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Abstract 
The Multiannual Financial Framework 2021-2027 will be the first long-term 

budget for the European Union of 27. Its proposal has been defined along “Europe’s 
priorities” by the European Commission (2018). In the political debate of the budget, 
the Visegrád 4 countries (Czechia, Hungary, Slovak Republic, Poland) represent a 
strong geographical, political, economic and cultural alliance. The research objective 
was to decide whether the Visegrád 4’s priorities can shape Europe’s Priorities in the 
MFF 2021-2027. To this end, it implemented a multi-qualitative design based on critical 
and heterogeneous purposive sampling procedures: first data elaboration (legal texts 
and factsheets) and content analysis, then data generation (interviews) and thematic 
analysis. The most important conclusion was that the Commission’s defined “Europe’s 
priorities” were accurately the “Union’s political priorities”, in contrast to what the 
examined alliance promoted Europe’s old priorities to be extended with new ones in 
dimensions from politics to society, economy and environment. The common set 
between the interests of the Commission and the V4 (budget size, migration) might 
lead to feasible compromises in such areas where the opinions differ (new resources, 
Cohesion, Agriculture, Border Management, Administration). 

 

Introduction 
„Once every seven years, the European Union decides on its future long-term budget 
– the Multiannual Financial Framework. The next such budget, starting on 1 January 
2021, will be the first for the European Union of 27.”1 
 

The European Commission has defined its proposal on the upcoming MFF as 
“A Modern Budget for a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends” determined along 
“Europe’s priorities”2. However, there is yet to be a debate on the political priorities of 
the framework.3 

 
The objective of the research is to decide whether the V4’s priorities can shape 

“Europe’s priorities” in the Multiannual Financial Framework 2021-2027. That is 
supported by four research questions: 

1. What are the EC’s priorities in the MFF 2021-2027? 

                                                

1 European Commission, 2018b, p. 2. 
2 European Commission, 2018c. 
3 European Commission, 2018g. 
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2. How are the EC’s priorities related to Europe’s priorities? 

3. What are the V4’s priorities in the MFF 2021-2027? 

4. How could the V4 enforce its interests in the debate? 

The research elaborates secondary data (legal texts and factsheets) from the 
European Commission’s official communication (critical purposive sampling on the 
keywords) and generates primary data from semi-structured interviews (heterogeneous 
purposive sampling). The documents are examined by content analysis and the 
interviews are evaluated by thematic analysis upon the sampling procedures. 
Therefore, for the latter one, I choose one official from the permanent representations 
of each V4 country and one official from the European Institutions, in MFF / EU budget 
questions. 

For the former one, I first created a text database and research panorama4 and 
searched for the keywords of “Priority” and “Priorities” within. In the titles, one document 
contains either of these, “A new, modern Multiannual Financial Framework for a 
European Union that delivers efficiently on its priorities post-2020”5; in the texts, the 
number of usage of these words ranges between 0 and 43, where the top scores can 
be found in the aforementioned text (n=25) and in the “A Modern Budget for a Union 
that Protects, Empowers and Defends” (n=40) including its Annex (n=43)6. Hence, 
these three texts are sampled. 

Then, I further narrow that sample by statistical measures on its quantifiable 
aspects. The results of Pearson correlation7 (Annex 2) and simple linear regression8 
show that the longer the document is, the more keywords can be found in it. However, 
the length of a document does not explain the usage of those words within9. Hence, 
these refer to Text 3 as the document providing the most relevant information on the 
EC’s priorities, which should be more elaborated. The results of descriptive statistics 
reveal that the structure of the documents mildly vary and that the distribution of 
keywords among the chapters is not equal. Hence, these suggest to further select the 
most relevant and comparable chapters10: from Text 1, Chapter 1, 3, 4 and Conclusion; 
from Text 2, Chapter 3-5; from Text 3, Chapter 1, 2, 4-6 are selected. 

                                                
4 I create the text database from the 183 retrieved sources (Annex 1), each of which was issued by the 

Commission between the 14th of February and the 14th of June 2018. 
5 European Commission, 2018b. 
6 European Commission, 2018a. 
7 “A correlation coefficient is a numerical index ranging from –1.00 to +1.00 that indicates the strength and 

direction of the linear relationship between two variables.” Christensen, Johnson & Turner, 2015, p. 413. 
8 “Regression analysis is a set of statistical procedures used to explain or predict the values of a dependent 

variable based on the values of one or more independent or predictor variables.” Christensen et al., 2015, p. 418. 
9 The number of pages (IV) ranges between 24 and 101, the number of usage of “Priority / Priorities” (DV) ranges 

between 25 and 43 in total. The correlation coefficient between these two variables is 0.69, which refers to a strong 
positive relationship (Annex 2.) The P value in regression analysis is above 0.15, hence the independent variable does 
not explain the dependent variable (Annex 3). 

10 The further selection among the chapters for the content analysis is based on the usage of keywords (Annex 
4): not (n=0), somewhat (1≤n≥3), very relevant (n>3). 



 

POLICY BRIEF 
2018/November 
Think Visegrad in Brussels 

 

The EC’s and Europe’s Priorities in the MFF 2021-2027 
 

The content analysis on the keywords (Annex 5) reveals that the MFF is meant 
to serve as a bridge between the set of political priorities for the Union and the delivery 
of tangible results for the Europeans. According to the EC, the Europeans’ top priorities 
for the EU are security and safety - herein no precision (percentage) or reference 
(surveys) was provided. 

Europe’s priorities originate from two declarations of the member states. The 
Bratislava Declaration in 201611 raised the attention to the new challenges: migration 
and external borders; internal and external security; external security and defence; 
economic and social development, youth. The Rome Declaration in 201712 highlighted 
the following objectives: a safe and secure Europe; a prosperous and sustainable 
Europe; social Europe; a stronger Europe on the global scene. The content of the 
declarations is not extensive as they omit budgetary or executive considerations. 

The priorities first determine the spending, then the revenue side of the MFF. 
That is not surprising since “the EU budget is known as an expenditure budget”,13 
where the expenditure estimation prevents the revenue calculation, and “the budget is 
always in balance ex ante”14. The method for revenue calculation is based on a series 
of successive balances, where only the remaining expenditure is financed by own 
resources (i.e. traditional, VAT-based, GNI-based according to the European 
Commission, 2014). The EC suggests both sides to be modernized for maximizing their 
contribution to the Union’s priorities. 

On the spending side, the main thematic priorities correspond to the headings 
in the formal budget structure, which are broken down into political clusters. They are 
the following: I. Single market, innovation and digital (Research & Innovation, European 
Strategic Investments, Single Market, Space); II. Cohesion and values (Regional 
Development & Cohesion, Economic & Monetary Union, Investing in People, Social 
Cohesion & Values); III. Natural resources and environment (Agriculture & Maritime 
Policy, Environment & Climate Action); IV. Migration and Border Management 
(Migration, Border Management); V. Security and defence (Security, Defence, Crisis 
Response); VI. Neighbourhood and the world (External Action, Pre-Accession 
Assistance); VII. European Public Administration; + Instruments outside the MFF 
ceilings. 

                                                
11 European Commission, 2016. 
12 European Commission, 2017. 
13 European Commission, 2014, p. 197. 
14 European Commission, 2014, p. 197. 
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Among these, there are existing (like Agriculture and Cohesion) and new or 
reinforced priorities (like Migration and Borders). In the Commission’s view, the 
emerging challenges require the rethinking of traditional policies in order to adapt to the 
new context. That refers to the restructuring and division of classical policies (e.g. 
Cohesion) among different headings, which is made necessary by the priorities being 
complex and multi-faceted. The “key crosscutting priorities” are named by the EC as 
digital economy, sustainability, security, migration, human capital and skills, support for 
small businesses, and innovation. 

The new priorities impact the revenue side as they require the increase of the 
budget, where the proportionate savings and redeployments need to be combined with 
additional sources. Hence, the new priorities should be financed predominantly by new 
own resources. In the Commission’s view, the diversification of the sources of the 
budgetary income would lead to increase the resilience of the EU budget. Thus, 
gradually rebalancing the budget from nationally allocated programmes towards new 
priorities would ensure that both sides of the budget contribute to the Union’s political 
priorities. 

In the meanwhile, traditional priorities such as the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP) and Cohesion Policy are suggested to be reduced to reflect the new context and 
to free up resources for other activities. That “modernization” would serve two goals: to 
continue to deliver on the core objectives of these policies, and to contribute to new 
priorities. With these proposed changes, it is fortunate that there is a strong argument 
to re-think the existing mechanism for allocation, and to establish a Union reserve. 

The new priorities also impact the European public administration, the size of 
which needed to be adjusted in order to take on new tasks brought forward by 
unforeseen challenges such as the migration and refugee crises. This ran parallel to 
the reform of the staff regulations, which introduced significant efficiency measures. 
The Commission has raised attention to the fact that “the administration must be 
adequately resourced to deliver on its essential functions”, which is also an investment 
in e.g. information technologies. They acknowledge that “the withdrawal of the United 
Kingdom will result in a limited reorientation of some functions within the administration 
but the scope of activities will not change – and in some new priority areas will be 
intensified.” (European Commission, 2018c, p. 20) 

Therefore, the development of Europe’s priorities can be built up as a result of 
the analysis (Figure 1.). The two declarations led to setting Europe’s new priorities (or 
challenges and objectives), which were adapted by the EC to extend the old ones, and 
to propose the overall priorities of the MFF. These first determined the spending side, 
then the revenue side of the budget. The spending priorities partially mirror Europe’s 
priorities. 
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Figure 1. 
The development of Europe’s priorities15 
 

 

       

         

 
The results of the examination generate five main conclusions. 

1. The EC referred to the priorities of the budget in three different ways: as the 
Union’s political priorities, as Europe’s priorities and as the Europeans’ 
priorities. These are contradictory for two main reasons. First, the Union 
appears as a whole represented by the European Institutions, while Europe’s 
priorities refers to two declarations signed by each of the member states, and 
the Europeans account for the Union’s citizens. Second, political priorities are 
only a set of the entire priorities, which excludes the consideration that the 
proposal on the budget had other dimensions as well e.g. economic, societal, 
environmental, etc. 

2. The priories in the two declarations are described at an equal level, while the 
EC-defined priorities are not e.g. the key crossing priorities do not cover all 
headings or clusters of the budget. Furthermore, additional spending priorities 
appear in the EC’s vision. As a conclusion, the member states’ priorities are 
different from the EC’s priorities, hence, the EC set its own priorities and named 
then “Europe’s priorities”. The distance between the member states’ and the 
EC’s priorities cannot be calculated since the declarations do not contain 
budgetary considerations. 

3. As the EC’s “key crossing priorities” do not cover all headings, they refer to a 
“prioritization” among the spending priorities. That can be determined by the 
former quantitative analyses: the inferential statistics highlighted Text 3 as the 
most relevant document; the descriptive statistics drew up the texts’ structures 
and rated the chapters. Since Text 3’s structure is entirely based on the 
headings, so the spending priorities, ratings (n>3) show that five headings are 
given a higher priority over seven other ones. (Although it exceeds the scope of 

                                                
15 Own work, 2018. 
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the current research, further prioritization could be calculated by other factors 
such as the size of budgetary allocations.) These are the followings: Single 
market, innovation and digital; Cohesion and Values; Migration and Border 
Management; Security and Defence; Neighbourhood and the World. Although 
that may seem a little contradictory with the EC’s proposal on cutting the budget 
of Cohesion Policy, it reflects that cutting the budget does not necessarily 
equate a decrease in political importance. 

4. Cutting the budget for CAP and Cohesion Policy, while new Own Resources 
are proposed to be established is also contradictory. If these new resources 
would be there to finance predominantly the new priorities in the MFF, the need 
for reducing the budget of traditional policies is not well-justified. 

5. Similarly, the proposed increase of the budget of the European public 
administration completely lacks in explanation. First, the declarations do not 
take into account the member states’ will to increase the resources for the 
administration, hence making it fall out of the scope of Europe’s priorities. 
Second, while it was described as a consequence of new priorities, the new 
priorities did not necessarily extend the old priorities, and instead reconfigured 
them quite significantly. By comparing the number of the programmes, the MFF 
2014-2020 included 50 programmes under 6 headings, while the MFF 2021-
2017 proposes 42 programmes16 under 7 headings17. 

The V4’s Priorities in the MFF 2021-2027 

The interview matrix (Table 1) displays the comparison of responses upon data 
structuring and cleaning. 18  The interviewed representatives of the V4 countries 
commonly characterize the EC’s budgetary vision as “political” without taking into 
account other dimensions such as societal factors. The majority feels that the EC 
focuses on the new priorities without taking the old ones into sufficient account; and 
highlight the division of traditional policies, particularly the Cohesion, as a 
disadvantageous procedure for their countries and the budget. The Czech 
representative further added the foreseen allocation method to the list of 
disadvantageous proposals. 

                                                
16 European Commission, 2018f. 
17 European Commission, 2018e. 

18 Face to face interviews were carried out with 1-1-1 official from the permanent representations of Czechia, 
Hungary and Poland, and no internet-mediated ones were sent back by the officials from the European Parliament by 
due date – in replacement for that, the data from the document evaluation are elaborated. For considerations on 
interviewee errors, the data recording was decided to take place at the building of the representations; on interviewer 
errors, I asked participant feedback to validate the data; on interviewer drift and effect, I did a trial run on the questions 
and simplified them prior to the interviews, and also decided to avoid raising additional questions during the interviews 
(Annex 6-7); on research ethics, in line with the participants’ request, I agreed to present the data with anonymity in 
the paper (Annex 8-10). 
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In contrast to the EC’s vision, where the MFF appears as “A Modern Budget for 
a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends”, the Hungarian representative would 
rather see a “Budget for a Safe and Competitive Europe”; the Polish would rather define 
the MFF as “the overall framework for the EU to operate well and to fulfill its priorities”; 
and the Czech would rather determine “A Budget for Competitiveness, Convergence 
and Security”. That is not unexpected since the EC’s vision only focuses on the 
protection- and defence-related priorities of the budget, while the V4 representatives 
would extend that focus to all priorities, or at least to the economic and societal 
dimensions as well. That result is in line with the assumption that the EC’s proposal 
serves the Union’s political priorities, and not Europe’s priorities. 

The top priorities for the three interviewed countries as EU member states and 
as V4 members are very similar. Regional Development & Cohesion (5th cluster), 
Investing in People, Social Cohesion & Values (7th), Agriculture & Maritime Policy (8th) 
are regarded as priorities for both levels, national and regional, while Migration & Border 
Management (10-11th) is considered as a priority only at the national level. Clusters 5, 
7, 10, 11 correspond to the EC’ headings with priorities (II, IV), and migration 
corresponds to the list of key crossing priorities, hence there is somewhat of a 
convergence among the entities. However, the states’ proposals on how to approach 
these priorities do not converge. Furthermore, External Action (15th) and European 
Strategic Investments (2nd) are only priorities for Poland. 

The European Public Administration (17th) and its budgetary increase have also 
become important for all interviewees, since they perceive it as one of the EC’s top 
priorities. They find the proposal not adequately justified or advantageous to be taken 
into consideration. In contrast to their perception, the former results of the content 
analysis showed that this cluster fell out of the EC’s prioritized headings. Herein, the 
Hungarian representative states that the revenue side of the budget is as well very 
disadvantageous for the V4 countries since the new resources would impact the 
developing member states significantly more than the developed ones. This was later 
confirmed by the Polish representative as well. Furthermore, the EMU (6th) is among 
the lowest priorities for Hungary, as was Space (4th) for Poland. 

Although all representatives agree on that the question on the level of the 
budget divides the member states, they definitely disagree on whether the opinion of 
the states on Cohesion, Agriculture and Administration is converging or not. Both the 
Czech representative and the EC find an argument behind the change of the allocation 
methods. However, according to Czechia, the proposal on the allocations is not 
sufficiently justified or advantageous. It could further be noted that the most 
convergence appears on the necessity of involving the new challenges and objectives 
into the budget since all member states have signed the declarations. 

Convergence among the V4 countries appear on most priorities such as 
clusters 5, 7, 8, and on the will to keep the traditional policies together and not divided 
among different headings. V4 countries are also ready to increase the revenue side of 
the budget with regard to all priorities, not only the new ones. Furthermore, they do not 
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support the increase of the budget or power of the European public administration. The 
least convergence among the V4 countries could come from very few aspects such as 
the adoption of the euro, the way of implementing the reforms or the direct payments. 
In these questions, both at a national and interregional level, no compromises can be 
foreseen yet. 

 
Table 1. 
Matrix for the interview responses19 
 

 HU PL CZ EC 

MFF 
definition / 
vision 

Political vision; 
EC’s focus on the 
new priorities; 
Division of 
Cohesion 

Political statement; 
EC’s focus on the 
new priorities 

Political statement; 
Allocation method; 
Division of Cohesion 

Union’s political 
priorities 
Europe’s priorities 
Europeans’ 
priorities 

MFF should 
define / 
vision 

“Budget for a Safe 
and Competitive 
Europe.” 

“The MFF is the 
overall framework 
for the EU to 
operate well and to 
fulfil its priorities.” 

“A Budget for 
Competitiveness, 
Converge and 
Security.” 

“A Modern Budget 
for a Union that 
Protects, 
Empowers and 
Defends”. 

Top priority 
for the 
country / EU 

5, 7, 8 
10, 11 

5, 7, 8 
10, 11, 15, 2 

5, 7, 8, 10, 11 
17 

Headings: I, II, IV, 
V, VI. 
Or key crossing: 
digital economy, 
sustainability, 
security, 
migration, human 
capital and skills, 
support for small 
businesses and 
innovation 

Least priority 
for the 
country / EU 

6, 17 
Revenue side, new 
resources 

4, 17 - Headings: III, VII, 
VII+ 

Most 
convergence 
among EU 
member 
states 

4 Changes are needed 5, 7, 8, 17 Europe’s priorities 

                                                

19 Own work, 2018. 
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Least 
convergence 
among EU 
member 
states 

5, 7, 8, 17, 10 
Level of budget 

Level of budget Level of budget, 
allocations 

Allocation method 

Compromise 
(binary) 

Not yet. Not yet. Not yet. - 

Most 
convergence 
among V4 
countries 

5, 7, 8 5, 7, 8 
Level and new 
resources of the 
budget 

5, 7, 8 - 

Least 
convergence 
among V4 
countries 

6 Implementation Direct payments - 

Compromise 
(binary) 

- Not yet. Not yet. - 

 

Results and Discussion 
The results of Europe’s priorities are displayed in the fourth column, the results 

of the V4’s priorities 20  are in the second column of the matrix (Table 2.). The 
enforcement capability mediates between these priorities (mediator variable). 

In two cases, the entities’ interests are similar: increasing the overall budget 
size and sharing the issue of migration as one of the top priorities for the increase of 
the budget. This creates ground for a strong cooperation or could serve as a good 
starting point that may further lead to resolving the existing differences. 

Therefore, the different views regarding the new resources could be managed 
if in exchange for the V4 countries’ support in the overall budget increase, the EC would 
consider defining resources that impact all member states more equally or limit the 
impact on the least developed ones. However, since the revenue and spending sides 
of the budget are intertwined, and the stronger impact on the least developed countries 
highlights the necessity for further development, the EC could consider establishing a 
reimbursement or reallocation mechanism for the states through the Cohesion Policy if 
the current proposal for the resources were to be eventually adopted. 

Otherwise, the Commission’s proposal on Cohesion Policy would be impossible 
to kept intact and would require compromise on both sides: either to maintain its budget 
but divide it among different headings, or to decrease its budget but keep it united under 

                                                
20 The matrix only includes the V4’s priorities as an alliance, not the separate member states’ priorities. 
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one heading. Similarly, the CAP would also require sacrifices. Moreover, since it does 
not have direct link to the other top interests below, its future is highly dependent on 
the enforcement capability of the countries. However, as the textual analysis 
highlighted, the decrease in the traditional policies is not sufficiently justified by the 
proposal, since the new sources would predominantly finance the new priorities. 
Hence, the V4’s support for increasing the overall budget should lead to maintaining 
the level of traditional policies as well. 

Since Migration and Border Management form one heading, shared interests in 
the first one may lead to a satisfactory outcome in the second. Given that Border 
Management is also regarded as top priority by the examined member states as well 
as by the Commission, shifting it to the EU level may be acceptable for the V4 if that 
involved the support of national aspects and the finance of national expenses through 
the MFF at the same time. 

Although the Administration is perceived by the V4 as the EC’s top priority, 
according to the results, it is not. Hence, the middle path in its budget may represent a 
feasible compromise from both sides. 

Finally, since the revenue and spending priorities are intertwined, as well as the 
political, social, economic and environmental dimensions, and since all member states 
signed the two declarations, the EC may consider implementing Europe’s actual 
priorities (Europe’s old and new priorities, focusing on all dimensions), or to represent 
and promote explicitly the “Union’s political priorities”. 

 
Table 2. 
Matrix for the results and the enforcement capability21 
 

 V4 interest or 
priority 

Enforcement 
capability? 

EC interest or 
priority 

Priorities determining 
the MFF 

Old and new universal 
priorities 

→ Implementing 
Europe’s actual 
priorities into the 
existing framework 

New, political priorities 

Budget size Overall increase = Overall increase 

New resources Fair and equal → Exchange / 
compromise for 
support on the budget 
size 

Innovative resources 

                                                
21 Own work, 2018. 
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Cohesion Policy Maintaining, keeping 
united, top priority 

↔ Maintaining the 
budget but dividing the 
policy; Decreasing the 
budget but keeping 
united the policy 

Decreasing, dividing, 
high priority 

Common Agricultural 
Policy 

Maintaining, top 
priority 

↔ Maintaining; 
Decreasing 

Decreasing, not priority 

Migration  Increasing, top priority = Increasing, top priority 

Border Management National level, top 
priority 

← Exchange / 
compromise on 
financing the national 
expenses 

EU level, top priority 

European public 
administration 

Maintaining or 
decreasing, priority 

→ Maintaining the 
actual budget of the 
heading 

Maintaining or 
increasing, not priority 

 
 

 The theoretical perspective of the results sheds light on the factors impacting 
the enforcement capability in debating the MFF: the participants’ debate, diplomacy 
and networking skills; size of population, power of economy; competitiveness in 
business and political environment. As the V4 is a geographical, political, economic and 
cultural alliance, it has the chance to create interest-based alliances e.g. to increase 
the budget, to defend the traditional policies such as the CAP or the Cohesion Policy 
(i.e. the Friends of Cohesion22). 

 

Conclusion 
 
This policy paper did not provide an overview but a deep scrutiny focusing on 

the interests and priorities of the V4 countries and the European Commission in the 
debate of the Multiannual Financial Framework 2021-2017. Hence, it is primarily 
recommended to the attention of the officials in these two entities, and secondarily to 
the attention of those who consider uniting with the V4 along their interests. 

The most important conclusion is that what the Commission’s called “Europe’s 
priorities” should rather be viewed as the “Union’s political priorities”, contrary to which, 
the examined V4 alliance promotes Europe’s old priorities to be extended with new 
ones in dimensions from politics to society, economy and environment. The shared set 

                                                
22 An already existing alliance for the defence of the Cohesion Policy in the debate of the MFF (former and current 

cycle) is the Friends of Cohesion (Friends of Cohesion, 2018). 
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of interests between the Commission and the V4 (budget size, migration) may lead to 
reaching compromises in such areas where the opinions differ (new resources, 
Cohesion, Agriculture, Border Management, Administration). 
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Annexes 
Annex 1. Illustration of reacted text database on MFF. 
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Annex 2: Pearson correlation on the sample (keywords and length) 
 

 
 
Annex 3: Simple linear regression on the sample (keywords and length) 
 

 
 
Annex 4: Descriptive statistics on the sample: distribution of keywords among the 
chapters 
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Annex 5. Content analysis for the keywords in the selected chapters 
 

Text 1: A new, modern Multiannual Financial Framework for a European Union that delivers 
efficiently on its priorities post-2020 

Chapter 1: A 
budget for a 
more united, 
stronger and 
more democratic 
Union 

“The first step is to define what Europe wants to do together and agree on 
priorities.” 
“The choices we make on priorities and where we want the Union to be active will 
shape the type of budget we need.” 
“Whichever path we choose, one thing remains constant: the future Union of 27 
must be equipped with a reliable and future-proof budget that allows it to deliver 
efficiently on its priorities.” 
“This will require us to take a critical look at where savings can be made and 
priorities delivered more efficiently.” 
“However, a willingness to look with an open mind at the resources needed to 
turn new priorities into tangible results will also be required.” 

Chapter 3: 
Towards our 
priorities for the 
future 

“The next Multiannual Financial Framework should better align available 
financing with our political priorities.” 
“Europeans consistently point to security and safety as a top priority for their 
Union.” 
“An increase in the Framework Programme by 50% to EUR 120 billion would 
create an estimated additional 420,000 jobs by 2040 and increase Gross 
Domestic Product by around 0.33% over the same period. (…) It would support 
progress on priorities such as “digital, energy, climate and health.” 
“Unlocking online opportunities and completing the Digital Single Market is 
therefore a key priority of the Union.” 

Chapter 4: 
Modernising the 
EU Budget 

“The priorities and policy options set out above illustrate the choices to be made 
for the future EU budget.” 
“It needs to be large enough to manage new priorities and deal with the 
withdrawal of the United Kingdom. (…) It will need to combine proportionate 
savings and redeployments within the EU budget with a willingness to provide 
additional resources to deliver on new priorities.” 
“In addition, there is a strong argument for re-thinking existing mechanisms to 
ensure that allocated budgets effectively support European priorities.” 
“As a result, the EU budget is not being used to its full potential to support EU 
objectives and provide European added value. This is a missed opportunity to 
support our common priorities.” 
“Currently, funds that have been committed to the EU budget but which are 
ultimately not spent in the implementation of EU programmes are cancelled. (…) 
Instead of cancelling these amounts, they could be used as a Union reserve. This 
reserve could be deployed to achieve common priorities and respond to common 
challenges.” 
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Conclusion “Decisive progress on the Financial Framework by then would show that the 
Union can bridge the gap between political priorities and the delivery of tangible 
results for all Europeans.” 
“Our proposals will expand on the ideas presented in this Communication and will 
provide a solid basis for a timely agreement by all Member States with the 
consent of the European Parliament. They will take as their starting point the 
priorities that the Leaders have agreed together.” 
“The proposals will demonstrate clearly what these priorities mean in financial 
terms.” 
“The Commission invites Leaders to stand fully and firmly behind the priorities 
agreed on 16 September 2016 in Bratislava and on 25 March 2017 in the Rome 
Declaration; to acknowledge that in order to translate these priorities into financial 
terms, a budget of sufficient size is necessary which is backed by an intelligent 
combination of proportionate savings, redeployments and fresh resources.” 

Text 2: A Modern Budget for a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends 
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Chapter 3: A 
budget for 
Europe’s 
priorities 

“The future long-term budget will be a budget for the Union’s priorities.” 
“Programmes will be arranged around the main thematic spending priorities. 
These will correspond to the headings in the formal budget structure. Within each 
priority, programmes will be grouped in policy clusters, which will be reflected in 
the titles of the annual budget. This will provide greater clarity on how they will 
contribute to policy goals.” 
“Many of the Union’s priorities are complex and multi-faceted.” 
“By supporting strategic projects in frontline areas such as artificial intelligence, 
supercomputers, cybersecurity or industrial digitisation, and investing in digital 
skills, the new programme will help to complete the Digital Single Market, a key 
priority of the Union.” 
“Under the Commission’s proposals, investment from multiple programmes will 
combine to address key crosscutting priorities such the digital economy, 
sustainability, security, migration, human capital and skills, as well as support for 
small businesses and innovation.” 
“The aim is to drive up convergence, to help reduce economic, social and 
territorial disparities within Member States and across Europe, as well to support 
delivering on the political priorities agreed in Bratislava and Rome.” 
“The proposed new architecture for the Union’s external action instruments 
reflects the need to focus on strategic priorities both geographically – the 
European Neighbourhood, Africa and the Western Balkans, as well as countries 
that are fragile and most in need, but also thematically – security, migration, 
climate change and human rights.” 
“The broad instrument will have ring-fenced budget allocations per geographical 
region, including the Neighbourhood and Africa. At the same time it will offer 
more flexibility in responsiveness and a wider range of options for actions to 
better serve the Union's priorities. This will also include a “emerging challenges 
and priorities cushion” to allow for flexibility in response to existing or emerging 
urgent priorities, notably in the areas of stability and migration.” 
“The European public administration is small in comparison with national and 
even many regional and local administrations. However, it plays a crucial role in 
helping the Union to deliver on its priorities and to implement policies and 
programmes in the common European interest.” 
“It should be noted that these reforms were made at a time when the Union’s 
staff needed to intensify work, take on new tasks in new priority areas, and 
address unforeseen challenges such as the migration and refugee crises.” 
“The withdrawal of the United Kingdom will result in a limited reorientation of 
some functions within the administration but the scope of activities will not 
change – and in some new priority areas will be intensified.” 
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Chapter 4: 
Matching 
priorities with 
resources 

“As explained in the Commission’s contribution to the Informal Leaders’ Meeting 
in February, decisions taken on levels of financing for the future long-term budget 
cannot be separated from the Union’s ambitions in each of the priority areas.” 
“To turn the political priorities agreed at EU level into results on the ground, well-
designed programmes must be equipped with sufficient resources to make a 
difference.” 
“The key challenge for the future EU budget is to provide adequate support for 
new and existing priorities while also addressing the shortfall in national 
contributions resulting from the United Kingdom’s withdrawal.” 
“New priorities should be financed predominantly by new resources.” 
“In order for the EU budget to make a meaningful contribution in many of the new 
priority areas, in particular where new instruments are being created, current 
levels of funding will need to be increased. Investing now in areas such as 
research and innovation, young people and the digital economy will pay rich 
dividends for future generations. This is why the Commission proposes 
significant increases in priority areas.” 
“(…) the Commission proposes that the budget allocation to the Common 
Agricultural Policy and Cohesion Policy be moderately reduced to reflect the new 
context and to free up resources for other activities. The modernisation of these 
policies will allow them to continue to deliver on their core objectives while also 
contributing to new priorities.” 

Chapter 5: A 
modern system 
for financing the 
EU budget 

“The spending and revenue sides of the budget are two sides of the same coin. 
Both require modernisation to maximise the contribution of the EU budget to the 
Union’s political priorities.” 
“This presents an opportunity to simplify and reform the system, and to 
strengthen the alignment with Union policies and priorities.” 
“The new Own Resources will contribute to financing the new priorities in the 
budget.” 
“The proposed reforms of the system of Own Resources are about changing the 
way the budget is funded, not about its overall size. Diversifying the sources of 
budgetary income will increase the resilience of the EU budget. Coupled with the 
gradual rebalancing of the budget from nationally allocated programmes towards 
new priorities, this will help to sharpen the focus on European added value and 
help ensure that both sides of the budget contribute to the Union’s political 
priorities.” 

Text 3: Annex to A Modern Budget for a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends. 
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Chapter 1: 
Single market, 
innovation and 
digital 

“The specific benefits of EU investments in the area of Research & Innovation 
are: e.g. Supporting and strengthening Union’s objectives and contributing 
effectively to deliver on policy priorities.”  
”Horizon Europe focuses on science and innovation, aiming to: e.g. Deliver on 
the EU's strategic priorities and tackle global challenges.” 
“The programme is designed around three pillars: (2) Global Challenges and 
industrial competitiveness – It is built on clusters that aim at exploiting European 
strengths and assets by generating new knowledge and translating it into useful 
innovations, developing and applying digital and key enabling technologies along 
with a new mission approach. This will further ensure that Research & Innovation 
activities support EU policy priorities in areas such as the achievement of the 
Sustainable Development Goals, health, food and natural resources, resilience 
and security, climate, energy and mobility to secure a low-carbon, circular and 
climate-resilient society, industrial competitiveness and other societal 
challenges.” 
“The InvestEU Fund aims at mobilising investment within the EU to support 
political priorities and to contribute to the integration of European capital markets 
and the strengthening of the Single Market. It will target investments promoting 
sustainable infrastructure, research and innovation, digital transformation, the 
access to finance for small and medium-sized enterprises, education, skills, 
social infrastructure and the development and consolidation of market structures 
underlying micro-credits and the social economy. Digital investment will be a key 
cross-cutting priority for all InvestEU windows.” 
“The EU Anti-Fraud programme will (…) allow avoiding overlaps, generate 
efficiency gains and provide more flexibility to respond to new investigative 
priorities.” 
“Given the nature of its activities and its focus on tax administrations as 
beneficiaries, Fiscalis will continue to be implemented under direct management. 
It will allow for a targeted and appropriate allocation of funds, combined with an 
ability to rapidly adapt to emerging priorities and needs.” 
“Finally, the Space Programme will contribute to security and defence priorities 
considering that space capabilities are "dual-use" by nature (i.e. for use by both 
civilian and military customers).” 
“For energy, the focus is on completing priority sections of the energy networks 
essential for the internal market.” 
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Chapter 2: 
Cohesion and 
Values 

“The deepening of the Economic and Monetary Union is a common priority.” 
“A simplified and more effective approach to delivery will be a key element of the 
proposed new Regulations with the following changes as from 2021: e.g. 
Flexibility in the form of a mid-term review to adjust, if necessary, the priorities of 
the last programming years to address emerging priorities, take stock of progress 
in addressing investment-related guidance issued alongside the Country-Specific 
Recommendations and performance.” 
“Economic policy coordination has been strengthened at EU level in the context 
of the European Semester, also to place a greater focus on euro area priorities, 
but the implementation of Country-Specific Recommendations has been uneven 
across Member States.” 
“The European Social Fund+ supports the implementation of the principles of the 
European Pillar of Social Rights. It overcomes the current fragmentation of 
funding instruments in the social policy area and pool the scope and resources of 
the European Social Fund+ in its present form, the Youth Employment Initiative, 
the Fund for European Aid to the Most Deprived, the Employment and Social 
Innovation Programme and the Health Programme under a single, streamlined 
comprehensive and more flexible instrument aiming at the following EU priorities: 

- Promoting reforms to improve economic and social resilience and 
upward social convergence, the accessibility, resilience and 
effectiveness of healthcare systems and public health policies, notably 
through streamlined and better alignment of the programming with 
country specific recommendations within the European Semester 
process; 

- Investing in education and skills (notably basic digital skills) to adapt to 
the current and future needs of the economy, promoting employment 
through active interventions enabling (re)integration into labour markets, 
notably for youth and long-term unemployed and addressing new health 
risks related to changing forms of work; 

- Specific attention will also be given to the position of migrants and their 
integration into labour markets; 

- Promoting social inclusion, ensuring a high level of health protection, 
preventing and combating poverty and inequality; 

- Supporting labour mobility and social innovation through EU wide 
partnerships; 

- Reducing inequalities in access to public health and quality health care 
among Member States, protecting people from serious cross-border 
health threats by avoiding and countering health crises, empowering 
health systems with emphasis on their digital transformation, supporting 
EU health legislation.” 
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Chapter 4: 
Migration and 
Border 
Management 

“Shared management should be the prime vehicle for implementation of the 
Fund, as it will ensure a level playing field, avoid the mismatch between needs 
and competition for funding. It will allow funding predictability and long-term 
planning, and guarantee the necessary expenditure for each Member State, 
while securing the ability to implement the Union priorities across the EU. (…) 
The Thematic Facility would channel funds to support pre-established priorities 
through Union actions, emergency funding and top-ups to national programmes.” 
“Union Agencies, notably the European Border and Coast Guard Agency and the 
European Asylum Support Office, play a key operational, coordination and 
advisory role in the implementation of EU priorities in the field of asylum and 
migration. They have their own budgets to carry out their tasks, separate from the 
Fund.” 
“A part of funding will be allocated upfront, while a significant envelope would be 
allocated subsequently to specific priorities, so that funding can be targeted to 
reflect changed circumstances or urgencies.” 
“A Thematic Facility will allocate funding to pre-established strategic priorities 
through Union actions, emergency funding and top-ups to the Member States’ 
programmes. Shared management will ensure a level playing field and reduce 
the adverse effects of competition for funding, will allow for funding predictability 
and long-term planning and will guarantee necessary expenditure in all Member 
States, while securing the ability to implement the Union priorities across the EU.” 
“In the case of border management and visa, part of the funding will be allocated 
upfront, while a significant envelope would be allocated subsequently and 
periodically to specific priorities, to address changing circumstances or 
urgencies.” 

Chapter 5: 
Security and 
Defence 

“Shared management allows for funding predictability and long term planning; it 
guarantees an allocation to all Member States, while securing the ability to 
implement common priorities across the Union. However, for a better steer of 
funds towards the EU priorities, shared management is complemented by a 
Thematic Facility that would be available to channel funds to support action 
supporting pre-established priorities through direct and indirect management 
through Union Actions, Emergency Assistance and top ups of Member States' 
programmes.” 
“Several decentralised agencies such as Europol (EU Agency for Law 
Enforcement Cooperation), and CEPOL (Agency for Law Enforcement Training) 
play key operational, coordination and advisory roles in the implementation of the 
EU priorities and objectives in the area of security. They have their own budgets 
to carry out their tasks, separate from the Fund.” 
“Drawing on the experience of the current programme, the future Fund will further 
simplify the rules for its beneficiaries. The key operational features include: e.g. 
An increased flexibility to respond to unforeseen developments, a common 
feature of the area of security. A part of funding will be allocated upfront, while a 
significant envelope would be allocated subsequently to specific priorities, 
periodically allowing to react to changed circumstances or urgencies (via the 
Thematic Facility).” 
“The objectives of the European Defence Fund are: e.g. supporting and 
leveraging cross-border cooperation between undertakings throughout the Union, 
including small and medium-sized enterprises, in the research and development 
of technologies or products in line with defence capability priorities commonly 
agreed by Member States within the EU through the Capability Development 
Plan, also taking into account the Coordinated Annual Review on Defence.” 
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“The Fund will take into account the EU Capability Development Plan and the 
Coordinated Annual Review on Defence of the European Defence Agency, 
notably as regards the implementation of priorities and the identification of new 
cooperative opportunities.” 
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Chapter 6: 
Neighbourhood 
and the World 

“The Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation Instrument will 
have four main components and will cover cooperation with third countries 
through geographic and thematic approaches and preserving flexibility in 
responsiveness and options to act according to the Union's priorities (in particular 
the Neighbourhood, Africa, human rights, stability and migration).” 
“The core of the Neighbourhood, Development and International Cooperation 
Instrument will be its geographic pillar, with identified geographic areas 
supplemented by a thematic pillar and a rapid-response pillar. The earmarking of 
funds to the geographic programmes will reflect the EU’s strategic priorities, 
recognising the EU's major strategic objectives, notably in the Neighbourhood 
and Africa.” 
“In addition, the instrument will include an emerging challenges and priorities 
cushion of unallocated funds, which will allow for flexibility in response to existing 
or emerging urgent priorities. An important objective of this cushion would be to 
address migratory pressures, but it would leave flexibility also to address 
unforeseen events, stability needs and new international initiatives and priorities. 
This unallocated amount will be mobilised on the basis of criteria defined in the 
Regulation.” 
“Important cross-cutting priorities such as environment and climate action and 
gender will be mainstreamed throughout the instrument. Migration is a priority 
which will be identified and addressed across the instrument and in the different 
pillars, including by drawing on unallocated funds.” 
“The external strand of Erasmus+ will continue being an important tool for 
external action and one pillar of a number of priorities pursued with partner 
countries in strengthening education systems, fighting unemployment and 
preventing radicalisation.” 
“Given the political priorities and global challenges, Common Foreign and 
Security Policy actions will remain a fundamental pillar of the Global Strategy (or 
its successor) post-2020, in support of three strategic priorities: 1) responding to 
external conflicts and crises, 2) building the capacity of partners, and 3)protecting 
the Union and its citizens. For the Common Foreign and Security Policy to be 
effective, the EU needs to be ready to react rapidly and with determination in 
response to emerging threats to its strategic interests.” 
“Granting pre-accession assistance under one single instrument on the basis of a 
single set of criteria is more efficient than granting assistance from multiple 
sources – including the national budgets of the Member States – following 
different procedures and priorities.” 
“The Instrument for Pre–accession Assistance will be shaped around the 
following key priorities: Rule of Law, fundamental rights and migration – this will 
include strengthening security cooperation, the fight against radicalisation and 
against organised crime, as well as supporting an integrated migration policy 
including border management; EU policies and acquis; Socio-Economic 
development; Investments for growth; Reconciliation, good neighbourly relations 
and Regional and cross-border cooperation.” 

 
Annex 6: The interview questions for the representatives of the V4 countries 
 
1) According to the Communication of the European Commission, the Multiannual 

Financial Framework (2021-2027) “is an opportunity for Member States and the 
European institutions to unite around a clear vision for the future of Europe.” Toward 
this clear vision, it has defined the Multiannual Financial Framework (2021-2027) 
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as “A Modern Budget for a Union that Protects, Empowers and Defends”. Do you 
agree with the established vision or definition of the MFF (2021-2027)? What does 
the MFF (2021-2027) mean, should mean or vision in your view or how would you 
define it briefly? 

2) The Commission’s Communication has also highlighted that “Choices taken in the 
coming months will shape the Union for decades to come. The stakes are high.” 
The budget has 7+ headings (I. Single market, innovation and digital; II. Cohesion 
and values; III. Natural resources and environment; IV. Migration and border 
management; V. Security and defence; VI. Neighbourhood and the world; VII. 
European public administration; VII+. Instruments outside the MFF ceilings.), under 
which 17+ political clusters are listed from 1. Research and Innovation to 17. 
European Public Administration (the 17+ e.g. EU Solidarity Fund, European 
Globalisation Adjustment Fund). Among the 17+ clusters of the budget which 5-5 
do you consider as the top and the least priority for your country (national interests)? 
Please explain why. 

3)  In which 5-5 political clusters do you see the most and the least convergence 
among the member states of the European Union? 

4) Do you see any possibility for compromises in the clusters with the least 
convergence on behalf of your country? If yes, by what kind of considerations or 
under what conditions? If not, please explain why. 

5) Among the 17+ political clusters of the budget, in which 5-5 do you see the most 
and the least convergence among the V4 countries? Please explain why. 

6) Do you see any possibility for compromises in the clusters with the least 
convergence on your country’s behalf? If yes, by what kind of considerations or 
under what conditions? If not, please explain why. 

• Thank you very much for your time, responses and cooperation. 

Annex 7: The interview questions for the representatives of European Institutions 
 
1) The Commission’s Communication has set the budget to „Europe’s priorities”. The 

budget has 7+ headings (I. Single market, innovation and digital; II. Cohesion and 
values; III. Natural resources and environment; IV. Migration and border 
management; V. Security and defence; VI. Neighbourhood and the world; VII. 
European public administration; VII+. Instruments outside the MFF ceilings.), under 
which 17+ political clusters are listed from 1. Research and Innovation to 17. 
European Public Administration (the 17+ e.g. EU Solidarity Fund, European 
Globalisation Adjustment Fund). Among the 17+ clusters of the budget which 5-5 
do you consider with a relevantly higher and lower priority currently for Europe? 
Please explain why. 

2) In which 5-5 clusters do you see the most and the least convergence among the 
member states of the European Union? Please explain why. 
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3) Do you see any possibility for compromises in the clusters with the least 
convergence? If yes, by what kind of considerations or under what conditions? If 
not, please explain why. 

4) Concerning the Visegrád 4 (V4) countries’ interests or priorities, in which 5-5 
clusters do you see the most and the least convergence towards Europe’s 
priorities? Please explain why. 

5) Do you see any possibility for compromises in the clusters with the least 
convergence on behalf of either the V4 or the other member states of the European 
Union? If yes, by what kind of considerations or under what conditions? If not, 
please explain why. 

• Thank you very much for your time, responses and cooperation. 

 
Annex 8: Interview responses of the official from the Permanent Representation of 
Hungary 

 

1) The current vision of the budget is ambivalent for the Hungarian point of view as it 
has both, a positive and a negative side. Positive because it reflects security, a 
Europe that protects, empowers and defends its citizens as its motto highlights, 
which values are particularly important to Hungary. And negative because it is 
inadequate to be a purely budgetary proposal as it serves a political agenda, and it 
has not been built up by or along the so-called “common good” and serving the 
public. Hence, what we consider to be good for the public, the society, and 
particularly for our Hungarian citizens, has been decreased or led out of the 
proposal, and what is not good for our people, has been increased or involved. The 
biggest difference between our vision and the EC’s is that their proposal focuses 
mainly on the new challenges while it disregards the old ones, and we acknowledge 
the old challenges being extended with the new ones. The best example for that is 
the V4 countries’ growth since their accession to the EU: we see that they have 
grown but not far ended their cohesion, nonetheless, the EC’s proposal would cut 
the most on the Cohesion. Therefore, we would rather to vision a “Budget for a Safe 
and Competitive Europe”. 

2) We shall first see that the former Cohesion had three political clusters which have 
been divided among other headings now. The Hungarian view is that these clusters 
should belong together and under one single heading. If these fall under one 
heading, we are able to defend our interest and the clusters, if they are divided, we 
are unable. The top priority for us are the clusters 5, 7 and 8 at an equal level (the 
sections relevant to us). Then we shall see that the treatment of migration is also 
divided among different headings, which we would suggest to be presented 
together (e.g. long-term integration appears among the cohesion policy). The 
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border management as it is called, we would rather define as border protection. The 
EC would like to establish a border control with a body of 10 000, while in our view 
border control should stay as a national responsibility, the question is if the nation-
level actions can be financed or not through that. The least priorities are a bit difficult 
to name like 6 and 17, as with the other clusters we do not have problems, we 
mainly meet obstacles with the centrally-managed programs, instead of which, we 
would like to see a shared management. With the revenue side of the budget (since 
we are currently discussing the expense side) we also cannot completely agree, 
like with the corporate tax-based sources or the plastic non-recycled waste-based 
fees. These are ideal goals and items or sources but according to these, Hungary 
would have to pay four times more into the budget than before. These principles 
charge the less developed states more than the most developed ones. 

3) It is difficult to reply that because on the “space” cluster we will definitely debate 
less. Hungary’s point view is that everybody should pay more and then we can 
finance all goals or clusters. But there are other member states who say that the 
EU is smaller now with the Brexit, so we shall pay less and the budget should be 
reduced, which obviously puts a constraint on the expenses and increases the need 
to prioritize the goals. That reduction would hurt the most the Cohesion and the 
Agriculture, hence the traditional policies will be the main discussion. Beside these, 
the EMU, the adaptation of euro and the administration. Luxembourg and Belgium 
logically would like to keep and increase the proportion of the latter one, which in 
our point of view should be decreased. Furthermore, migration should appear as 
well as priority. 

4) That question seems to be early. We also counted with the Brexit to have an effect 
on MFF. But the reduction on Cohesion and Agriculture would be too high, while 
the Brussels-led programs and administration are increasing too much. There 
should be more money to finance Cohesion and Agriculture. That is unacceptable 
from our point of view. With cohesion, Hungary is on the 69 percent of EU GDP 
development, while Italy and Spain are at its 90-100 percent. Our allocations would 
decrease with one quarter, while theirs would increase. We understand well that 
the Mediterranean countries also face big challenges, like the youth unemployment. 
So there is money just spend on what we do not support. I do not see chance for 
compromises currently. 

5) The top priorities for the other V4 countries are in line with Hungary’s priorities: 5, 
7 and 8 (the sections relevant to us). The divergence could appear at the EMU as 
Slovakia has already adapted the euro. Otherwise I do not see huge difference in 
the priorities among theV4 countries. 

6) -. 

 
Annex 9: Interview responses of the official from the Permanent Representation of 
Poland 
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1) In the Polish view, that is a political statement. The MFF is the overall framework 
for the EU to operate well and to fulfill its priorities. I do not disagree with the EC’s 
definition, but I would rather say that the Commission tries to focus more on the 
new priorities and not necessarily on all the priorities that should define the next 
decade. 

2) I would say cluster 5, 7 and 8 as top priorities, then 10, 11, 15 and 2 as also 
priorities. The least priorities for Poland are probably the 4 and 17, but I would rather 
say that the rest of the clusters are definitely not our top priorities. The reason for 
listing Cohesion among our top priorities is that we are still lacking complete 
cohesion or convergence and we still have a lot to do with catching at (GDP at 
least). There are several Polish regions among the poorest regions of the EU. And 
for Agriculture is that the direct payments are not the same in the entire EU. 

3) I would start with the least convergence which is probably the overall level of the 
budget. There are countries which would like to increase the overall budget, there 
are which would like to increase only certain parts of it, and there are countries 
which think that with the Brexit, the budget should be lower. But with decreasing 
the level of the budget, the overall flexibility to finance the programs also decreases, 
hence there will be programs which have to be prioritized within the budget. And 
the most convergence can be found in the agreement on behalf of all or most 
member states, that changes are needed, because there are new challenges and 
priorities (e.g. migration). And the necessity to name certain changes are also 
converged. 

4) That is too early to say. Of course, at the end of the debates, compromises have to 
be taken, but at this point it would be difficult to name what or how.  

5) We all are ready to have a bigger budget and we are also open to discuss the new 
resources for the revenue side of the budget – but not based on the EC’s proposal. 
We are the most united on the Cohesion, which we also have to protect to stay 
under one heading in the MFF, and the Agriculture. There are divergences, if we 
look at closer the common priorities as some of us are more opened to implement 
reforms and others are less. So I would say we have different views on the 
implementation, but our priorities are very converging. 

6) As I mentioned earlier, at the end we have to make the compromises but not now, 
it is too early to know what and how. There are several questions to which we have 
to know the answers first like “where are the gaps?”, “where can they be 
addressed?”, “where are the other member states more flexible?”. 

 
 
 



 

POLICY BRIEF 
2018/November 
Think Visegrad in Brussels 

Annex 10: Interview responses of the official from the Permanent Representation of 
Czechia 

 

1) The new elements in the budget were expected and supported such as migration 
and defence. Hence, we will not be against the new elements but they have to be 
carefully defined and addressed. And the support will also depend on the allocation 
method as well. That is not surprising since the Cohesion, which is one of our top 
priorities, is divided among more headings in the proposal. In overall, we find that 
vision as a very political statement, while we could say that the proposal on the 
revenue side is even more political. With the new criteria and the question on the 
level of the budget (as some other member states supports a lower budget), I think 
we cannot reach agreement before next March. We would rather vision “A Budget 
for Competitiveness, Converge, Security”. 

2) Our top priorities are the clusters 5, 7, 8, 10 and 11. The administration (cluster 17) 
has also become important to us since it is the EC’s highly political priority. We can 
say that the rest of the clusters are equally not the top priorities for us. 

3) I think that there is a convergence or common view among the member states on 
the questions of Cohesion, Agriculture and Administration – opposite to the EC’s 
proposal. But the most divergence appears probably on the level of the budget 
(revenue side) and the allocations. 

4) I think it is too early to decide on, as I mentioned earlier, probably we will not reach 
agreement before March 2019. 

5) On the overall level, the most convergence appears on the Cohesion and 
Agriculture among the V4, so clusters 5, 7, and 8. In details we have our differences 
like while we all want to increase the level of the budget and the allocations in the 
topics, our view for example on the direct payments are diverging. 

6) It is too early to decide on what we can compromise on. I think in September we 
can recap on that question, but first the main text has to be discussed. 

 
 


