUE eflBa U BbIPACTYT.

OnHako B gencTBuTenbHOCTM Mcnanus nony-
uuT HosbLLE, YeM NPEAnoNaranoch, Ha NOAUTUKY
crnaoYeHus Gnaroaaps OTAeNbHbIM MONOXKEHUSM,
KacatoLLMMCs 3KOHOMMYECKOro Kpu3auca, — Kak
nporpamMma 6opbbbl ¢ 6e3paboTuueit cpenm mMo-
nofexu. A OKOHYaTeNbHbIIM pe3ynbTaT, BO3MOXHO,
6osblle CBSI3aH C TeM, YTO B3HOC CTpaHbl byneT
CPaBHUTENbHO MEHbLIMM U3-33 CHUxXeHus BHI
(c 8,06% no 7,93% nocne nepepacyera oTyncne-
Hui B EBponeiickoi hoHa passuTus).

B uenom Mcnanuio ewe Henb3q Ha3BaTb HeT-
TO-A,OHOPOM. HO MpMyYMHa 3TOro KpoeTcs He B U3-
MEHEHUW CTPYKTYpbl PACXOA0B MM COBCTBEHHbBIX
pecypcax 6romxketa EC, a BO BAMSHUM IKOHOMM-
4eCcKoro Kpm3uca. JIMYHO Mbl, U 3TO MHEHWe Obl1o
pacnpocTpaHeHo B roabl 6onee GnaronpusaTHOM
3KOHOMMYECKOW CUTyaLMK, Npeanoynu bbl BUAETb
CTpaHy Cpeau HeTTo-LOHOPOB L.

t Kélling, M. And Serrano Leal, C. (2012) ‘Spain’s Balancing Act: Net Contributor or Net Beneficiary of the EU budget’ ARI 50, Real
Instituto Elcano, available in English at http://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/wps/portal/rielcano_eng/Content?WCM_GLOBAL _

CONTEXT=/elcano/Elcano_in/Zonas_in/ARI150-2012

The deal of 8 February on the EU’s 2014-2020
Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF) was
hailed as “surprisingly good” for Sweden by
Prime Minister Fredrik Reinfeldt. Not only was
a rebate secured; heading 1a (Competitiveness
for growth and jobs) increased by 40% and
heading 2 (Agriculture) was reduced by 12%, as
compared with the previous MFF (covering the
years 2007-2013). All of the three factors are
obviously beneficial to Sweden — and the latter
two are seen in Swedish Government circles as
being beneficial to the Union as such.

Prior to the European Council meeting on
the new MFF, when discussing the meeting
with the Swedish parliament (Riksdagen), the
Prime Minister’s approach was fairly low key. He
said, amongst other things, that as the Swedish
economy had fared much better than most
other EU Member States, this also implied that
the country might have to accept a deal that
e.g. implied no continuation of the Swedish
rebate(s). This approach doubtlessly allowed
him to act pleasantly surprised by the final deal.

However, despite the approach of playing
down expectations in order to hail a victory
at the other end, the deal really is a good one
in terms of the three aspects raised in the first
paragraph. Moreover, according to preliminary
calculations made by the European Policies
Research Centre (EPRC, 2013) on the effects
for Cohesion Policy (i.e. should the deal go
through unaltered, which it most probably
will not), Sweden would get a 3% increase

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

from the Cohesion Policy contributions as
compared with the previous MFF.! Add to
this the increase in heading 1la and it should
be apparent to everyone that Sweden did fare
well in the negotiations. A strengthening of
the money spent on R&D and cross-border
infrastructure has long been an issue at the
fore on the Swedish EU budget agenda. The
Connecting Europe Facility therefore was given
some attention after the deal was a fact — even
though this latter aspect is somewhat ironic,
given that the figure was reduced by some 27%
relative to the Commission’s original proposal.

Concerning the net position vis-a-vis the EU
budget, the aspects that have received most
attention in media and on the Government’s
web page (Swedish Government, 2013) are a)
the fact that the overall budget was reduced
from €977bn to €960bn (in appropriations for
commitments) and b) the argument that has
been made that Sweden’s contribution to the
general budget would fall from SEK32.5bn
to SEK32bn per year? This, it is argued, is
the direct result from Sweden’s being able to
keep 80% of its rebate (worth c. SEK2.8bn a
year). A strong caveat is that it is not possible
to determine the precise figure before the
final expenditure allocations for each year are
known. In other words: it might not be true.
However, it is probably fair to say that the
Swedish net contribution will stay at basically
the same levels as previously (give or take a few
hundred million kronor).
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Finally, a comment on the last aspect raised
in the first paragraph, on the 12% reduction
of the agriculture heading. The strong
resistance in Swedish Government circles
against the CAP is above all explained by a
rather painful reform of Sweden’s agricultural
policy in the early 1990s, a few years prior

MNpembep-muHuctp LBeumn ®penpuk Pait-
HdenbaT Ha3Ban cornawexve ot 8 deBpans
OTHOCWUTENbHO MHoroneTtHero  MHaHCOBOrO
nnaHa (M®M) «Ha yauBneHue xopowmmy. Yaa-
NI0OCb HEe TONbKO OTCTOSATb KOMMEHCaLMto, HO
n pasgen la («KoHkypeHTOCmocobHOCTb Ang
pocta u paboumx MecT») yBenuyeH Ha 40%,
a paspen 2 («Cenbckoe X039 CTBO») COKPALLEH
Ha 12% no cpaBHEHMIO C NpeablAYLLMM LUKIOM
(2007-2013 rr.). Bce Tpu coctaBnswoume ove-
BMOHbIM 06pa3oM 6naronpuatHbl ang Lseuwnn,
anocneaHve ABe pacCMaTpUBAOTCS WBEACKMMM
NPaBUTENbCTBEHHBIMU KPyraMu W Kak BbIrOA-
Hble ang EBpocotosa B LenoM.

[o Havana Bctpeun EBponerickoro coseTta
0 HoBOM MOITI, koroa oH 06Cyxaanca B Hauu-
OHANIbHOM MapnameHTe, NpeMbep-MUHUCTP Bbin
[LOBO/IBHO HenpuTsasaTtenbHbIM. [loMuMo npo-
yero, OH CKa3alfl, YTo, MOCKONbKY LUIBEACKAs KO-
HOMMKa MPOAEMOHCTPMPOBANa Nyyllne pesysb-
TaTbl, 4eM OONbLIMHCTBO ApYrMx 3koHomuK EC,
CTpaHe, MOXET OblTb, CTOUT MPUHATb COrNaLIeHNe
TaKUM, KaKOe OHO eCTb, T. €. 0TKa3aTbCs OT CBO-
el komneHcaumu. Takoi nopxon, 6e3ycnoBHO,
MO3BOSIUN EMY BbIMNSAETb MPUATHO YAMBAEHHBIM
MTOTOBbIM PaCcKIaLOoM.

BrnpoyeMm, HecMOTpsS Ha MoOAXOA MO 3aHWXe-
HUIO  OXMOAHMWIA, 4TOObI PafoBaTbCs  ycCrexam
B KOHLe, COrnalleHne AeNCTBUTENbHO Xopoluee
C TOYKM 3pEHMS TEX MOMEHTOB, KOTOpble 0603Ha-
YyeHbl B NepBoM naparpade. bonee Toro, cornacHo
npenBapuTenbHbiM pacdetam Llentpa uccnepo-
BaHWI eBPOMEeNCKOM NOMUTUKMU O MOCNenCTBUSX
LN NOAUTUKM CNAOYeHMs (T. e. LOMKHO Nn Co-
rnaweHue 6biTb NMepecMOTPEHO, YTO BeposiTHee
Bcero), obbeM nonyvaembix LlBeuneit cpencrs
@oHpa cnnoyeHuns BblpacTeT Ha 3% Mo cpaBHe-
HUIO C HblHeWHUM nepuopoM . lobasbTe K 3TOMY
noBblleHWe No pasgeny la, u CTaHOBUTCS Ouve-
BMAHO, 4TO LLIBELMs xopoLuo npoBena CBOK YacTb
neperoBopoB. YBenuyeHWe pacxofoB Ha Hayky
1 pa3BUTHE, TPAHCTPaHUYHblE MHDPACTPYKTYPHbIE

to EU membership. The policy at the time
strongly resembled the CAP of the 1990s and
EU membership accordingly meant that the
sector had to be re-regulated only a year or
two after the national reform had been carried
out. Hence all reductions of CAP spending are
seen as good economy.

MPOEKTbl MHOTO JIET SBASIETCS BaXKHbIM BOMPOCOM
WBEACKOM MOBECTKM AHS NPU  PacCMOTPEHUU
6romxeta EC. Moatomy nporpamme «CoefuHUTb
EBpony» 6biIn0 yaeneHo HeKoTopoe BHUMaHWe
nocsnie 3aK/KYeHNs COrNaLIeHNs, XOT NOCNenH
ACMeKT HECKOIbKO KOMUYEH, Y4MTbIBAS, YTO 06beM
ee (DMHAHCMPOBAHUS OblN COKpalleH Ha 27% no
CPaBHEHWIO C MEPBOHAYaNbHBIM MPEAJIOKEHNEM
EBpokomuccuu.

B pasroBopax 0 HeTTo-no3uumm u Gromkete EC
cnenyloLye MOMeHTbI Hbinv Havbonee Bcero oTMme-
yeHbl CMW 1 Ha caiiTe npaBuTeNnbCTBa: @) GaKT, uTo
06Lwmit BromyeT Hbin cokpatleH ¢ 977 no 960 mnpp,
eBpO (accurHoBaHMs Ha 06s3aTenbCTBa), 6) yTBEp -
[leHWe 0 TOM, 4TO LIBEACKMIA BKNAZ, B 06LLymii BropkeT
CHU3UTCS € 32,5 10 32 MApA, KpOH B roa 2. YTeepxaa-
€TCs, YTO 3TO SBNSETCS NpSMbIM CNEACTBUEM CrO-
cobHoctn LLBeumnn coxpanuTb 3a coboit 80% cBo-
el KOMneHcauun (oLeHMBaeMOoW MpUGU3UTENBHO
B 2,8 MpA, KpoH B roa). OnHako Hafo UMETb B BUAY,
4yTO, IO TOTO Kak MOSBMTCS DUHANbHbINA [OKYMEHT
0 pacnpegneneHnm pacxoLoB, HEBO3MOXHO Ha3BaTb
TOYHY0 Undpy. Apyrumu cnosamu, 310 yTBepxae-
HMEe MOXeT 0Ka3aTbCs HenpaBaoM.

Brnpouem, BO3MOXHO, OyAeT YecTHbIM CKa3aTb,
4TO LUBEACKMI BKNAL, OCTAHETCS B LIENIOM Ha Npex-
HEM YpOBHe (M/IH0C-MUHYC HECKONBKO MWIIMOHOB
KPOH).

HakoHeL, 4To KacaeTtcs nocnefHero MOMeHTa
u3 nepBoro naparpada (12%-Horo cokpalieHus
CenbCKOXO35MCTBEHHOrO pasaena). Teepaas on-
MO3MLMS LWBEACKOro NPaBUTENLCTBA MO OTHOLLE-
Huio K OCI nyywe Bcero obbsicHseTcs Hones-
HeHHOW pedOpMO HaLMOHANLHOIO CEeNbCKOro
X039icTBa B Havane 1990-x rr. (3a HECKOMbKO NeT
no Bcrynnenus B EC). NMonutuka Lseuun Toraa
cunbHO HanoMuHana OCM 1990-x rr., M YUneHcTBO
B EC 03Havano, 4to oTpacau cHoBa NpeacTosT Te
e pedopMbl CYCTS rof, AW [Ba Nocsie 3aBep-
WeHns npenblaywmux. Mo3ToMy BCe COKpaLLleHus
pacxonoB Ha OCI pacueHMBaOTCA Kak Nokasa-
Tenb XOpOoLUei 3KOHOMUYECKOM MOAUTUKM.

t A caveat applies, as the numbers are preliminary and we do not yet know the exact details of spending. On the other hand, the
EPRC are one of the best sources with respects to such calculations. EPRC, 2013, Cohesion Policy 2014-20: National Allocations.
Who are the Winners and Losers from the 7-8 February European Council? EPRC Policy Briefing.

2 Swedish Government, 2013, Statsministern ndjd efter avslutade forhandlingar om langtidsbudgeten, http://www.regeringen.

se/sb/d/6784/a/208870 (only available in Swedish)

Bulletin on European and CIS Studies

EU Budget 2014-2020: Views from across Europe after 7-8 February 2013



Sweden

Claes G. Alvstam

Professor,
Centre for European Research,
Gothenburg University

lliseuus

Knac Ansctam

Mpodeccop,
LleHTp eBponeickux uccnenoBaHuil,
[eTeboprckuii yHuBepcuteT

During recent years Sweden has slowly moved
towards a more critical position on supranational
decision-making in the European Union, as it is
manifested in the preparations for the new budget
2014-20, even though the country is still far from
questioning the validity of membership. The
background to this discreet shift from being one of
the most loyal member-states to becoming a more
refractory partner can be traced back to Sweden’s
outsider status in relation to the Eurozone, despite
ever closer monetary cooperation and moves
towards a future banking union. This also relates
to the country’s good performance in recent years
compared to the Eurozone countries, with a low
but stable economic growth in a continent of
stagnation, a balanced budget, a current-account
surplus, low public debt ratio, and the strong
position of the Krona versus the Euro, the US
Dollar and Sterling. The critical stance of the
present Swedish centre-right government, on
the whole supported by the Social Democratic
opposition, towards the EU’s continuous budget
expansion can thus be seen both as a more or less
well-founded self-righteousness when it comes to
fulfill the now symbolic Maastricht criteria vis-a-
vis the Eurozone; but it does also reflect the old
divide regarding priorities on the expenditure

B nocnenHue ropbl LBeuns crana Bce Gonee
KPUTMYECKU CMOTPETb Ha MPUHATUE peLLeHUN
HafHauMoHanbHbiMu opraHamm EC. 3710 6bIno
BMIHO MO TeM Laram, KoTopble npeanpuHUMa-
W NOMUTUKK Nepen paccMoTpeHueMm BromxeTa
Ha 2014-2020 rr. BnpoueMm, peub noka He uaet
0 TOM, 4TO6bI MOCTaBMTL BONpOC 0 YneHcrse B EC.
MpuymHa Takoro nepeBOMOLEHNUS W3 OA-
HOro M3 CaMblX NpeAaHHbIX rocyaapcts B 6o-
Nlee ynpsMoro napTtHepa KpoeTcs BO BTOpoOCTe-
MeHHOM poNin, KOTOPYIO el OTBENW B €BPO30He,
HecMOTps Ha MOBbILWEHHOE COTPYAHUYECTBO
B 0611aCTV [EeHeXHO-KpeanUTHOW MOMUTUKM U Ha-
LleNleHHOCTb Ha co34aHue 6aHKOBCKOro COH3a.
Takke NpUYMHA 3aK/YaeTcs B TOM, YTO B MO-
cnefHWe rofibl 3KOHOMUYECKMe NoKasaTenu cTpa-
Hbl OblIX NyYlle, 4eM B €BPO30He — HeBO/bLLOM,
HO CTabunbHbIA PoOCT, C6anaHCUPOBaHHbIV BIOKET,
npopuuUMT ToproBoro 6anaHca, HU3KWI ypoBeHb
roCAONra M TBepLoe MONOXEHWE KPOHbI OTHOCH-
TenbHo eBpo, Aonnapa CLUA u dyHTa crepnuHra.
Takum 06pa3oM, HbiHeWHee KpuTuyeckoe
OTHOLLUEHWE NPaBOro MpaBMTENbCTBA, B LENOM
noaLepXKMBaeMoro  Ccouman-AemMoKpaTUyecKoin
onnosuumei, K NOCTOSHHOMY POCTYy PacxofoB
EC MoxeT 6bITb 06OCHOBAHHBIM W OMpaBAaH-
HbIM, KOTAQ peYb 3aXOAMUT O BbIMOMHEHWUMU HbIHE
CMMBONMYECKMX  MaacTpUXTCKUX — KpUTEpUeB
LliBeuneit n cTpaHamMu eBPO30HbI. ITO TaKXKe OT-
pakaeT CTapble pa3HoOrnacus o TOM, KaK AOMX-
Hbl pacxopoBaThCa cpeacTea bromxkeTa. LLseums

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

side of the budget. Sweden is—together with
Denmark—the biggest budget net contributor
per capita, with close to €120, compared to about
€90 in the largest net contributor in absolute
terms, Germany (2011 figures). This is the case
despite the rebates that have previously been
negotiated in order to reduce the gap between net
contributors and net receivers. The main Swedish
objections have, unsurprisingly, been levelled at
the gradual reduction of production subsidies
within the Common Agricultural Policy, and parts
of the future cohesion policy; while Sweden has,
on the other hand, provided further support to
research, innovation and competitiveness policies,
to guidelines for trans-European communication
networks, to a growth package for integrated
European infrastructures and to an asylum
and migration fund. In a situation when the
European Parliament will be even more reluctant
to consider the concerns expressed by Sweden
and a number of other ‘Northern’ member-states
regarding both the size of the 2014-20 budget
as well as its priorities, there is the immediate
risk of a destructive domestic public debate on
the validity of membership, which would be
particularly unfortunate for small, open, export-
driven economies like Sweden.

n [JaHus 9BnAOTCA KPYMHEMLIMMU HETTO-A0HO-
pamMu U3 pacyeTa Ha Aywy HaceneHus. Mx no-
kasatenu npubnmkatotca K 120 eBpo. B 1o xe
Bpems y [epMaHuu, KpynHeiilero foHopa B ab-
COMIOTHBIX LMdpax, Nokasatenb paBeH Mopsaka
90 eBpo (maHHble 2011 r).

HecmoTps Ha KoMneHcaumu, 3ToT GakT cay-
XWN MOBOAOM [AJI MPOLWbIX MEeperoBopos
C LLeNIblo COKPaTUTb Pa3HULY MeXAy HETTO-A0HO-
pamMu 1 HeTTo-nony4yatensamu. [ostomy Heyau-
BUTENbHO, YTO LLIBeuns Buaena rmaBHbIM CMbICH
B TOM, 4TOObl [06WMTHCS MOCTEMEHHOr0 COKpa-
weHus cybcuamii B pamkax obLiei cenbcko-
XO39CTBEHHOW MNOAUTUKM U (DUHAHCUMPOBAHMA
yacteii Oyaywei nonutukn cnnodenns. C gpyroin
CTOPOHbI, MPABMTENLCTBO NPOAOIKMAO NOAAEP-
XMBATb PacXofbl Ha HayKy, MHHOBALMKU U KOHKY-
PeHTOCNOCOOHOCTb, KOMMYHWMKALMOHHbIE CeTU
obLeeBponeiickoro Macwraba, eBponenckue
MHTErpUMpOBaHHble MHDPACTPYKTYPHbIE MPOEKTbl
1 GOHABI MUTPaLMK 1 ybexuLua.

B cutyaumn, koraa EBponeickuin napnaMeHT
OyneT MeHee pacnonoXeH NpUHWMaTb BO BHU-
MaHue o03aboyeHHoCTb LLBeumn n opyrux cesep-
HbIX CTPaH OTHOCMTeNbHO pa3Mepa Oyayliero
6rooxeTa M ero NpUMOpUTETOB, €CTb PUCK BO3-
HUKHOBEHMS BHYTPUMONUTUYECKOW MNONEMUKM
0 CMbICIe YNeHCTBa. M 3T0 MOXeT uMeTb ocobeH-
HO HebnaronpusTHble MOCNEACTBUS AN CTpaH
C HebObLUOW, OTKPbITOM, 3KCMOPTHO-OPUEHTUPO-
BaHHOW 3KOHOMMKOM — TaKmX CTpaH, kak LLsewus.
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First, the EU budget is a tiny percentage of EU
GDP, so its significance for Western European
countries is more political than economic. For a
country like Poland, of course, it's a different story.

Politically, at the EU level, the negotiations
were a great success for the UK. It avoided being
isolated, working closely with the Netherlands
and Sweden, which helped to bring Germany
around to the UK position, and that produced
the best outcome. The UK is an important ally
for the reform of the EU with the Netherlands,
Germany and Scandinavia.

To concentrate on details, although a lot
of spending will still go on the CAP and the
regional funds, the biggest winner is the
competitive Europe 2020 plan—which is closer
to the vision of where the UK thinks the EU
should spend its resources. So it's good news
for the UK and the reformers’ here as well.

At the domestic level, things are less clear.
The budget will help David Cameron to manage
his own Conservative party (for whom Europe
is a serious source of disagreement, between
those who want to leave the EU now and those
who want to stay). The vast majority of British
voters either don’t care much about the EU or
are neutral. It's only important to about 5% to

Mpexnae Bcero, 6ropket EC cocTaBnseT nuwb Ma-
Nbli NpoueHT obueesponeiickoro BBI. Mo3tomy
ero 3HayeHue Oonblue NOAUTUYECKOE, HeXe-
M 3KOHOMMYeckoe. KoHeuHo, Ans Takmux CTpaH,
Kak lNonbLa, cuTyaumns apyras.

C TOYKM 3peHUs MONUTUYECKUX BbIFOL HA €B-
poneickoi apeHe neperoBopbl CTanu 60MbLINM
ycnexoM Benukobputanun B EC. EM ymanocb
n3bexarb M30NALUMKU, @ TECHOE COTPYLHUYECTBO
¢ Hupepnanpamu u LLBeuneit obecneynno nog-
nepxkKy [epMaHuu, 4To B UTOre MPUBENO K Hau-
nyywemy pesynbtaty. BenukobpurtaHus, Bmecte
¢ Hugepnanpamu, lfepMaHmeit U CKaHAUMHABCKK-
MW CTpaAHaMU, ABNSETCS BaAXHbIM YYACTHUKOM
npouecca pedpopmuposanmus EC.

Ecnu roBopuTb 0 pertansx, To, HecMmoTps
Ha 6onblune cpeactBa Ans obLliert Cenbckoxo-
39MCTBEHHOM MNONUTUKM U PErMoHanbHoro ¢u-
HaHCMPOBaHMS, TMaBHbIM nobenutenem crana
nporpamma «Espona 2020». OHa Haubonee oT-
BeyaeT B3rnanaM BenukobputaHum Ha TO, Kak
EC pomkeH TpatuTb OeHbru. Tak 4TO 3TO XOpo-
lMe HOBOCTU ANS CTPaHbl U AN CTOPOHHWMKOB
pecdopM 34ech.

Ecnn roBopuTb O BHYTPUMOAUTUYECKUX Bbl-
rogax, To 34ecb cuTyaumsa cnoxHee. Bonpoc
o 6rooxeTe nomoxet [3Buay KamepoHy ynpas-
natb KoHcepBaTMBHOM napTuei, AN KOTOPOW
EBpona — cepbe3sHblii noBoA [ANs packona
Ha Tex, KTO Xo4eT BbliTH 13 EC, 1 Tex, KTo xoueT
octaTbCs. [Ans 6onbwmMHCTBA M3bupaTenei 3Ta
TeMa nMbo He npencTaBaseT BaXHOCTH, MO0
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7% of voters, for whom it is the most important
political issue—and who want to leave. The
remaining 95% or so believe that there are
other more important questions.

The other element that is important is the
2017 referendum on whether the UK should
stay in or not, which the Conservative party
has promised if it wins a majority in the 2015
election. This, again, is Conservative party
politics rather than UK-wide politics. A few
points should be borne in mind:

¢ The Conservative party does not look set
to win a majority in 2 years — quite the
reverse.

e If it were to win, it is hard to say what
could be renegotiated, although the
budget negotiations show that we should
assume that the UK will get nothing.

e |t is likely that, following a renegotiation,
however small, the vast majority of British
people would vote to stay in — this would
be a good thing for all parties concerned
in the UK and the EU.

However, at present:

e Labour looks likely to be the biggest party
in 2015.

e They haven’t promised a referendum.

OHM OTHOCATCA K HeW HelTpanbHo. OHa Bax-
Ha ona 5-7% HaceneHus, KOTOpble CYMTAKOT
ee NPUHUMNMANbLHOW M XOTAT BbixoAa Benwko-
6putanmnmn u3 EC. OctanbHble 95% mnm okono Toro
CYMTAIOT, 4TO ecTb bonee HacyLHble BOMPOChI.

Ele ogHMM BaXKHbIM MOMEHTOM SBNISIETCS pe-
depeHaym B 2017 r. 0 BO3MOXHOM Bbixoae Be-
nukobputanum n3 EC. KoHcepBaTuBHas naptus
noobeLllana nNpoBecT1 ero, ecnun NobesuT Ha Bbl-
6opax 2015 r. U cHoBa — 310 Kypc KoHcepBaTuB-
HOM NapTuu, a He Bcelt BenukobputaHuu. HyxxHO
MMETb B BMIY HECKO/IbKO MOMEHTOB:

e [lobepna KoHcepBaTuBHOM Maptuu uepes
[lBa roAa He rapaHTMpoOBaHa, Kak pa3 Ha-
obopoT.

e Ecnn oHa nobeamt, CNOXHO cKasaTb, YTO
MOXeT ObITb NepecMOTPEeHO B OTHOLLEHUAX
Benukobputanum n EC. Xota neperosopsl
0 6toKeTe NOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO CKOPee BCero
U3MEHEHWIA He ByaeT.

e BepoaTHO, nocne 3TOro, Kakumu Obl He-
3HAUUTENbHBIMU HU BbIIM KOPPEKTUPOB-
Ku, BONBLIMHCTBO HaceneHus nporonocyet
3a T0, UTobbl ocTathca B EC, u 310 Gyner
6narom o BCEM 3aMHTEPECOBAHHbIX CTO-
poH B Benukobputanuu u EBpocotose.

Ho noka:

e Jleibopuctckas naptus, BEpOSTHO, Mo-
Ny4nT GONMBLIMHCTBO MEeCT B MapfamMeHTe
B2015r.

e OHM He obewanu npoBeneHne pedepeH-
nyma.
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Introduction

As a consequence of the 2008-2009 international
financial crisis the European Unionis undergoing
perhaps its most difficult period since the
beginnings of the European integration. The
response to this challenge includes decisions
and planned steps to strengthen fiscal discipline
in the Member States (MS), safeguard measures
against a falling-apart of the eurozone and the
introduction of a Union-wide supervision of the
European banking sector. A new fiscal capacity
(budget) is under consideration. It seems that
the extraordinary situation has triggered a wave
of extraordinary reforms throughout the EU. In
one area, however—the Community Budget—
time seems to have stopped. The main issues
have remained unchanged in the last one and
a half decades

Agriculture versus Competitiveness

In the EU MS agricultural subsidies are provided
solely from the EU budget, i.e. there are no
agricultural subsidies from the national budgets
of the MS. That creates an insoluble problem, as
the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) absorbs
its resources from all MS proportionally and
allocates its funds according to the stipulations
of the CAP. As agriculture is of diverging
significance for individual MS, the allocated
funds largely differ from country to country.
While agriculture is certainly not the engine of
modernization, it absorbs close to 40% of the EU
budget expenditures. This is often compared to
much more limited resources for modernization
in the framework of the Europe 2020 strategy,
which is seen as the genuine carrier of growth
and modernization. This new competitiveness
policy will absorb not more than 13% of the
new EU budget.

Agriculture direct payments versus UK rebate
and rebates on the UK rebate

The bigger part of transfers under the CAP falls
on direct payments to farmers. Member States
such as the UK where agriculture is of secondary
importance receive substantially fewer transfers
from this channel than countries such as France
where this branch is relatively important. This
situation was the starting point of the UK rebate.
The UK government was not ready to discuss
the abolishment of the rebate as long as direct
payments remain part of the EU budget changes.
The UK rebate has been financed by all other
MS; nevertheless, in 2007-2013 four countries
(Austria, Germany, the Netherlands and Sweden)
enjoyed a ‘rebate on the rebate, a reduced
contribution to the financing of the UK rebate.
They were entitled to this reduction due to
their extensively negative net financial position
earlier.At the 22-23 November EU summit the UK
position, while insisting on the preservation of
the UK rebate, shifted in a reductionist direction,
namely towards also insisting on a cut in the size
of the future EU budget.

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

Cohesion policy versus European value added

According to the definition of the Commission
website, the ‘EU regional policy is an investment
policy. It supports job creation, competitiveness,
economic growth, improved quality of life and
sustainable development. These investments
support the delivery of the Europe 2020
strategy. Regional policy is also the expression
of the EU’s solidarity with Lless developed
countries and regions, concentrating funds on
the areas and sectors where they can make the
most difference.* Following complicated rules
each Member State contributes approximately
1% of its GNI to the Community budget, which
allocates funds to MS and beneficiaries in
MS, respectively, in the framework of various
European policies. While each policy has a
redistribution effect, it is clearly in the Cohesion
policy that this feature has been the strongest
and the most visible.

Contrary to Cohesion policy where the
beneficiaries are easily identifiable, in
projects with European value added the
question of who the beneficiaries really are
cannot be easily answered, if at all. That is
exactly why they are called projects with
European value added. Continental transport
routes, electricity grids, large research
projects etc. bring both direct and indirect
benefits to more than one Member State.
Every participant wins, but it is not possible
to find out who wins how much.

What has changed in the Member States’
attitude compared to negotiations on the
budget for 2007-2013?

The answer is simple: practically nothing has
changed in essence, as anticipated net financial
positions have had a decisive influence on
considerations, negotiation behaviour and
decisions of the Member States. Andre Sapir’s
words are still valid : ‘..the current budget
is more the expression of different deals
and attempts by governments to claw back
in receipts as much of their contribution as
possible... than a coherent set of measures
aimed at pursuing EU objectives. 2

In the broadest approach, the net financial
position of a Member State is the difference
between its contribution to and its transfers
from the EU budget in a given year. What the
net financial position of a Member State will
be in practice is a question of the definition
and methodology chosen. Depending on the
assumptions made regarding various issues,
no fewer than 30 to 40 perfectly defensible
definitions for budgetary balances can be
constructed.

The Commission calculates the so-
called operating budgetary balances, that
is, the difference between the operational
expenditures allocated to each Member State
(less the administrative expenditures) and the
adjusted national contribution of each Member
State whereby the national contribution does
not include the traditionally owned resources

bromket EC Ha 2014-2020 rr.: B3rnag 13 eBponeickux cronuy, 45
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(customs duties and agricultural levies). In
this comment, the term ‘net financial position’
is used as equivalent to ‘operating budgetary

balances’ as defined by the European
Commission.
The Commission’s opinion is clear:

‘Budgetary balances, while appealing in their
simplicity, either invariably misrepresent
or are inadequate measures of the benefits
from membership in the EU.3 Despite all
these justified arguments the net financial
position has remained in the focus of
practically all discussions concerning the
Community budget. Net payer MS try to keep
their contribution low and watch whether
other net payers in their ‘weight category’
come off better. Net beneficiary MS are
keen to maximize the resources allocated
to them and are ready to block any changes
which threaten their achieved net financial
positions. Nevertheless, rhetorically speaking,
each Member State loudly condemns
the attitude focused on the net financial
positions, and therefore the respective
behaviour has become a sort of taboo. Though
it should not exist, it persists undisturbed and
appears in disguised form in discussions on
various aspects of the EU budget. Solutions
that acknowledge the central importance of
the net fiscal position instead of denying it
may bring about a fundamental change. These
reforms may approach the issue from two
sides. First, a correction mechanism, similar to
that enjoyed by the UK (the UK rebate), can be
extended to all MS; this represents an ex post
solution. Second, partially or wholly pre-fixed
net financial positions can be introduced for
each MS; this step would deliver an ex ante
solution. Both approaches would create a new
situation, where the obsession of the Member
States with the net financial positions would
be eliminated, opening the door for a non-
biased discussion on the modernization of
both the revenue and expenditure sides of
the traditional EU budget.

Reforms postponed by at least seven years

The crisis, which has triggered a series of
reforms unseen in the EU in less turbulent

Bo3MoxHoO, Bnepsblie ¢ Havyana uHTerpauun Es-
pOCOI03 MepexmBaeT CaMblii TSXeNbI nepuoa,
ABNAIOLWMICA CNefCTBUEM MUPOBOro (UHAHCO-
Boro kpusuca 2008-2009 rr. OTBeT Ha 3TOT BbI-
30B BKJIOYaeT B Ce69 pelleHns U KOHKpeTHble
LIarv no ykpenaeHuio 61KeTHOM AUCLMMIUHDI,
3alMTHbIE Mepbl NPOTMB pacnaga €BpPO30HbI
W BHeapeHue oOLleeBponeickoro Haasopa
3a 6aHKOBCKMM CeKTOpOM. B HacToswwumini MoMeHT
paccMaTpuBaeTCs HOBbIV BloOXeT.

Kaxetcs, 4To ypesBblyaiiHas cuTyaums Bbl-
3Bafla BOJIHY 3KCTPEHHbIX pedopm no Bcemy EC.
Ho B oaHo¥ chepe — B TOM, UTO KacaeTca broaxe-
Ta EC, — Bpems Kak ByATO 0CTaHOBMNOCH. [NaBHble
BOMPOCbI He MeHsANUCb nocneaHune 15 net.
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periods, and which has led to the idea of
establishing a new fiscal capacity for the EU to
address cyclical and structural problems, has
created a chance for reform in the traditional
EU budget. Now, with the compromise on the
2014-2020 MFF arrived at on the February 7-8
European Council the chance for substantial
reforms in the next seven years has gone. The
only positive aspect of the situation is that the
long due fundamental reform of the community
budget can now be elaborated and discussed
without extreme time pressure.

There are two additional issues which may
largely affect discussions on the future of the
EU budget. First, the lessons from the ‘Greek
tragedy’ and the poor performance of Portugal
and Spain are yet to be drawn. It must be
clarified how it could happen that of all the
EU members the most preferred beneficiaries
of Cohesion Policy, namely the Member States
on the southern periphery of the EU, performed
the worst in the course of the crisis. Is that a
coincidence or did the large transfers play a
role in the current problems of these countries?
Second, the possible exit of the UK may
fundamentally change the rules of the game
in the EU, and among several other important
changes, it may accelerate the fiscal dimension
of European integration. If the UK remains in
the EU and its government can push through
the sort of decentralization of the EU the British
politicians would like to achieve, the current
structures of the EU budget have only a limited
chance of survival.

The European Council of February 7-8
opened the door for a solution for the years
2014-2020—althoughthe European Parliament
will have to approve the Summit’s decision,and
that is not guaranteed. Concerning the results
of the European Council, for the first time in the
history of the seven-year financial frameworks
the budget for the forthcoming seven years
will be smaller than in the respective previous
period.As expected, the main features of the EU
budget and those of the negotiations and the
ways to find compromises have not changed.*
Although the substantial increase in funding
for Chapter 1a, ‘Competitiveness for Growth
and Jobs’ is without doubt an important step
forward, the old construct of the EU budget in
a changing EU has remained intact.

CenbcKoe X039ICTBO NPOTUB
KOHKYPEHTOCNOCOBHOCTH

B EC cenbCKOX039/iCTBEHHbIE A0TaLMU pacnpe-
LensTcs UCKIIOUYUTENBbHO Yepes eauHblin broa-
XET, T. €. CTPaHbl-UNeHbl HE NMPOM3BOAAT HUKA-
KOro (UHAHCMPOBAHMUS CAMOCTOSATENbHO. IJTO
Co3[aeT Hepaspelunmyo npobnemy, NOCKONbKy
B COOTBETCTBMM C OOLLEN CENbCKOXO3MCTBEH-
Hoi nonutukoi (OCIM) cpenctBa cobupatotcs
NpONOPLMOHANBHO Y BCEX FOCYLapCTB-UNIEHOB,
a pacnpenenslTcs B 3aBMCMMOCTM OT YCNOBUM
OCI. BBuay TOro 4to 3Ha4YeHWe arpapHoro cek-
TOpa PasHUTCS, OTIMYAOTCA U 06bEMbI BblAense-
MbIX pa3HbIM CTPAHaM CPeACTB.
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CekTop nornowaet okono 40% pacxopHoi va-
cT1 BrofKeTa, XOTb U He ABNSEeTCS ABWUraTenem
MoAepHM3aummn. M3-3a 3TOro 4acto BO3HMKAOT
CpaBHeHMs C ropasgo 6onee orpaHWYeHHbI-
MW pecypcamu Ha MporpaMMmy MoLepHM3aLMK
B paMkax ctpaternu «Espona 2020». Monutu-
Ka KOHKYpEHTOCMOCOOHOCTU MonyyuT He Honee
13% w3 HoBoro 6rooxeTa EC.

Mpamble cy6cuamumM cenbXo3nponsBoauTensm
npoTMB KOMNeHcauun Benmko6puraHum

M KOMMEeHcaumit 33 KOMNEeHCcaLMIo
BenukobputaHumn

bonblas yactb GUHAHCOBOM NOALEPXKKM B paM-
kax OCI npuxoauTca Ha npsamble cybcuamn
tdepmepoB. Takne cTpaHbl, Kak BennkobputaHus,
rae Cenbckoe X034iCTBO MMEET BTOPOCTENEHHOE
3HayeHue, MONYYalOT ropasfo MEHbLYK MoA-
LLepPXKKyY, YeM Takue CTpaHbl, Kak ®paHuus, roe
3Ta OTPac/ib 3KOHOMWKM CpaBHUTENbHO 6Gonee
Ba)XKHa. JTa CMTyauus cTana NoBOLOM ANs Mo-
SIBNeHMs KoMMeHcaumn Benmkobputanuu. Mpa-
BMTENbCTBO CTPaHbl OTKa3blBanoCb 00CYXAaTb
ee OTMeHy, NMoKa CyLLeCTBYIOT npsaMble cybcuanm
u3 6ropxketa EC. Monyyanocs, 4To KOMNEHcaums
BenukobputaHun  duHaHcMpoBanacb  BceMU
ocTanbHbIMKU cTpaHamu. MNpaeaa, 8 2007-2013 rr.
yeTblpe cTpaHbl (ABcTpus, lepmanus, Hupep-
nanabl u Leeuuns) pobunuck «komneHcauum
Ha KOMMEHCALMIo» — CHMXKEHUS CBOErO y4acTus
B hUHAHCMpOBaHMM BpuTaHckoi Yactu. OHu no-
NYYUNM TaKylo BO3MOXHOCTb B CBSI3U CO CBOMM
HeyA0BNeTBOPUTENbHbIM (GUHAHCOBBIM MOOXe-
HWeM B npenblaywmii nepuod. Ha cammute EC
22-23 Hosbps 2012 r. BenukobpuTaHus, npo-
[l0/Kas HacTauMBaTb HA COXPAaHEHWM KOMMeHca-
Li1K, OGHOBPEMEHHO BbICTYMNWAA 33 COKpaLLeHne
6ynywero 6tomketa EC.

Monutuka cnnovyeHns NpoTUB €BPONENCKOM
A06aBNEHHOI CTOMMOCTU

CornacHo onpenenexuto ¢ caiita EBpokomuccuy,
«pervoHanbHas nonutrka EC — 310 MHBECTULM-
OHHas nonutuka. OHa cnocobCcTByeT CO3a4aHMI0
pabounx MecT, KOHKYpEHTOCMOCOBHOCTH, IKOHO-
MWUYECKOMY POCTY, MOBbILIEHWIO Ka4yecTBa W3-
HW M YCTOMYMBOMY Pa3BUTUIO. DTU UHBECTULIUM
cnocobCTByOT peanusaumn crpaternn ,EBpona
2020 PervoHanbHas MOMUTUKA TaKXKe CIAYXMUT
BblpaxeHnem conupapHoctn EC ¢ MeHee pas-
BMTbIMW CTPaHaMM M pervoHamu NoCpencTBOM
HanpaBneHWs CpeacTB TEM TEPPUTOPUSM U CeK-
TOpaM, rae oHuM MoryT obecrneynTb HauBbICLLINIA
pe3ynbtat» . B COOTBETCTBUM CO CNOXKHBIMM Npa-
BMIAMM KaXA0€e rocyfapcTBO BHOCWUT npubnu-
3uTenbHo 1% cBoero BanoBOro HaLMOHANbHOIO
noxona B 6romxket EC, KOTOpbIiA, B CBOKO ovepenp,
nepepacnpenenseT CpeacTBa MCXoas M3 MNpu-
OpUTETOB EBPOMENCKOM MNOAUTUKK. XOTd 3h-
(eKT OT pacnpeneneHus ectb B Kaxaon cdepe,
OH Havbonee o4eBMAEH B NONUTUKE CMIOYEHMS.

Hanpotus, B npoekTax ¢ fobaBneHHOM CTOM-
MOCTbIO OTBET Ha BOMPOC O TOM, KTO BblUrpaeT
OT MOJNTyYEHHbIX CPeACTB, HE TaK OAHO3HAYeH,
ecnn Booblle BO3MOXeH. MMeHHO no3Tomy

BronneteHb 0 ctpaHax Esponbl u CHI

OHM Ha3bIBAKOTC MPOEKTaMU C EBPOMEenCKow
[06aBNeHHOM CTOMMOCTbIO. KOHTUHEHTaNbHble
TPaHCMOPTHbIE CUCTEMbI, IHEproceTn, Honblune
MccnenoBaTeNbckMe NPOEKTbl U T. M. HECYT C CO-
60l1 BbIroabl 6onee 4yeM OAHOMY rOCYLApPCTBY.
KakZibl1 y4aCTHUK BbIMFPbIBAET, HO HEBO3MOXHO
CKa3aTb KTO U CKOJbKO.

YTo U3MEHMNI0Cb BO B3MISAAX CTPaH-YIEHOB
no CpaBHEHMIO C NepPeroBopamu o broaxere
Ha 2007-2013 rr.?

OTBeT NpOCT: NPAaKTUYECKU HUYETO HE U3MEHMU-
NI0Cb MO CYTH, MOCKO/bKY OXMA3eMble (UHAH-
COBble HETTO-MO3UUMKM CTPaH-YNEHOB OKaszanu
pellatollee BAUSIHUE HA MpoLecc obCyxaeHus,
a TaKXe Ha Ux noeefeHue u peleHns. Cnosa AH-
npe Canvpa no-npexHeMy akTyanbHbl: «HblHeL-
HWI BHOOXKET NpPeuMyLLEeCTBEHHO aBAsSET cobol
pa3HOO6pPaA3HbIM TOPr U MOMNbITKM MPaBUTENBCTB
3anony4nTb 06paTHO NobBosbLLE U3 TOTO, YTO OHU
BHEC/U <...>, HEXeNW NocNefoBaTeNbHbIi Habop
Mep, HanpaB/IEHHbIX HA AOCTUXKEHME 0bLLeeBpO-
nenckux Lenems?2,

B wupokoM cMmbicne GpUHAHCOBas HETTO-Mo-
3ULMS CTPaHbl — 3TO PasHULA MexXAy ee BKa-
[oM U TpaHcheptamu u3 EC 3a rop. Kak oHa
PacCUMTbIBAETCA Ha MpakTMke — 3TO BOMPOC
onpeneneHus 1 Mmetomonoruu. B 3aBucumoctu
OT TOYeK 3peHus, AN BAXEeTHOro paBHOBeCHS
MOXHO C NerkocTblo nopobpatb 30-40 oauHa-
KOBO CMUNIbHbIX oOnpeaeneHuii. Espokomuccus
PacCYMTbIBAET TakK Ha3blBaeMOe OrnepaLnoHHOe
6l04KeTHOe paBHOBeCHeE, T. €. PasHULy Mexay
OMepaLMOHHbIMU PAacXoAaMM Ha Kaxaoe rocy-
[apCTBO (MMHYC aAMWHUCTPATUBHbIE PACXO.bl)
M CKOPPEKTUPOBAHHbIM Pa3MepPOM BKNAAA Kax-
[Oro rocyaapcrsBa, KOrga KOHEYHOe YMCNo He
BKJ/IOYAET TPAAULLUOHHbBIE UCTOYHMKM (TAMOXKEH-
Hble COOpbl UK CENbCKOXO3AMCTBEHHbIE MOLN-
Hbl). B 3TOM KOMMeHTapuu TepMuH «dUHAHCOBas
HEeTTO-MO3MLMSA» UCMONb3YETCS B KAYECTBe 3KBU-
BaJIeHTa «onepauuoHHOMY BHIKETHOMY PaBHO-
BECMIO» KaK ero onpenenset EBpokomuccus.

Motusbl EBpokoMuccmm oveBuaHbl. «brogxkeT-
HOe paBHOBeCHe, HeCMOTPS Ha BCHO €ro NpoCToTY,
nMbo oWMBOYHO OTpaxkaeT, IMbo OWUBOYHO U3-
MepsieT npenMyLlecTsa uneHcTsa B EC» 3. Hecmo-
TP Ha BCe 3TW CNpaBea/iMBble 3aMeyvaHus, Gu-
HaHCOBas HeTTO-MO3UUMS OcTaeTcs (AKTOpPOM
npakTU4ecku Bcex neperoBopoB o bromxkete EC.
HeTTo-mOHOp NbITaeTCs CHU3UTb pa3mMep CBOEro
BK/Jada v HabnaaeT, CMOryT v Apyrue AOHOPbI
M3 ero «BeCOBOM KaTeropuu» [06UTbCS 60Mb-
wero. HeTTo-peLmnmeHTbl CTPEMATCS YBEAUUUTD
06beM nonyyaembiX UMW CPeLCTB U rOTOBbI 3a-
610KMpOoBaThb NH0ObIE U3MEHEHUS, yrpoXKatoLLme
MX GUHAHCOBOM HETTO-MO3ULMUMN.

BnpoueMm, kaxpoe rocyaapctBo ocyxpaet
3aUMKNIEHHOCTb Ha (UHAHCOBOM HETTO-MO3MU-
LMK U, COOTBETCTBEHHO, TaKOe NOBeAeHUe CTano
cBoero pofa Taby. Ho, xoTb eMy 1 He monoxe-
HO CyLLEeCTBOBATb, OHO MPOOIKAET He3blbemMo
XWUTb U NPOSBAATLCS B CKPbITbIX GOPMax B Xo4e
NeperoBOPOB O Pa3/IMUHbIX acnekTax 6romxe-
Ta EC. PeweHus, kotopble ByayT 3akio4vatbCs
B MPU3HAHUM MOJNIOXEHUN BeLlel, a He oTKasa
OT Hero, MOryT npuHecTM GyHAAMEHTabHblE
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rnepemeHbl. 3TU U3MEHEHUS BO3MOXHO MNpoBe-
CTM aByma nyTtamu. Bo-nepBbiX, KOppeKUMOH-
HbIA MEXaHM3M (KOMMNEeHCaLms), UCMOMb3yeMbli
BenukobpuTtaHueit, MOXeT BbITb pacnpocTpaHeH
Ha Apyrue CTpaHbl. 5TO BapuaHT ex post. Bo-BTo-
pbIX, MOMHOCTbI UKW YAaCTUYHO NpeaBapuUTebHO
3auKCMpoBaHHas GUHAHCOBAS HETTO-MO3ULMS
MOXET ObITb BBEAEHA NS KAaXA0r0 rocyaapcraa.
JT0 BapuaHT ex ante. Oba noaxona co3paayT
CUTyaUMIo, Korga HaBaXAeHWe CTpaH OTHOCU-
TENbHO CBOEro COCTOSHWUS OyaeT WMCKOPEHEHO,
n ByneT oTKpbITa AOpOra K HenpeaB3aToMy pac-
CMOTPEHUIO U3MEHEHUI LOXOAHOM U PACXOAHOWM
yacrten brooxerta.

Pe¢opr| OT/NI0XXeHbl KAK MMUHUMYM Ha CeMb NIeT

Kpusuc, kotopbii noacterHyn uepeny pedopm,
HeMbICIMMbIX B Honee CMoKOMHble roapl, Mpu-
BEN K MbIC/IM O CO34aHMU HOBOTO (DUCKANbHOTO
WHCTPYMeHTapus, YTobbl CMPaBUTLCS C LMKAUYe-
CKMMU 1 cUcTeMHbIMK Npobnemamu. OH fan WwaHc
pedopmupoBaTb bromketr EC. Ho ceituac, koraoa
KoMmnpomucc otHocuTenbHo MM 2014-2020 rr.
[OCTUrHYT EBpONEnckMM COBETOM, 3TOT LWAHC Ha
(dyHOAMEHTaNbHble NepemMeHbl BbIAAUT  yry-
LLeHHbIM. EAMHCTBEHHDBIM NMO3UTUBHBIA MOMEHT —
3TO AoNroxaaHHoe pedopMupoBaHue BroaxKeTa,
KOTOPbI Tenepb MOXeT CMOKOWHO npopabaTtbl-
BaTbCS YXKe He B KeCTKMX BPEMEHHbIX paMKax.
Ectb ABa LOMONHMTENbHBIX BOMPOCA, KOTO-
pble MOryT Cepbe3HO NOBAMSATb Ha Oyayuiee
eBponeickoro 6toaxeTta. Bo-nepBbix, BbIBOAbI
U3 «rpeyeckoit Tparefumu» 1 cnaboro CoCTosiHUS

MopTyranun u UcnaHum ewe npeactouT cae-
natb. Heob6XxoAMMO BbISICHUTb, KaK MOMY4MNOCh,
4TO rnaBHble nonyyatenu cpeancts MoHpa cnno-
yeHus — cTpaHbl Ha tore EC — xyxe Bcero ne-
peHecnu Kpusuc. fBnsetcs 3TO COBMALEHUEM
unu Gonblune TpaHchepTbl Cbirpanu CBOK Posb
B HbIHELWHMX NpobnemMax 3Tux cTpaH?

Bo-BTOpbIX, BO3MOXHbIM Bbixo4 Benwuko-
6putaHmum M3 EC MoXeT KOpeHHbIM 06pa3om
M3MEHUTb NpaBuna urpbl. HapaBHe ¢ Apyrumu
BaXXHbIMW M3MEHEHUAMMU 3TO MOXET CTUMYU-
poBaTb OlAXEeTHOEe U3MepeHWe eBPOnencKo
uHTerpaummn. Ecnn BennkobputaHusa octaHeTcs
B EC, a ee npaBuTenbCcTBO CMOXeET LO6UTLCS
pa3HOBMAHOCTU [JeueHTpanu3aumm, K KOTO-
poii Tak cTpeMaTca OpWTaHCKME MOAUTUKM,
TO Yy HbIHEWHeN CTPyKTypbl OtomxkeTa Oyper
Mano LWaHCOB.

EBponeiickuit  coBet oTkpbin 7-8 deB.-
pans [4Bepb ANS peleHus 3TuX npobnem
B 2014-2020 rr.MpaBpa, EBponapnameHTy eLe
NpeacTouT yTBepAMTb UTOMM CaMMMUTa — Yero
Henb3s npepyragatb HaeepHska. OTHocuTeNb-
HO CaMMX UTOrOB MOXHO CKa3aTb, YTO BMepBble
33 BCe BpPEMS CYLLECTBOBAHUA CEMUNETHUX K-
HaHCOBbIX MIAHOB BIOAXKET Ha CNeAYLWMIA LUK
OyneT MeHblue npenblayLiero. Kak u oxunanocs,
OCHOBHble OTIMYMTENbHbIE YepTbl BlooxeTa, ne-
peroBopoB W MNyTen AOCTUMXKEHWUS COrNAcUa He
U3MEHUNUCH*. XOTS CyLLeCTBEHHOE YBeUYeHue
duHaHcpoBaHusa masbl la «KoHkypeHTOCNO-
COBHOCTb NS SKOHOMMUYECKOTO poCTa U paboumnx
MecT», 6€3 COMHeHMs, ABNSETCS BaXKHbIM Lua-
roM Bnepen, CTapblii «OCTOB» BrofKeTa ocTancs
HETPOHYTbIM.

! http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/what/index_en.cfm

2 Sapir, A. (2003), An Agenda for a Growing Europe. Making the EU Economic System Deliver, Report of an Independent High-
Level Study Group established under the initiative of the President of the European Commission, July. p. 162.

3 European Commission (1998), Financing of the European Union, Commission report on the operation of the own resources

system, DG XIX, Brussels, 7 October. Annex 3, p. 1.

4 European Council (2013) Conclusions (Multiannual Financial Framework) EUCO 37/13, Brussels, February 8.
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