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Monti,  Commissioner-designate. – (DE/IT) Madam Chairman, first of all I should like to thank
you for inviting me to this hearing. Allow me to do so in German, as I did at the hearing before
the beginning of my first term of office, when Mr von Wogau was chairman of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs. As I have the honour of appearing before you again today, I
should like to stress that for me the European Parliament was and will continue to be the most
important political interlocutor. Allow me to congratulate all of you on your election. In
particular, I congratulate the new Members of the European Parliament. I am here today to ask
for your trust, but above all to thank Parliament and you for the support I received over the last
five years. In particular I should like to say hello to the Members of the Committee on
Economic and Monetary Affairs and the Committee on Legal Affairs. I should like to thank
those of you who were already members of these committees, for what we were able to achieve
together. To each of the new members, I would express the hope that we shall be able to
establish a personal and direct relationship as soon as possible, if they so wish.

The task awaiting me, which has been assigned to me by the President-Designate of the
Commission, is particularly demanding. Competition is a key issue in the construction of the
Community and requires great determination and toughness. The task is all the more difficult for
anybody who has to follow in the footsteps of a Commissioner such as Karel van Miert, who
excelled in this post, and a series of Commissioners before him Leon Brittan and Peter
Sutherland being distinguished examples.

Although the task is demanding and difficult, I hope to be equal to it, with the support of
Parliament – and I am not just saying this – and since the duties are partly an extension of the
duties I had to carry out when responsible for the single market and taxation. In fact, the task is
not that much different if we consider the objectives, which in both cases are to create and
maintain open and competitive markets, the instruments, in particular the strict application of
Community law, and the working methods, a combination of enforcement and explanation. I
shall come back to this later on this morning – the aim of showing  the citizens of Europe clearly
that the single market and competition are not abstract concepts but have a practical role in
improving the daily lives of free citizens, consumers, workers and savers.

I believe that we are at the centre of what I see as an important mission for all of us: the creation
of a real modern social market economy at European level.  We have tried to create and  are still
trying to put the finishing touches to a market with a policy such as the one which in the last five
years I tried to pursue with your support: less burdensome regulation combined with strict and
incisive enforcement of the rules on the market. However, you will not be surprised to hear that
the social aspect too has been fostered by those responsible for the single market. Attention has
been  paid to the citizens, for example in the ‘Citizens First’ initiative which, with Parliament’s
support and stimulus, we carried out to inform  citizens, especially consumers, who play a
decisive role in the market and also and above all with an eye on employment. . Although
unfortunately, Parliament does not yet have a role in this field – I refer to the tax sphere – it was
once again with your support, Madam Chairman, that we were able to launch a tax coordination
policy essential for employment. We will not have less unemployment in Europe unless the
taxation systems are  made more ‘labour-friendly’, but in an integrated market this is not
possible without tax coordination.



Thus, without tax coordination we can have neither a single market nor a social element in the
European market economy. This is why I consider this point essential and – obviously with the
new competences, if Parliament approves the new Commission and within the limits of those
competences – I shall continue to work for it. In Europe we cannot have a system which
systematically puts revenue before pay, to the detriment of workers, business and employment.
We must of course reduce the tax burden in Europe, but we must do so in a less labour-
unfriendly way than hitherto.

Thus I have devoted a great deal of attention and intend to continue to do so - thanks to the new
powers, if they are approved by Parliament - to the question of protecting the Community’s
financial interests and honest taxpayers. They are to benefit from tax coordination, cooperation
between tax authorities and the fight against fraud in the transit system, customs and the
contribution which I was able to give personally, together with eminent representatives of the
European Parliament, to the Olaf project. The development which I worked for in the single
market and for which I would like to work in the field of competition, must also be sustainable
development. Hence the proposal for balanced taxation on energy, which unfortunately has not
yet been approved by the Council.

How would I like to tackle the issue of competition? I tried to tell you how in my written replies
to the questionnaire and we will doubtless be able to talk about it during the debate.
Furthermore, we should bear in mind – and I shall try to do so – the reasons behind the
competition policy for growth and employment, but also for freedom: competition policy is in
fact a fundamental instrument for safeguarding the freedom of individuals and businesses, small
and medium-sized enterprises  in particular.

In the minute and a half  I have left – leaving more detailed answers to the discussion -I can
outline the ideas which I intend to pursue with a view to  substantially continuing the work
carried out by my predecessor, which I consider to be excellent. Rigour vis-à-vis businesses and
vis-à-vis countries, if we consider the policy of state aids. The reorganisation of competition law
in Europe, about which we will be talking later, is not, as some fear, likely to lead to less rigour
but is designed rather to ensure that provisions are applied more strictly. I shall give central
importance to the consumer, in fact I should like individual consumers and consumer
organisations to step up their invaluable work of reporting cases which in their opinion are
infringements of competition, because this can assist the Commission’s investigations and hence
its assessment of the situation.

In conclusion, I should like to stress that I attach extreme importance to explanation and
persuasion. There are too many instances of people either not knowing about certain tangible
benefits of Community policy and competition or only seeing the aspects which seem to them
damaging. Much more must be done to explain and persuade. In this context the European
Parliament’s role is absolutely crucial, and I should like to exploit it to the full.

Madam Chairman, honourable Members, thank you for giving me this opportunity and for the
support which you always gave me over the last five years. Now and in the future I shall listen
regularly and with the greatest interest to your opinions and suggestions and, above all, any
criticisms you may have to make. I thank you and I count on your help.

Von Wogau (PPE). – (DE) The first round of questions deals with the future of the European
Union, and the European Union will surely only have a good future if the citizens understand
what the European Commission does. Commissioner Monti, you are the candidate for the



Competition Directorate and this is undoubtedly the most powerful directorate in the European
Commission. Its decisions influence the lives of many citizens. In the past we saw that what this
directorate decides is not always easily understood. For example, it is extremely difficult when a
steelworks in Bavaria receives a subsidy from the State of Bavaria and then it is decided, on the
basis of the European Commission’s rules on competition, that it must be paid back. On the
other hand, if telephoning and electricity become cheaper, people do not connect this with the
European Commission’s competition rules. What will you do to improve people’s understanding
of what the competition directorate does?

Monti, Commission. – (IT) Explanation is of fundamental importance, as I said in my
introduction, the explanation of individual cases and the explanation of the overall shape of
competition policy. I believe that the Commission is already doing excellent work in this and in
other fields. I believe that the work of explanation must be stepped up and that this is the duty of
the political representative, the Commissioner, but to a great extent in synergy with those who
represent the citizens and hence, if you will allow me to say so, with Parliament and, in
particular, with the Committee on Economic Affairs and Monetary Policy. We will talk later
about ways of intensifying the relationship between us.

You are quite right, Mr von Wogau. Here, as in other areas of European integration, the citizen
sees a number of disadvantages and blames  Europe, even though they often do not depend on
Europe, be he does not see a number of advantages or if he sees them he does not connect them
with Community action. The examples you gave are perfect – in the case of state aids, it almost
seems that certain businesses, certain regions and their workers are being persecuted and it is not
understood that establishing a ‘level playing field’ helps businesses and workers – usually a
greater number of them – all over the Union. Hence, I believe that the work of explanation must
be emphasised, both in order to make the European Union better understood, as well as more
popular, in the interests of both Parliament and the Commission, and in order to obtain public
support for competition policies which are sometimes tough and unpleasant.

Madam Chairman, you too witnessed the departure of Mr Tietmeyer in Frankfurt on Monday
morning and his replacement by Mr Welteke of the Deutsche Bundesbank. At that moment I
thought to myself, here is a country and a continent giving tangible recognition to monetary
stability, of Germany first of all and then Europe. It would not have been possible over the last
few decades to safeguard monetary stability if the Central Banks had not persuaded the general
public of its importance. Public opinion has become the main ally of the albeit unpopular
policies of monetary stability. The same thing, I believe, can and must be achieved as far as
competition policy is concerned.

Torres Marques (PSE). – (PT) Professor Monti, in your written answers you said that you
considered it crucial to put an end to the unanimity rule in the Council in the large majority of
decision-making processes, even in politically sensitive areas. The capacity to take decisions is a
fundamentally important aspect of Europe’s future. I should therefore like to ask you which
sectors you have in mind and whether you include taxation, which hitherto has been the
exclusive competence of the national parliaments. Finally, I should like to ask you whether you
consider that the new Commission-Designate agrees with you politically as regards redefining
this fundamental principle of majority rather than unanimous.

Monti, Commission. – (IT) This is a question of central institutional importance. Of course, as
far as the Intergovernmental Conference is concerned, the future European Commission will set
out its ideas and Parliament’s ideas will also be of utmost importance. I am now expressing a



personal opinion, thinking about things which I have already said in the past. I feel that it is
perfectly understandable, given the political sensitivity of certain issues, that the unanimity rule
prevailed in the past. I also consider that it constitutes an unacceptable obstacle to have this rule
in an expanding Community .

In the field of taxation, which I have had the opportunity to work and  express my views, I
believe – and this is my personal opinion – that the issue should be tackled in a pragmatic way.
It is not a question of all or nothing. One could envisage that for certain fundamental decisions
on European taxation, unanimity may continue to apply, but for others a qualified majority
could be the rule. I must say I find it difficult to imagine that the single market can function
properly if, for example, unanimity among the Member States is required even to establish in
which place tax should be charged on the trans-border leasing of vehicles. There are different
degrees of importance.

I should also like to stress that, as some of you know, though the unanimity rule is a great
burden and hindrance, it is not impossible to progress in these areas if we make an effort. In
particular, we should dispel doubts, and here too Parliament has been a valuable ally. For
example, it was important to explain to certain Member States that we are not trying to
harmonise taxation but coordinate it. There must be moments of truth as for example, when the
European Commission recently proposed, with Parliament’s support, that the individual
Member States may decide to apply a lower rate of VAT on labour-intensive services which do
not have a cross-border element. This means giving back competences and powers to national
governments. In some cases the governments were embarrassed to be given back these powers
back but, in my opinion, this shows that such fundamental issues must be tackled pragmatically.

Torres Marques (PSE) – (PT) You have not answered the question as the Commissioner-
designate, because, don’t forget, we are talking about an essential aspect of Europe’s future, the
decision-making process. This Commission is, one might say, fragile in this area, because it has
widely varying positions: on the one hand you say that it is inconceivable not to have a majority
rule but other Commissioners say that it is important to maintain the unanimity rule.

Monti, Commission – (IT)  I would be surprised if twenty people sitting around a table for the
first time had the same opinion from the outset. I have expressed my humble personal opinion.
The European Commissioner-designate does not yet have a position, rather a number of
statements made by the President-Designate, Romano Prodi, who expressed an opinion to
Parliament on the subject. I would be surprised and a little worried if we already had a position,
because I firmly believe in collective debate. I myself have gone into certain debates with one
idea and come out with another, one different from my own and, I believe, better.

Pomés Ruiz (PPE). – Mr Monti, you have had a good track record, attempting to ensure that
fiscal malfunctioning did not in the end affect citizens, as you mentioned in your statement.

I would like to ask you how you think you will be able to manage your portfolio, namely the
establishment of a genuine market, from the point of view of job creation? Could you expand on
this idea and give some specific examples?

Second, I would like to ask you, with regard to the responsibilities you held in the fiscal domain,
whether you believe that the fiscal code of conduct is being produced sufficiently rapidly, and
whether this should not be speeded up? In this context, what will happen in Member States as



regards the principle of subsidiarity? Would it be possible for each Member State to have its
own fiscal structure without undermining the internal market?

Monti, Commission – (IT) Of course, from now my colleague-designate Fritz Bolkestein will
be responsible for taxation and you will have the opportunity to discuss the matter in greater
detail with him.

You ask me to talk about past action. As I said, employment was the central motivation for this
action and without it we would not have managed to make 15 Finance Ministers agree
unanimously on a package of tax measures to combat harmful competition over tax rates. We
have the code of conduct, to which you referred, consisting of hundreds of measures which are
being examined by the Council working party chaired by Mrs Primarolo, and we have the draft
directive concerning tax on savings.

As regards the timetable, laid down by the European Council in Cologne, which I had the
opportunity of discussing with your Committee at the end of July, we also have the summit in
Helsinki. I trust that results can be achieved by then, even though I shall not be the one to see
them in the tax field. Furthermore, of more tangible importance for employment there is the
Commission’s proposal which the Council is about to approve, on the reduced rate of VAT on
labour-intensive services. This too is a proposal on which Parliament expressed a favourable
opinion even before the Commission. The measure in question targets employment in labour-
intensive sectors and is also designed to reclaim areas of tax evasion from the grey or black
economy and to favour small businesses. You can see how many objectives there are
simultaneously!

We expect that at the beginning of September, in other words, it will be possible to draw up a
list of the sectors to which this reduced rate of VAT may be applied. This is a field which deals
with both your concerns, employment and subsidiarity. This field, because it does not upset the
Single Market, includes services which are not the subject of international trade, hence there is
no harm, quite the contrary, in the individual states, rather than Brussels, deciding.

Ettl (PSE) – (DE) Mr Monti, you rightly point out that only greater participation by citizens and
their approval of further steps towards integration will make a political Europe possible. The
transparency of the steps towards integration is of course of decisive importance. How will you
therefore shape economic policy in the future to ensure that the internal market produces
tangible results for the consumer rather than being merely an interesting construct for businesses
and banks, which unfortunately could be exploited to arrangements which might harm the
detriment of the consumer?

Monti, Commission  - (IT) When you refer to the single market, I think you are perhaps
referring both to what I have done hitherto and what I might be called upon to do in the field of
competition. I agree – we want the support of the citizens, thus we must explain ourselves to
them, we must explain that the single market is not only for businesses and banks. Together with
you we conducted the campaign to inform Europe’s citizens, entitled ‘Citizens First’, we had
millions of telephone and internet contacts to explain to them the Single Market, their freedom
of movement, their freedom to study abroad and use social security when they move to other
countries, etc. But we  need to do a lot more. I feel that the best way of protecting citizens and
consumers is to ensure that the markets function smoothly in a competitive way. Sometimes a
lot of time and much pressure are needed.



Madam chairman, you are familiar with the subject of cross border credit transfers. Banks have
a key role to play for the benefit of citizens and business in the single market. For a number of
reasons there are also great difficulties as regards deadlines, accuracy and operating costs of
cross border transfers. Although I am in favour of a market economy, we did not hesitate to
introduce with a directive to make the banking system transparent, in the hope that this would
generate better performance for the benefit of citizens.

And we must – forgive me if I keep harping on this – explain, inform and persuade. I, for
example, said in reply to one of your questions that it is damaging to claim that Europe today is
an economic structure as if it were nothing else. We must beware of giving the citizens this
impression! The single market has introduced provisions which in some Member States have for
the first time led to equal opportunities for men and women, the safeguarding of privacy and a
high level of safety at the work place. All these things were achieved in order to create a single
market. It would be almost criminal if citizens were to see them as something which, because it
has an economic basis, is intended for businesses and banks rather than for them.

Therefore, I welcome your encouragement, also in the field of competition. As I said in reply to
Mr Von Wogau’s question, a lot remains to be done and I will do my part.

Riis-Jørgensen (ELDR). – (DA) I have three questions, all of which concern state aid. As the
Commissioner responsible for competition policy, what are you going to do to ensure the
creation of the greatest possible transparency and limitation on the granting of state aid by
Member States? I am thinking in particular of areas which are difficult to demonstrate, such as
low-interest, state-guaranteed loans, favourable depreciation rules and periodic tax breaks for
setting up new businesses. The second question is how are you as Commissioner going to ensure
that the admission of the countries of Central and Eastern Europe does not give rise to a
situation where there is completely uncontrollable growth in the number of state-subsidised
businesses? The third and final question concerns the repayment of illegal state aid. How are
you as Commissioner going to ensure that common EU rules are introduced so that all the
countries and all their businesses have the same rules for the repayment of illegal state aid?

Monti, Commission – (IT) Mr Riis-Jorgensen,  I know how interested you are in the single
market and competition and I therefore hope that we will have a systematic and continuous
dialogue as in the past.

I was very sensitive to the issue of state aids, even before I became the Commissioner-Designate
for competition. Thus, if I may say so, you are inviting me to do what I enjoy. I was also guided
by sensitivity towards state aids in my management of the single market. Some of you may
remember an issue to which the press devoted considerable attention -  intra-Community duty
free sales. Fundamentally it is an issue relating to non-transparent state aids and, in my opinion,
transparent state aids are one thing but covert and nontransparent state aids are a much greater
evil, and this is an example.

As much as possible must be done, and if I am confirmed I shall also ask you for advice,
because I know that you follow this issue closely, on how to increase the transparency of
decisions concerning state aids. I instinctively welcomed the proposal, made in one of the
questions, for a public register of state aids. I have also said what the problems are and together
we shall see how and whether we can solve them.



Having said this we can set ourselves a zero target. Since there is necessarily zero tolerance in
other fields, can we set ourselves a target for state aids?  I believe to do so it would be necessary
to change the Treaty, because certain state aids in certain circumstances, as you well know, are
allowed by the Treaty, but this does not detract from the fact that the European Union’s
economic policy is broader than the individual rules of competition and that this economic
policy is also geared towards reducing state aids.

As regards the applicant countries, it is quite true that they start with situations characterised by
enormous and certainly non-transparent State aids, in view of the nature of their economic
systems. Great care should be devoted to the work done with them in the sphere of pre-
accession on this aspect, as well as on competition policy more generally. One of the points
which I have already earmarked as worthy of great attention and determination is recovery, that
is recovery of illegal state aid. I and my departments will consider further procedures and
instruments for effective enforcement in this sphere.

Lipietz (Verts/ALE). - (FR) I would like to question you on complicated issue which
simultaneously affects Parliamentary rights, European federalism and competition - ecotaxes
and pollutaxes.  With regard to pollutaxes, you know that the European Commission has been
trying for a very long time to introduce an anti-energy, anti-greenhouse-effect tax.  It is obvious
that this would give rise to extremely significant competition problems.  It would not be possible
to introduce such taxes into one country without introducing them into the other European
countries.  The present tax regulations do not, however, allow them to be imposed upon a
majority decision.  So what methods would you prefer?  How do you see such taxes progressing,
without distortion of the competition rules and without waiting until the end of the twenty-first
century, when it will be too late?

Monti.  - (FR) In my opinion, Mr. Lipietz, even at the end of this present century it is too late to
introduce such a measure, which relates to the fundamental principles of the internal market,
thus requiring a coherent framework based on the idea of a level playing field.  It also relates to
employment, as is well known, since it is still necessary to find, over and above efforts to reduce
public spending, new methods of raising taxes if compulsory labour levies are to be reduced.  I
need not emphasise the fact that principles of an environmental nature are also involved.

The way I managed this for the Commission therefore consisted in presenting a framework
based upon the single market, a framework which would not be too ambitious but which, even
though not ambitious, has been causing considerable difficulties within the Council.  I said "has
been causing" because the file is not yet closed.  It will still be rather difficult to navigate - at
this stage thirteen out of fifteen Member States have given their agreement - but I hope that we
will be able to make further progress quite quickly.  Furthermore, the German Presidency has
been studying it in depth and seriously.

How are we trying to reconcile the rule of unanimity with the need for results in this sphere?
We made provision in the Directive, which was further increased by the Council, for special
treatment, exemptions, and exceptions for certain leading countries with regard to the
consumption of energy products and for industrial sectors which use energy products intensively
and this gradually increased the number of Member States who are willing to adopt the
proposal, but we are still stuck at 13 out of 15.



Theonas (GUE/NGL). – (EL) Mr Monti, in your written answers you appeared to be very
optimistic about the future of Europe, but in my estimation, this optimism is not a general
phenomenon. Workers are seeing their economic, labour and social rights dwindle. Small and
medium sized businesses are being crushed by the domination of big companies and the gigantic
conglomerates formed through mergers. Consumers are faced with terrible risks through
dangerous developments in the food chain. The world economic system, with NATO’s new role,
has acquired a new instrument for determining developments within a neo-liberal framework. In
the light of this situation, how can anyone be optimistic about the future of Europe? Why would
our citizens be in favour of such a situation?

Monti, Commission - (EN) Thank you, Mr Theonas, for the crucial point you have made. One
should ask the question whether optimism or pessimism are in relation to the evolution of our
society, generally speaking, or in relation to the contribution of European construction to that. I
share your view that there are risks as well as opportunities in the evolving situation of our
society internationally. To my mind, however, those risks, those disadvantages to individual
workers and consumers would be enormously higher if it were not for European construction.
Of course, we must work harder to increase the value-added of Europe, but concerning workers’
rights: are workers eroded in their rights because of Europe? Frankly, I would strongly believe
the contrary, because it has been, in many cases, as I hinted at earlier, the introduction of certain
directives in the European Union that has enhanced the protection of workers’ rights in some of
our Member States.

On the situation of SMEs, I agree that in the developing world economy today there are risks to
those, but we could spend some time listing all the measures, including in my past field of the
single market, through which we tried, with some success, to boost the situation of SMEs. Of
course, competition policy is, by definition, something which is there to protect not individual
small firms but the possibilities of entering the market, even with a relatively small firm and to
conduct profitable business. Without competition policy, the situation of SMEs would certainly
be much worse than it is today, and in Europe, again, competition policy was in many cases
introduced because of the European Union.

I can speak for the country I know best, and where I was part of the ministerial committee which
in 1988 to 1989 introduced the first ever antitrust law in Italy. That was under the clear,
immediate impulsion of European Community law. It was not there before, although it was a
fairly advanced industrialised country. So, there are particular points of risk. You mentioned
food safety. I know less about this, but I could not agree more with you that it is a particularly
crucial area and, in fact, Mr Prodi’s statements point to the extremely high degree of priority we
all attach to that.

The chairman - (DE) Before we come to questions on the relationship with the European
Parliament, I must ask you one more question as chairman of this committee. You are not only
responsible for competition matters, you are also a member of the Commission team. In this
context I should like to ask you what you will do in order to ensure equal opportunities within
the meaning of the Treaty of Amsterdam and to what extent you incorporate equal opportunities
your staff management when you are selecting staff.

Monti, Commission – (IT) Equal opportunities, in my opinion, must be an imperative both in
the sectoral policies which each of us is required to administer and in the policy of recruitment
and management of the cabinet and departments. I must say, as far as the cabinet is concerned,
that I do not yet have a full picture of the staff complement. I have forwarded to you the names



and curricula of the head and deputy head of the cabinet, I do not yet have the full picture. What
I can say is that my previous cabinet contained a majority of women, four members out of
seven. As far as the departments under my responsibility are concerned, the Commission’s
general policy in favour of equal opportunities has been pursued scrupulously. As far as DG
XVI – the internal market - is concerned, for example, not only is the level of recruitment of
female A grade staff higher than the general average, but it has increased significantly at
managerial level, rising from 14% in 1995 to 20% in 1999.Particular care was taken, via a pilot
project, to increase the number of women in the traditionally male-dominated Directorate-
General for the Internal Market.

I also talked about portfolio responsibilities. I feel that we must devote considerable attention to
this aspect. I have wondered a lot about the impact of the single market, in the past and in the
future, on the situation of women in the European Union. Naturally, it is extremely difficult to
quantify this aspect. However, I believe that a number of policies which we have launched have
special implications for women. I am talking, for example, about providing people with
information. Clearly, all that we are doing to inform citizens about their rights, in particular the
rights inherent in their citizenship of the European Union, perhaps does not have a proportionate
effect, because for historical reasons women are less well-informed and less aware – generally
speaking – about the rights which the legal system guarantees them. Hence, an information
campaign has a more than proportionate impact on women and thus, I believe, on the openness
and flexibility of services. For example, I brought infringement proceedings against the country
which I know best before the Court of Justice because it maintained a public monopoly and
other restrictions on employment agencies. To liberalise and boost employment agencies may
improve the functioning of the labour market to the disproportionate advantage of women.

Evans, Jonathan (PPE) - (EN) Mr Monti, may I direct your attention to the written responses
that you gave us in relation to all matters, in particular relations with the European Parliament,
paragraph 4.4. In answer to a question on how you would respond if Parliament were to express
no confidence in you, you indicate that the Commission, you say, is collectively accountable. I
wonder if you can assist the committee by outlining your definition of collective accountability?

Monti, Commission - (IT/EN) Mr Evans, I believe that collective accountability is a sum of
individual responsibilities but also something more.

I said in my response that my individual responsibility as regards the management of the
directorate-general will consist in setting the guidelines to be followed in implementing
policy in such a way that it is always consistent with the general policies and specific
decisions of the Commission and so on.

Some additional comments about individual responsibility. As regards the collective
decisions of the Commission, it will be my responsibility to play an active part in their
formation.

It will also be my responsibility, not only with regard to my own particular area of
competence but in general as a member of the college, to ensure that collegial decisions are
fully implemented in my own field of competence, and, as a member of the college, to
oversee more generally the implementation of policies decided by the Commission. So, as I
see it, there is a very strong responsibility to share the shaping of decisions of the college,
and of course, as experience has shown us, one cannot escape from responsibility as far as
the execution of those decisions is concerned, although I think it is fair to say that one



should feel even more deeply responsible for the execution of those decisions which fall in
his or her own field of competence than for the others.

Having said all this about collegial responsibility, I can assure you that I will have to
devote more time and personal attention to ensuring execution in my own area than in the
19 other areas.

Evans, Jonathan (PPE) - (EN) Commissioner-Designate, I am very happy with your
response in relation to individual responsibility. I would just ask you whether collective
responsibility does not also include some responsibility towards the shortcomings which
may become apparent regarding other commissioners? If you agree with that, how would
you discharge that responsibility?

Finally, in the responses you gave on paragraph 4.4, you indicated that you would resign if
asked to do so by Mr Prodi. I know you have given that commitment, but what would be
the position if you lost the confidence of Parliament itself?

Monti, Commission - (EN) First of all, I will try my best to gain and not to lose the
confidence of Parliament. Should I not gain, or should I lose the confidence of Parliament,
I will stick to what I wrote. That is, namely, that I have offered my commitment to resign,
should the President of the Commission ask me to do so and, as I said, I am sure that he
would take the position of Parliament on individual commissioners most seriously in
deciding whether to ask a particular commissioner to resign. Of course, I would be fully
prepared, if time permitted, to go into an analysis and exchange of views on the assessment
of the past crisis of the Commission.

I have studied with great interest the first and the only part made public so far of the
second report of the Committee of Independent Experts, as I have also studied with
interest at least the parts now available of the report of the House of Commons Select
Public Accounts Committee, published on 25 August. I am, at any time, prepared to give
my own reactions - based on my experience as a member of the Commission for five years
- as to how improvements could be made in the case of this particular institution. I must
say that the codes of conduct introduced by the President-Designate, in my view, go a very
long way towards solving these problems.

Finally, if I were to look back at my experience in relation to accountability, responsibility, the
fight against fraud and so on, I would recall that, very early on in my first term, I was perfectly
satisfied with one of my two directors-general, much less so with the other one for reasons of
managerial effectiveness, and I proposed to the Commission to make use of the instruments
available in the Staff Regulations to change the situation. This had not been done for a long
time. I was heavily attacked in one of the national newspapers. The new director-general of the
same nationality who was appointed was very satisfactory, and we have witnessed distinct
improvements in the performance of the DG. I therefore think it is a duty, and it is not
impossible to see to it that there is accountability and responsibility.

Berenguer Fuster (PSE). – Commissioner, in your various written replies you said that the
information provided to this committee on the matters for which you are responsible was by
necessity limited by defence rights and confidentiality.



I agree that, in the proceedings initiated for practices restrictive of competition, there is a need to
preserve confidentiality and the right of defence, and the same applies to the proceedings
relating to mergers.

However, in the proceedings concerning state aid, there must be little or no confidentiality and
no right of defence, since the undertakings alleged to have received aid are not party to these
proceedings.

Maximum transparency in state aid proceedings is vital for this committee, not only when a
decision is taken, but also in the course of the proceedings. Do you intend to devise a system to
ensure such transparency?

Monti, Commission - (IT)  The issue of transparency is indeed equally important for all aspects
of competition policy and, as you have said, it differs according to individual sectors. In the case
of anti-trust we have the problems of the right of defence and the protection of business secrecy,
which, even in a policy which must be geared towards maximum transparency, constitute
restrictions. In the case of state aids, I think you are right, this aspect of the right of defence is
less and hence there is greater willingness to provide information more transparently.

However, there are cases and I mentioned them in my replies, in which information is non-
existent. This is one of the reasons which might – but we will analyse this issue – make it
difficult to publish a register of state aids. Therefore at this, shall we say political, level of the
discussion which we are having now I would like to confirm my commitment to transparency,
not only because it is proper in relations between democratic institutions but also because it
helps to make competition policy itself more effective. I should like to explain in greater depth
the limits beyond which transparency must not go as far as both the rights of defence and the
protection of business secrets and the non-availability of certain kinds of data are concerned.

Having said this, I will conclude by saying that I am convinced of the value of transparency,
even when it offends the sensibilities of the Member States, that the keystone of my policy for
the single market was the publication of the ‘score board’, that is to say a periodic evaluation of
the performance of the various Member States in observing and infringing Community law. This
score board proved to be a very effective instrument for speeding up compliance with the rules
of the single market.

Green (PSE) - (EN) Mr Monti, I would like to return to your approach to political
responsibility. Surely, one of the problems which led to the collapse of the previous
Commission was a consequence of the college members not securing a truly European
administrative culture based on the highest standards of public life. In that context, for
instance, it is rumoured that DG IV has a somewhat dubious record in implementing staff
rules regarding the posts to which departing officials are going in the big wide world of
private industry. Of course, anti-competitive law is a particularly sensitive area. How
would you deal with that? I am worried about the collective failure of this Commission-
Designate to recognise that the commissioner, if he is to be held responsible and politically
accountable, must also be in political control of his department. I sense that the divisions
between commissioners and directors-general, which seems to be a commonly agreed
response by the new Commission, is, to use a colloquial English term, a cop-out. The
second report of the Group of Independent Experts, which you have probably seen, states
that the division is a false one. How can you ensure that you will have proper managerial
as well as political control of your department?



Monti, Commission – (EN) I can tell you what, in practice, I have seen working rather well
in terms of acquiring effective managerial and not only political responsibility. I have had
the habit, since the very beginning of my first term, of having at least one weekly bilateral
meeting with my director or directors-general, one weekly meeting with the director-
general in the presence of the relevant directors and heads of unit, and other meetings in
preparation for Councils etc. Particularly in the bilateral meetings with the director-
general, systematically, in each of the meetings, issues concerning personnel and the
internal management of the DG came up, raised either by the director-general or by
myself. That is why I thought that, having in the new code of conduct for commissioners
and departments the minimum requirement of a monthly meeting did not even need to be
mentioned, but I understand that is in the sense of a strategic meeting. I believe that
contacts must be much closer and more frequent.

Concerning the ethical requirements it is appropriate, as recent experiences have shown,
to identify more precise codes of conduct for departing commissioners. The Prodi
Commission has done so. I have made a fairly detailed commitment in my written
response, inter alia concerning contacts. Given the delicacy of my responsibility if I am to
be Commissioner for competition, this even concerns contacts during the mandate.

As to ethical standards within DG IV, I will of course look more deeply into that. What I
know as of now is that in DG IV the standards required are particularly high given the
delicate subject matter. For example, if we look at the officials involved in merger
activities, there is a very precise ethical professional conduct there, with guidelines on, for
example, the possession of shares in a company planning a merger, the declaration to the
director-general of possible conflicts of interest with regard to a particular case, and staff
are reminded that insider dealing is a criminal offence. I will look more closely into all of
this. My first impression is that the standards are indeed very high.

Green (PSE) – (EN) So the committee has your commitment then, Mr Monti, to ensure that
the staff regulations will be fully respected with regard to staff leaving your department?

Monti, Commission – (EN) Yes, indeed.

Huhne (ELDR) – (EN) One of the issues which is crucial for Parliament is the way in which
you have managed to present the importance of competition policies for consumers. I
would like to slightly stretch the subject matter to ask you specifically about the question
of the block exemption for car producers from the anti-cartel provisions which, as you
know, is a very serious issue in my country, particularly in maintaining price differences.
What is your attitude towards your continuation of the block exemption?

Monti, Commission – (EN) As you well know, there is a different path for the block
exemption for cars relative to other block exemptions and there is an evaluation to be
made. We all know that consumers continue to face problems when trying to make cross-
border purchases. This will be an important consideration when evaluating the operation
of Regulation 1475/95, a report on which will be presented by the Commission before the
end of the year. Significant changes were introduced in this regulation compared to the
former Regulation 123. A particular effort was made to strengthen the position of dealers



vis-à-vis manufacturers. My predecessor, Mr Van Miert, has repeatedly emphasised to
representatives of the motor industry the need to take these economic and social changes
on board.

As part of the evaluation that I mentioned, questionnaires are being sent out to all
interested parties. The objective is threefold: to obtain information on recent
developments in the sector; to establish whether or not the objectives of the regulation
have been met; and to establish if the technical development of cars and new methods of
distribution – for example, the Internet – call into question the need for a specific
regulation for car distribution. The group exemption was granted to this sector on the
basis of providing benefits to the consumer, particularly in view of the fact that the
product concerned, cars, have specific safety, technical and after-sales requirements.
Whether or not this is still justified will be decided following the evaluation, so this is
extremely important, and economically sensitive with regard to consumer psychology and
disposable income. It is also crucial for the perception of the completion of the single
market, and we will have to examine this closely. Of course the European Parliament’s
view will be taken on board.

Huhne (ELDR) – (EN) I would like the Commissioner-Designate’s assurance that he will
keep this committee and Parliament fully involved in the process of reviewing the block
exemption, particularly since, I think, most of us would agree that consumer rights were
not fully protected by the Commission’s previous decisions on this matter.

Monti, Commission – (EN) Yes, I give that commitment. Concerning consumer rights and
the car industry, in my previous responsibility as Commissioner for the single market –
and members of the Legal Affairs Committee in particular will recall this – when it came
to the design and model directive and the thorny issue of spare parts, the Commission
alongside Parliament took a highly pro-consumer position, which was not particularly
popular with the car industry.

Jonckheer (Greens/ALE).  – (FR) As a new member of the European Parliament and a new
member of this committee, I would firstly like to say how interesting and instructive I found
your written paper.  My group has requested me to limit myself to one question concerning
relationships with the European Parliament, Items 3 and 4 of your paper.  Bearing in mind my
lack of experience in this field, I found your replies extremely interesting.  If you do all you say
you will, I shall be very pleased.

My question relates in particular to your views on institutional reform and reform of the treaties.
You told us, at the beginning of this hearing, that competition policy is one of the major policies
of the Union.  What is more, we know that the European Parliament only has consultative power
with regard to the legislation on the subject.  Do you personally believe that the powers of the
Parliament should be extended, through the co-decision procedure, to future legislation on
competition policy.

Monti.  – (FR) I would like to thank you very much for your comments on relationships with
the Parliament in general.  I can see that you took careful note of the replies to Item 4.  Your
longer serving colleagues know, I hope, that I have in fact always considered, in my own
interest as well as from the institutional point of view, that very close cooperation with the
European Parliament is essential.



On the more specific point raised in the second part of your question, Mr. Jonckheer, namely
whether I would be in favour, at the time of reform of the treaty, of a different role for the
Parliament with regard to competition policy, I must admit that I haven’t yet looked into the
matter.  The main thing I have to do is learn very quickly how to run the present competition
policy and I shall look forward to paying specific attention to the point you have raised during
the frequent meetings I hope to have with the President of the Economic and Monetary
Committee.  In any case, within the present institutional framework, as I said in my written
replies and here confirm, I would like to work very closely and systematically with the
Parliament, particularly with the Economic and Monetary Committee.

Bordes (GUE/NGL).  – (FR) With regard to relations with the Parliament, I would like to go
back to a point which seems to me to be most important.  So far, with regard to competition, the
Commission has paid particular attention to the effects it can have upon industry, but has never
given the same attention to employment as to industry itself.  Job losses do, however, have
practical repercussions for the lives of millions of workers.  I think that this point, which is vital
to the world of employment, should be taken into account by the European Commission. What
do you intend to do in future in order to make job maintenance a priority?

Monti. – (FR) Thank you for having highlighted the central importance of employment, which
obviously must not only be treated theoretically but also on a practical level. However, with
your permission I would respectfully like to dispute the argument that competition policy does
not have the interests of employment in mind.

The essential aim of competition policy is not to create or maintain jobs artificially but to enable
tenable jobs to be created in a social market economy. For example, restrictive practices do not
only place restraints on the free operation of other enterprises but also end in restricting market
growth and hence employment opportunities. You say that competition policy has given priority
to industry over and above employment. I shall consider this, but there are other ideas
concerning competition policy.  Many complain that competition policy places too great a level
of restraint upon large industries within the modern economy and the European economy. I
believe that this is just but it is rather difficult to accept the criticism that competition policy
favours industry over and above employment.

To come to the specific point of State aid, does the fact that State aid is not granted create
employment problems?  It is no secret that this is sometimes the case, in a specific location or in
a specific industry which is, more often than not, out of step with the market. But is it right, for
employment in general, to go on allocating resources to artificial jobs in addition to competition
law, or would it not be better, making the transition process as easy as possible, to re-establish
the level playing field in order to encourage the creation of jobs within the economy as a whole?
Let's go back, and I share the concern which is implicit in your question, once again to the need
to find a better way of explaining the situation. I am convinced that if we could explain
competition policy still more effectively - my predecessor made great efforts in this connection -
its contribution to employment would be clearer.

Bordes (GUE/NGL). – (FR) As an example of what I mean, the Commission has just given its
agreement to the merger between Hoechst and Rhône-Poulenc, two large groups which make
huge profits. This merger will involve 11 000 job losses in the world and the closure of 49 sites -
half the present sites of these two enterprises. I am convinced that the profits accumulated by
these enterprises could have enabled these jobs to be maintained or even new jobs to be created.



But the Commission has given this merger the green light and has imposed no conditions on the
maintenance of these two enterprises!

Monti.  – (FR) Without going into the details of this specific case, this is a good example of a
problem which does exist. But will European industry be in a position to strengthen its
competitiveness on an international level and thus create more jobs in Europe if it is
systematically prevented from attaining a size which is more appropriate to the global
competition we are facing today. Should we then - I know this is not your idea but I am
extending your question a little -  prevent, through a concern for coherence, any merger which
involves job losses? Through a concern for coherence, we should probably set up protectionist
barriers around Europe, but I can't believe that forms part of your vision.
Bordes (GUE/NGL).  – (FR) You should have forced those Groups to maintain the jobs.

The chairman. – (DE) Let us go on to the next round of questions. Mr Monti, in accordance
with the tradition the committee established with Commissioner van Miert, I should like you to
assure me that before you take a decision on competition policy and make a press statement that
you will tell our committee beforehand. Can you give me this assurance?

Monti. – (IT) Yes, Madame Chairman, within the practical limits specified in the replies given
by a number of my colleagues who were asked this question, which I was not asked. It depends
whether Parliament is in session, whether the Economic and Monetary Affairs Committee is in
session. However, as far as is physically possible the answer is yes. You, as chairman of the
Committee on Economic and Monetary Affairs know, as does Mr von Wogau, that I always
used to send you all the texts immediately. My cabinet was obsessed by the fact that I wanted
informal letters forwarding documents to Parliament drawn up in advance, even before we went
to the committee meeting.

Radwan (EPP). – (DE) We have a very successful competition policy, and also the
liberalisation of two monopoly areas in the telecommunications and energy sectors. This even
means that we have our own supervisory bodies in these areas at national level. I would be
interested to hear how you see future developments in these various fields for example, the
combining of these two monopolies in a single competitive framework, what timetable you
envisage and, in addition, I would be interested to know what significance the principle of
subsidiarity has for you and how you would like to take it into account and implement it in your
future work.

Monti. – (EN) In the field of telecommunications in particular, the liberalisation process, as
you know, was the most successful, and we referred previously to the benefits for
consumers. The Commission used its specific legislative powers, given by the EC Treaty, to
liberalise telecommunications services. On the basis of Community directives, the sector
was fully liberalised as of 1 January 1998 with additional transition periods for some
Member States. The only countries that are still enjoying transition periods are Portugal
until the end of this year, and Greece until the end of next year.

If I interpret your question in the sense of what is the most serious challenge that we now face in
this – on the whole satisfactory – front, I would say that there is the implementation aspect. We
have to monitor the progress on implementation of the liberalisation and harmonisation
directives by the Member States. More than 20 infringement procedures based on Article 226
are pending against Member States which have not fully implemented the liberalisation



directives. We also have to ensure that former monopoly undertakings do not take advantage of
their dominant position in order to distort competition in the liberalised markets.

Radawan (EPP). – (DE) In actual fact this special sphere of liberalisation should eventually
become superfluous and be incorporated into general competition law. One question is how do
you envisage this transition? The second question, which has not yet been answered, is what
role the issue of subsidiarity plays in your future work and how you would like to take it into
account and implement it in the future.

Monti. – (EN) I apologise. I thought your second question was part of the first. How we
follow this liberalised sector in the process of having effective liberalisation I briefly
mentioned: by checking the implementation, by making sure that former monopolists do
not use their dominant position in newly-liberalised sectors. And then of course as an
effective free market will be there, we will apply the usual antitrust instrument to that.

As to subsidiarity, we will probably have a chance to discuss the reform of the
modernisation of antitrust policy, and it is in that context that subsidiarity plays the
greatest role. Of course, this is not to diminish in the least the overall effectiveness of
European Union competition policy, but rather to allow for a more effective application of
it. In that context, the role of national courts and national competition authorities, as you
know, is going to be increases under the Commission proposals.

Katiforis (PSE). – (EN) Commissioner-designate, let us go over some fundamentals. Free
competition, let alone perfect competition: there is no such animal in the real world. What
does exist is the exercise of various degrees of market power, which the Treaty itself allows
if it is beneficial to the economy. Now, to make this judgment, which is a rather delicate
one, could you briefly comment on your perception of what a dominant position is? What
is the proper use of a dominant position, as contrasted with abuse, which is not allowed?
Indeed, what is unfair pricing? Do you have a standard for this? Do you envisage a case
where you might intervene to declare a price unfair? Given that not only you and I, but
businesses which have various degrees of market power, have views on the exercise of
market power, which is exercised forcefully through their lobbies, how far do you expect
to have to take into account the views of such lobbies? To what extent will they be allowed
to write their own laws; not through any failing of yours of course, but in the nature of
things?

Monti. – (EN) Speaking to friends and colleagues, I have occasionally referred to the
commitment I had on the agenda for this morning as the “exam”. Now, nothing comes
closer to that than your question, Mr Katiforis. How would I define a dominant position,
abuse of that position and fair and unfair prices? I could try to give you the answer of a
first-year student in competition, by clarifying that, from the merger regulation point of
view, it is a dominant position as such or the increase of a dominant position that matters
from the point of view of the regulations. There are tests which can be applied in the
battery of instruments of competition policy.

Of course, nothing is perfect. Not even competition is perfect: there is always a certain
degree of market power. The situation is rather rare that you and I would have described
in our earlier days as being characterised by infinite elasticity of demand facing individual
firms. Slightly more concrete is the aspect of the lobbies, which may itself be a reflection of
market power. I think it is useful that lobbies exist, but I think it is absolutely essential



that one is not influenced by them. It is essential that lobbies exist because they present the
debate with the opportunity to have positions expressed, sometimes very clearly and
forcefully, and I must say that in my previous capacity I resisted – as was particularly
clear in one loudly publicised case – the lobbies, so I am not worried by what you identify
as a risk that lobbies in the end would write their own legislation. However, there is a risk
of regulatory capture whereby market participants in the end dictate their own rules. One
of the strengths of the Commission in this area – and I would be delighted to go more
deeply into the subject of Commission independence in competition policy – is that, as
every observer would agree, there is no capture of the regulator in our case.

Katiforis (PSE). – (EN) I agree with you, and I think that the Commission is far better in
position to resist capture than any dependent body but that is not the point. Do you think
that you can instil an element which is different from the perceived views of the industrial
society into what is permitted without the support of a more fully fledged industrial policy
than whatever industrial policy is around in Europe at the moment?

Monti.  – (EN) Industrial policy is of course a rather elusive word. I am not responsible for it
anyhow! Your colleagues heard yesterday my colleague-designate who will be responsible for
that. I happen to believe that the most forceful form of industrial policy is to have well
functioning markets tempered by the social element of the social market economy. That is why I
am convinced that the acceptability, politically and economically, of a real liberal market
economy needs, as an absolutely essential condition, the social element, in particular the tax
coordination element that I mentioned earlier. We do not want a market economy that gradually
brings the ratio of labour taxes to total taxes to 100%. That would not be sustainable and would
defeat the purpose itself. Industrial policy in my view requires first and foremost the creation of
well-functioning markets. In Europe the single market policy and competition policy have the
main task of doing that. I worked very modestly on the first component of it for the last five
years and will try to continue on competition policy. If we are successful I believe it will be a
contribution, perhaps not to industrial policy, but to a policy for a growing and hopefully job-
creating industry in Europe.

Brunetta (EPP). – (IT) Mr Monti, in the context of your role in the previous Commission, you
dealt precisely with this subject, harmful competition in the sphere of tax rates. What will be
your policy to reconcile tax coordination with the need, essential for the purposes of
development and employment, to reduce the tax burden in Europe?

Monti. – (IT) Thank you for asking this question which links my certain past to my, I hope I can
say, probable future. Of course, as regards taxation in the European Union, you will have the
opportunity of questioning the Commissioner-designate Mr Bolkestein, who will be responsible
for it. I shall explain my vision so far, which is now reflected in the positions of the European
Council, the ECOFIN Councils and has been efficiently supported by Parliament. In my view
Europe requires a smaller overall tax burden, it is an overtaxed continent. From this point of
view a degree of healthy and fiscal competition exerting a downward pressure on rates may be
appropriate. But Europe also needs a tax system which is not so increasingly hostile to labour
and by labour I mean workers and businesses, instead financial yield should be rewarded. In my
opinion and I think in the opinion of all the Member States, this distortion in the European
Union cannot be remedied unless there is a minimum of coordination, aimed not at harmonising
everything in the tax system but at coordinating, to enable the Member States, in accordance
with subsidiarity, to pool their decisions better, in order to prevent the desire to maintain a
theoretical and abstract total tax sovereignty from making them lose their individual sovereignty



for the sole benefit of the market. There is an aspect of this policy against harmful competition
in tax rates which concerns both competence for the single market and competence in the field
of competition. It is no coincidence that Commissioner Von Miert and I worked in close
synergy. Some of the measures of harmful tax rate competition are in the form of state aids in
the tax sphere. Thus there is a degree of complementarity between the work I did on the code of
conduct against harmful tax rate competition in the field of corporate taxation, which was
carried out mainly in the Council, and work on state aids in the tax sphere in particular against
illegal state aids which are the competence of the Commission.

Rapkay (PSE).  (DE) Mr Monti, you skilfully evaded answering my colleague Mr Katiforis on
the issue of industrial policy. I would like to probe a little deeper in this area since industrial
policy occupies an important position in the Treaty, not in connection with competition policy,
but elsewhere, but it is relevant. In your written answers you stress the fundamental role
competition policy plays in the development of various industrial sectors. At one point you talk
about a rigorous and energetic competition policy which you wish to pursue further.
Nevertheless, competition policy is not everything and may even clash with other policies, such
as industrial policy. According to some interpretations competition policy is a tool in a broad
concept of industrial policy. What is your opinion about such an interpretation and what
conclusions might you draw for your future sphere of competence?

Monti. – (EN) Thank you very much, Mr Rapkay, for this question. The EC Treaty devotes
some rather detailed considerations to both competition policy and industrial policy and when it
comes to industry, Article 157, new numeration formerly Article 130, assigns a positive and
important role to industrial policy. It also states under paragraph 3 “this title concerning industry
and industrial policy shall not provide a basis for the introduction by the Community of any
measure which could lead to a distortion of competition”. I think this is very clear. There can
and must be synergies between competition policy and industry policy. It is not allowed in the
Treaty and would not in my view be justified in economic terms if industrial policy were to take
forms that conflicted with competition policy.

Rapkay (PSE). – (DE) I want to probe a little more because there are undoubtedly conflicts
between competition policy and other Community policies. In the sphere of trade this can
happen and in other fields it can happen with social policy. There are conflicts which are also
documented and have been investigated and sometimes one has the feeling, no, it is a fact even,
that the Commission has taken very contradictory decisions, deciding one thing at one time and
something else at another time. There is conflict. Do you have an idea how we might, not
exactly arrive at a hard and fast set of rules, but how we might tackle these conflicts, because
they do exist? How can one remove the difficulties?

Monti. - (EN) I do not wish to be too legalistic but I mentioned that article because when the
Treaty discusses other policies – for example cultural policy it says “the Community shall take
cultural aspects into account in its action under other provisions of this Treaty in particular in
order to respect and to promote the diversity of its cultures”. Of course there are interesting, not
always easy, points of junction – I would not call them conflict between cultural policy and
competition policy. I singled out Article 157 on industrial policy because it is one of the very
rare cases where the Treaty goes as far as explicitly stating that industrial policy is not allowed
to lead to a distortion of competition. Of course Community life is made up of synergies and
proximities and therefore potential of conflict between different policies and that is why we are
a body, we are a college and we have to discuss these interconnections.



Costa, Paole (ELDR). (IT) Professor Monti, I should like to touch briefly on the delicate
subject of state aids, since Article 87 of the Treaty sets a number of limits on a logical zero
tolerance strategy, which would be perfectly consistent with a full competition policy.

I am referring above all to the specific case which, in my opinion, may set a precedent,
concerning Article 87(3)(d) which envisages the possibility of state aids to promote culture and
heritage conservation. Here there are two risks: firstly that the limitation or non-implementation
of this article may cause severe cultural damage to the conservation of European cultures and
their symbols, for example individual monuments or entire historic cities. I am bound to think of
my own city Venice. The other risk is that it may turn out to be an extremely dangerous Trojan
horse. Can I therefore ask you to undertake to draw up, with all possible assistance from
Parliament, some guidelines or a directive which will allow us to get out of the habit of stating
this as a principle without ever actually acting on it, but without endangering competition, which
remains the prime objective?

Monti. – (IT)  This precisely is a point which comes under the heading of proximities and
synergies, but also reciprocal difficulties which the various policies can create. In particular, the
connection between culture and competition is extremely delicate. There are other cases, I am
sure we will talk about them, in which the cultural aspect should, in my opinion, sometimes be
put first, not least in order to safeguard commercial interests, which a more incisive competition
policy would harm in order to benefit consumers and hence the consumption of culturally
important products. But you have in mind other cases concerning  safeguarding individual
monuments or individual and sometimes special and unique cities on our continent. This is
definitely one of the subjects I should like to study in depth. I prefer to undertake to do so rather
than improvising and making unconsidered statements.

Knörr Borràs (Greens/ALE).  – (ES) I come from the Kingdom of Spain, specifically the
Basque region, in relation to which it might be said that two factors are of intense interest at the
moment. On the one hand, the peace process, and the on the other, the serious concern regarding
our tax system following the action taken by your predecessor, Van Miert.

Under the Spanish Constitution and our Statute of Autonomy, an economic agreement between
the Spanish State and the Basque Country allows us to regulate certain taxes autonomously.
According to the case law of the Constitutional Court, the Basque Country can regulate its taxes
differently from those of the national territory.

Do you consider that such diversity is compatible with the European Union? If not, why does
the same not apply when we look at the tax systems of the various Member States of the
European Union?

Monti. – (IT) The problems of fiscal aid concerning the Basque region is a problem in which
the Commission has recently made a decision at the proposal of Commission Van Miert. And I
must say that I fully supported his proposal.

I would like to dispel any doubt there. The Commission is not in the least questioning that the
Basque region is allowed to exert its fiscal autonomy but it has to do so within the rules fixed by
the Treaty. The reason for the recent negative decisions in individual cases with regard to
Basque tax measures was not that the measures are regional but rather that the measures are
specific in other ways so the Commission did not attack the exercise of fiscal autonomy or the
fact the measures were of a regional nature but rather the fact that measures are specific in other



ways. You are aware of the distinction between specific measures and general measures in
relation to State aid. However in the case pending before the Spanish national court, preliminary
questions have been posed to the European Court of Justice as to whether the Basque tax rate on
business profits that is lower than the general Spanish tax rate constitutes state aid in the
meaning of Article 87. A final answer by the Court in this case is not to be expected before the
end of this year. The Advocate General of the Court, however, is of the opinion that the Basque
rate is specific because it is regional and that it is not justified by nature or economics of the
system and therefore falls under state aid rules. As we made clear when communicating the
Commission decision, we are not in the least putting into the question tax autonomy per se but
of course having tax autonomy does not mean that tax autonomy can be exercised in any
possible way irrespective of the Treaty as I am sure you will agree.

Knörr Borràs (Greens/ALE).  – (ES) I am still very concerned, having heard your reply. I
would like to make a few comments: first, let there be no doubt about our position against the
distortion of competition and in favour of tax coordination processes in the European Union.
Second, there is deep controversy concerning the comparison regarding our tax system.
Therefore I would ask you to kindly meet an institutional delegation from our country so that all
these issues can be discussed frankly and openly, something which we have been unable to do to
date.

Monti. – Perhaps the Honourable Member is not aware that I received delegations from the
Basque authorities on two previous occasions. What you say indicates that perhaps the
delegations were too small. In any event I shall be happy, whenever possible, to have furher
contacts to clarify the Commission’s position even better.

Abitol (UEN).  - (FR) You are doubtless aware, Mr. Monti, that I belong to a group which has
been relatively guarded, to put it mildly, from the outset concerning the way Europe has been
constructed.  Competition policy has so far been the main lever of European integration and the
currency will doubtless be the next instrument to remove what remains of the national
sovereignties. The choice of competition as the main driving force behind Europe construction,
which I'm not happy about, had, however, a certain coherence within a relatively protected unit
known as the European Union, a unit which was dominated, under the terms of the Treaty of
Rome, by a level of community preference, which is in itself a form of protection, although I
know the word has a bad press nowadays. Competition policy is removing the structure of
national policies.

So my question is the following:  how do you see this competition policy being maintained in
the future, in the face of a globalisation which is itself founded on a much wider level of
competition, based on exactly the same philosophy as your own?

Monti. – (FR) Thank you for that rather fundamental question. I share the view that competition
policy was chosen historically as the principal lever or driving force of integration,  but it was
certainly not the only one. A whole series of instruments accompanied competition policy, such
as regional policy, the structural funds, etc. with the precise aim of not weakening cohesion at
the very time when we were moving towards the establishment of an integrated and competitive
market.

With regard to the external, global context, I believe that there could be two responses. The first
would be to continue European integration, with correct respect for subsidiarity, but within a



relatively closed framework based on preference or protection, assuming this is possible. I am
not convinced that this would be favourable to growth or employment in Europe. The other,
which I would rule out, would consist of not taking any interest at all in what others do with
regard to competition policy.

I would, therefore, simply say that in my opinion it is necessary to try to place competition
policy on a global level. The efforts made by my predecessor, with bilateral agreements on
competition concluded with the American and Canadian authorities, with other bilateral
initiatives in progress and with the idea - I shall discuss this in depth with my colleague-
designate Mr. Lamy - of bringing a "competition" element into the WTO millennium
negotiations, should enable European competition policy to be applied one day in a way which
does not penalise European enterprises or the European economy. This is, if you will allow me
to draw another parallel, exactly what had been started with fiscal competition, when it was
decided that it would be necessary to reach agreement amongst the Fifteen and also, at the same
time, try to make progress towards a wider degree of cooperation. We did it, in fact, on the
OECD level. I believe that this is a pragmatic way of using globalisation to provide potential for
our own policies, rather than penalising them.

Abitol (UEN). – (FR) Globalisation is moving more quickly than Europe. Don't you fear,
therefore, having to abandon solidarity between citizens in favour of a world of consumers.  I
have to say that I find the idea of solidarity between consumers rather contradictory.

Monti. – (FR) I'm just as worried about levels of solidarity in the past which resulted from lack
of competition, between workers in certain circumstances which were removed from
competition and the political environment which surrounded some State enterprises or the
capitalist environment which surrounded uncompetitive private enterprises.  I think it is
therefore necessary to carry out a level of arbitrage and use the potential of other policy
instruments for European solidarity, such as social policy, cultural policy, etc., since these are
essential elements of the social market economy we are trying to achieve.

Della Vedova (TDI). – (IT) Professor Monti, I personally hope that in the next few years we
will have an unqualified market economy. Your predecessor and colleague Mr Van Miert
tackled serious restrictions of competitions in an important sector, broadcasting, in which the
most recent developments have had important implications for economic development,
employment and freedom. The Commission’s shortcomings in this sphere were criticised this
time last year. In this context, do you intend to resume and relaunch the work of Mr Van Miert,
despite the declared hostility of all the governments? Do you consider that the Amsterdam
protocol constitutes a legal basis sufficient to make state television a free zone as far as the rules
of competition are concerned? Do you intend to tackle the issue of television licences and other
state aids which are firmly entrenched because the preceded the treaty and, in the case of Italy,
date back to 1938? And finally, do you consider it to be compatible with the rules on state aid
that public monopolies or firms with large market shares should have holdings in business in
other sectors? I  am referring to the case of the enormous investments made by the Italian
corporation ENEL in Canal Plus Tele +.

Monti . – (IT) The main issue is one and the same but there are many important ramifications. I
believe that the Commission must pursue a market policy in this field, recognising public
service requirements, as emphasised at Amsterdam, and taking determined action to ensure that
these requirements do not lead to the introduction into the system of unsuitable elements which
are not justified by the public service and hence damage competition, quite apart from the



recognition of the principle of public service. You refer to a number of specific aspects, such as
the licence for public broadcasting operators in a number of Member States. As you know, in
this context the Commission launched an enquiry which I intend to pursue with great
determination. As regards the possible intervention in the television sector of public companies
operating in other public utilities, I imagine that you are referring to a case discussed in the
Italian press in the last few days. Without knowing the case, which concerns ENEL and Tele+, I
can say in general terms what the parameters are for assessing the issue. As far as pay-TV is
concerned, the Commission’s policy is to encourage the development of competing operators, in
order to prevent monopolies arising, provided that there is sufficient demand on the market. For
the time being, two pay-TV operators are competing in Italy and this is in line with Commission
policy. As a matter of principle, any company which wishes to diversify is entitled to have a
share in a TV operator. From this point of view, the Commission does not make distinctions
between a state-controlled company and a private company. The Commission accepts that state-
controlled firms can acquire holdings in this sector provided that hybrid subsidies or illegal state
aids are not involved. Although ENEL is obviously involved in the telecommunications sector,
it is only a small operator in that market. Thus it cannot be prevented from having a holding in a
pay-TV operator solely because of its position on the telecommunications market. If ENEL’s
purchase of the holding in Tele + is confirmed, the Commission will have to examine whether
the purchase gives ENEL and Canal Plus joint control and hence subject the purchase to the
normal checks on concentrations, also as far as state aid is concerned.

Della Vedova (TDI). – (IT) I hope that in future I will have more specific indications of your
assessment of the protocol to the Amsterdam Treaty, which I consider contrary to the general
rules on competition laid down in the Treaty.

Blokland (EDD). – (NL) Mr Monti, the EU Treaty states that environmental policy
requirements must be integrated into all the Union’s other policy areas. I was struck, therefore,
by the fact that you did not explicitly refer anywhere in your written answers to the interplay
between environmental policy and competition policy. Would you please tell us how you see
such interplay, with reference also to the differences in environmental standards, and the way in
which Member States apply and enforce such standards, that are a major cause of distortion of
competition?

Mr Van Miert took the view that the more stringent environmental standards were, the less
distortion of competition there was. In what way can competition policy contribute to
sustainable development, in ecological as well as economic terms?

Monti. – (EN) Thank you very much Mr Blokland. This gives me the opportunity to underline
two things concerning environment. One is its utmost importance as a specific policy. I see
policy in favour of environment belonging to the same category of moral imperatives as policy
to reduce the public debt. It is a problem of intergenerational solidarity and just as we cannot
burden the shoulders of future Europeans with huge public debt - Maastricht took care of that -
it is equally important that from the asset rather than liability side, we do not impoverish them
by leaving them an eroded environment. I am deeply convinced that this is morally as well as
economically and socially crucial. Also all this should and can be done without detriment to the
single market and competition policy. In fact the proposal on which I worked so hard, for the
time being not successfully, on the common framework for energy taxation tries to meet these
two requirements.



As far as the interaction between competition and the environment is concerned, competition
policy takes account of environmental issues within the context of Community competition
rules. When the competition authority examines individual cases concerning the environment
and in particular voluntary agreements between undertakings which are beneficial for the
environment, the Commission may consider these agreements as not infringing Article 821
because they do not contain any appreciable restriction of competition or it may weigh up the
restrictions of competition arising out of an agreement against the environmental objectives of
the agreement and apply the principle of proportionality in accordance with Article 81,
paragraph 3. In particular improving the environment is regarded as a factor which contributes
to improving production and distribution or to promoting economic or technical progress in the
language of the Treaty.

In this connection I could add that 1998 was marked by four cases reflecting the Commission’s
commitment to take a positive approach to environmental issues in its competition analysis. I
will mention just one. For instance the Commission approved the agreement signed by the
European Association of Consumer Electronic Manufacturers and 16 of its members. That is a
voluntary commitment to reduce the electricity consumption of this equipment when they are in
a standby mode and the Commission exempted the agreement under Article 81 on the grounds
that the energy saving and environmental benefits of the scheme clearly represented technical
and economic progress and by their nature would be passed on to consumers.

Langen (EPP). – (DE) Professer Monti, a Commissionner for competition needs stamina and
you proved this in your previous job – for example, on the duty-free issue. I should like to know
your opinion of the issues dating from the time of your predecessor, on which work has not yet
been completed. For example, the issue of book price maintenance. What is your personal
opinion on this subject, which affects two Member States? Then there are the issues of the
liability of the guaranteeing authority and the guarantee capital of public banks and savings
banks. Will you continue what was decided by Mr van Miert concerning guarantee capital, in
particular with reference to the liability of guaranteeing authories?

Thirdly, there is the issue of the potential conflict between  public aids and control by you. How
do you see this conflict between competition law and rules on aid in the case of public
undertakings which have been privatised and may still have public interest tasks to execute?

Monti.– (EN) Thank you very much Mr Langen for your nice words and for confronting me
with a distilled condensation of the relevant files.

The question of retail price maintenance would merit a longer discussion but I fully respect the
need to take into account cultural considerations. Of course I need to be persuaded and frankly
for the time being I am not persuaded that a restrictive agreement that prevents among other
things lower prices for books can be seen as a measure to promote culture. That is why I
supported the proposal - which was unsuccessful – presented in July by Commissioner Van
Miert but I am open to discuss possible solutions provided I am convinced they represent an
effective means of promoting culture with the minimum possible violation of competition
principles.

On the problems of state aid, I would like to pick up in particular the two aspects you
mentioned. On the guarantees for example: I deeply respect the fact that in certain Member
States there are various ownership structures of financial institutions: private, public,
cooperative and I believe that the Commission should in no way create obstacles. Of course it is



our duty to see to it that the variety of ownership structures do not insert by the way in which
they are exercised distortive elements to competition. In this context, indeed, the problem of
public guarantees to public banks may be a problem if this takes place without the recognition of
any commercial compensation for the guarantee. Also there are problems of transferal of assets
as we saw recently in the case of WestLB where the Commission was forced to require the
repayment of what, in our judgement, was state aid. We could go on but our chairperson would
not allow me to do so.

Langen (EPP). – (DE) With regard to the last point, when privatisations are on the cards and
public undertakings still have specific tasks in liberalised markets – I am thinking, for example
of the liberalisation of the postal services – how will you solve the problem of this conflict
between competition law and rules on aid – I would remind you of the complaint by the UPS in
this connection?

Monti. – (EN) Privatisations have served a useful purpose, not only for the consolidation of
public finances in many Member States but also for their contribution to creating a market to the
advantage of consumers. We have to be very careful that in these markets which have changed
shape, there are not consequences adverse for the consumer that characterise previous market
structures. That is why in the cases you mention it is particularly crucial to be very vigilant both
in terms of the restrictive practices, in terms of mergers as elsewhere and in terms of state aid.
This is the general principle that I believe the Commission should abide by.

The Chairman. – (DE) Mr Monti, I have a short question. In connection with Mr Abitbol’s
question you referred to the need for an international competition system. What initiatives do
you have in mind? Do you take the view that there should be a procedure for settling disputes at
international level, so that we can come to grips with price and sectoral cartels world-wide? In
addition – in the context of the reform envisaged in the White Paper you submitted, one might
suspect that the Commission was interested in having an independent competition body at the
end of the consultation process. Is this not rather dangerous? Do you take the view that
competition authorities must be independent or do you believe that both independent and non-
independent competition authorities which are institutionally independent can get to grips with
the problems?

Monti. – (EN) Concerning the European Union level and we will have opportunities to discuss
in depth with EMAC and Parliament the proposed modernisation of Article 81 and 82.

The situation is now profoundly different from what it was in the fifties. There is a competition
culture around. They are competition authorities in all Member States and it is therefore
possible, in the interest of effectiveness in applying Community competition rules, to have a
certain decentralisation which, in my view, should not be confused with a renationalisation
bringing about margins for manoeuvres and degrees of liberty that would be inconsistent with a
well-shaped Community policy. The independence of the authorities which manage competition
rules is crucial. That is why we attach so much importance to the independent behaviour of the
European Commission from this point of view. I asked for an analysis of the ex post life or
death in the European Court of Justice of Commission rulings in the field of competition and
perhaps on a further occasion I would like to show it to you because it is a very significant
measure of how clearly decisions were taken independently given the very rare occasions on
which they have been turned down by the European Court of Justice.



As far as the more international dimension is concerned, at this stage of historical development
we are looking for some further bilateral agreements with competition authorities of key trading
partners as we have successfully concluded with the US and more recently with Canada and a
multilateral dimension to that especially the WTO. We are not talking about creating a new
supranational institution with its own staff and powers of enforcement. The multilateral
framework will be confined to guaranteeing that each WTO member has in place a competition
regime which respects certain core principles and there will be no interference by the WTO in
individual cases. This multilateral system will be the guarantor of the existence of certain core
principles and of the structures to implement them. I believe that business would benefit from
the multilateral framework. Rather than increasing regulation it should ensure a considerably
greater degree of certainty regarding the competitive conditions which companies operating
globally will face.

 Thyssen (PPE). – (NL) Mr Monti, I would like to ask a question about the policy regarding
implementation of Articles 81 and 82 on anti-competitive agreements between undertakings. I
understand that you intend to continue the trend towards modernisation started by your
predecessor. I should like to know where you stand generally on the regulated professions. Do
you think they should be treated in exactly the same way as other businesses in the context of
competition policy, or do you think that account should in some cases be taken of the special
role they play in the public interest?

Secondly, something else on vertical restrictions. There are plans to switch to a single,
comprehensive regulation. You have just announced that we will have an opportunity to discuss
whether the motor vehicle distribution regulation is to remain in force or not. Can we also
expect a full and thorough debate with you on the situation regarding contracts for the supply of
beer? For, in the past, whilst Parliament has been able to debate an issue, it always had the
impression that, in actual fact, everything had already been decided.

Monti, Commission. – Broadly speaking, I would like to pursue the policy that has been pursued
so far concerning Articles 81 and 82, plus of course the reform. As to the regulated profession,
this is an area to which I attach great priority. I did so in the case of the single market, and I do
so now. In my view, this subject has not yet been adequately pursued from a competition policy
point of view. Of course, there are enormous problems in relation to scarce resources, among
others. Nevertheless, I am convinced that this can contribute a lot to the better functioning of
economies, and to the creation of employment, and I would like to see what more can be done to
liberalise this area.

Concerning vertical restrictions, as we are out of time, I can only comment that this is one
further case where I would like to involve Parliament as much as possible and to have the
benefit of its views.

Donnelly (PSE). – Commissioner-Designate. – (EN) Over the last 10 years in the European
Parliament I have seen cases where the competition authorities in the European Commission
have applied the rules absolutely rigidly to such an extent that it has been a senseless application
of the rules to the disadvantage of the competitiveness of industry in the European Union. On
other famous – or infamous – occasions we have seen the Commission operate under a very
flexible system, based upon the pressures that have been placed upon them by Member States.
Given that the people who wrote the original treaties for competition within the European Union
could not foresee the rapidly changing economic circumstances that we face today, is it not true,



and simply a fact of life, that you have to exercise judgment and flexibility to a certain degree,
since we are in a rapidly changing economic system?

Finally, what is your view on the need to maintain absolute commercial confidentiality as a
Commissioner, when enterprises or entities bring issues to you? Do you feel that there are times
when you should break that commercial confidentiality, if it is in the public interest?

Monti. – (EN) I certainly concur with you, Mr Donnelly, that judgment and flexibility will have
to be applied, because every application of a norm to particular cases requires that. I can only
say, in very general terms, that if I look back at the last five years, those where I have seen
competition policy at work more closely than in my previous capacities, I think that on average
the balance between a senseless rigidity and excessive flexibility has been reached in my view.
We could discuss particular cases, but certainly I myself would propose applying judgment and
flexibility, but in a very rigorous framework.

With regard to commercial confidentiality, I think this is essential during the unfolding of the
different cases, particularly in the area of mergers but, as you know, the Commission gives as
much publicity as possible. For example, when mergers reach the different stages, the essential
elements are published in the Official Journal, they are put on the website, while preserving the
core of business secrecy.

García-Margallo y Marfil (PPE).  – (ES) As you are aware, Commissioner, this Committee has
shown considerable interest in the topics that are most sensitive as far as the citizens of Europe
are concerned, a concern that is evident from the written replies. In the previous legislature, we
focused on bank commission for exchange transactions. I am now concentrating in particular on
concentration operations in the distribution sector. Do you intend to introduce an urgent
evaluation process to assess the impact of these operations on competition, on the survival of
small enterprises and on consumer prices?

Monti. – (EN) This is a series of operations that we see developing almost daily, and most
recently of course on 30 August, Promodès-Carrefour was announced. The Commission has
been approached by the parties to the proposed concentration. It has concluded that it does have
a Community dimension, and should be reviewed under merger regulations as soon as it is
notified. The relevant market involved in this concentration is the retail of daily consumer
goods. To address one of your concerns, Mr García-Margillo, in these cases we look also at the
situation that a given concentration of distribution can cause in the procurement markets. We
need to examine whether and how increasing purchasing power of large supermarket chains
affects the competitive position of their suppliers, that is, the producers of daily consumer
goods. I strongly feel that we will have to take these aspects into careful consideration when
examining the present concentration, as well other possible concentration ratios in this field.

Palacio Vallelersundi (PPE). – (ES) Commissioner, you spoke about your past factually and
your future which, I am sure, will be fortunate. I will take the liberty, by way of a summary of
your relationship with this Parliament and with the Committee on Legal Affairs, of referring to
some of the comments made so far. I do not have the slightest doubt, Commissioner, that when
you take up this new office, you will come to the conclusion that something must be done about
the outlandish nature of Articles 83 and 89 of the Treaty, since this Parliament must also have
co-decision powers in these matters. I bet that, when you examine this issue, you will reach the
same conclusion. My question is linked to the one put by Mr García Margallo: you speak of the
citizens, and in this House we cannot but applaud your approach to information for citizens.



However, no amount of information aimed at citizens has any force compared with the big
headlines that appear in the media each time problems emerge because the Commission has
initiated sanction proceedings. What do you think you can do to ensure that not only the
citizens, but also undertakings, understand that the Commission is not only a guardian,
policeman and judge, but also a guardian, collaborator and counsellor?

Monti. -  (IT) I thank Mrs Palacio Vallelersundi, and with her all the Members of the Legal
Affairs Committee with whom I worked successfully during my previous term of office. The
subject of informing businesses and actively involving them in a competition policy, which after
all closely concerns them, is an issue to which I attach great importance, as I do, for other
reasons, to the issue of involving citizens. You, Madam Chairman, are perfectly right. Although
the situation has improved substantially over the last few years it is nevertheless true that in
certain countries or regions of the Union businesses are not totally aware of Community
competition rules and the procedures for their application. A number of information campaigns
have targeted the professions concerned, such as businessmen, lawyers, legal consultants and
judges. I am convinced, as I think you are, to judge  from your question, that it is necessary to
continue along this path, intensifying information work in collaboration with the national
authorities who safeguard competition. In the countries where competition has been protected
most reliably and for the longest time, businesses are much more aware of and comply more
strictly with Community rules. I believe that the planned reform, the modernisation of the
management of competition policy, with its drive towards greater decentralisation, will help to
bring Community law closer to people at local level. When we talk of reform, this aspect must
also be taken into consideration. Furthermore, I consider that the large number of periodical
publications of laws and acts by the Commission, if distributed at local level, can help to raise
awareness. I think we can do more, for example, by providing small businesses with more
information about competition policy initiatives. I wonder whether in future it might not be
appropriate to envisage ‘competition days’ in the individual Member States. It is important for
the business world to be well informed about laws, about channels for access and the applicable
procedures, both when they carry out operations which might be relevant to Community
competition and which must therefore be notified, and when others carry out operations which
are detrimental to competition. We want to develop increasing awareness in order to ensure, as I
said before, that consumers and consumer organisations, but also undertakings and small
businesses report when they need to report. Greater awareness is therefore necessary both from
an active and less active point of view.

Palacio Vallelersundi (PPE). – Commissioner-Designate, do you not think that, in the context
of the current atmosphere of transparency and reform, this is the time to introduce genuine
administrative and procedural law for the Commission? Clear rules legitimising proceedings
should exist to boost the confidence of these undertakings. Would this not in fact be a good time
to consider such a reform?

Monti.  - (IT) I have taken note of your suggestion which I will consider most seriously, coming
as it does from a person who has political and professional authority in the field. I trust that we
will have an opportunity to discuss the matter again.

Miller (PSE). – (EN) Mr Monti, may I take you back to the time when you were Commissioner
for the internal market? You will recall that the Council of Ministers failed to adopt a common
position on the European company statute, something Parliament had been pressing for over a
number of years. I could ask you how you account for that failure, but I will not, since I know



you can answer that. It is too easy. What I would like to ask you is: do you think you could have
done more to facilitate the adoption of that directive?

You will also remember from your time as Commissioner for the single market that the
European Parliament had to begin proceedings against you with the Court of Justice in order to
compel you to come forward with a package of proposals on the free movement of persons
within the EU. Perhaps you could explain why?

Monti. – (EN) Concerning the European companies statute, I think it is always safe, and
normally correct to answer: yes, I could have done more. However, I must say, on this one I did
spend a considerable amount of time and energy. I would further say that in this area we are a
bit further than in the area of energy taxation, because 14 of the 15 Member States are now on
board for the European companies statute. Spain is not for the time being.

I continue to believe that this is on the political agenda. I continue to believe that this is very
important for European companies. I continue to believe that, after the imaginative efforts of the
Davignon group which we put in place, the solutions are workable and will be of immense
importance for the European industry, its competitiveness and also the symbolism of the single
market. I have always been convinced, as I believe you also are, Mr Miller, that a European
companies statute would be to business in Europe the vivid symbolism of the existence of the
single market that the removal of border controls is to citizens.

This brings me to your second point on the package to remove border controls. Institutionally
you are right, personally you are not, when you say that the European Court of Justice had to
take action against me. It did take action against the European Commission for failure to put the
proposals to the Council for the abolition of border controls. One of my first initiatives in the
spring of 1995 was in fact to present a package of three measures for the elimination of border
controls with accompanying measures that returned the Commission to a position of regularity.
In retrospect, was that package a failure or not? Yes, and no. Yes, because the package, as such,
which was termed very courageous, has not been adopted. But no, it has not been a failure,
because it was partly due to the pressure – thanks notably to the European Parliament – brought
about by that package that the issue within the Community framework - not only in Schengen -
of the abolition of border controls gained momentum on the political agenda, influenced the
IGC and was finally transferred into the Treaty of Amsterdam.

Harbour (PPE). – (EN) I would like to ask Mr Monti about an issue which will be top of the
agenda in our committee for the whole term of this Parliament: electronic commerce. It is quite
clear that the development of e-commerce is having major effects on the rate of growth of
companies, the speed and intensity of competition and the availability of information to
consumers. My question is: in the formulation of policy in future and in reaction to competition
cases, what measures will the Commissioner-Designate take to ensure that he can react with the
speed at which the market will react, in light of the fact that some of these new e-commerce
companies are growing rapidly and giving rise to competition issues much more quickly than we
might have seen in some of the traditional industries?

Monti. – (EN) Thank you for widening the dimension of our debate to a crucially essential
component: e-commerce, e-business, e-economy. What we need to do has already been partly
done. Parliament and the Commission have worked very hard on beginning to secure a
legislative framework for electronic commerce in the European Union.



If we look at the phenomenon of e-commerce from the competition angle, I think it would be
fair to say that there are two profiles. One is that there are e-businesses. There are companies in
that sector, and they will of course present us with more and more problems relating to
restrictive practices, mergers, maybe not state aids, as they are not traditional declining
industries – for the time being at least. Secondly, the mere environmental existence of e-
business is likely to influence most of the other dossiers in competition policy. I mentioned
earlier whether or not there should be an exemption for car distributors, but that the Internet
might change that, so we should have an “e-reflex” in each of our policies.

Wallis (ELDR). – (EN) Mr Monti, I would like to return to a broad area that I would perhaps
call ‘access to justice for citizens and consumers’. You highlighted the position of consumers as
whisteblowers reporting breaches of competition law, but that of course presupposes an
understanding of competition law and policy. You said that you want to do this, but I want to
probe a little more deeply the initiatives you might take to make sure that the consumer is in
possession of enough information to act in this way. While at the same time, striking a balance
with, perhaps, the stronger investigative powers you will have to make sure that there is fairness
and attention to due process for enterprises which might come under investigation as a result of
consumer pressure or complaint.

Monti. – (EN) We need to bring not only Europe closer to its citizens but Europe’s competition
policy closer to consumers and vice versa. We have to inform more and more consumers about
the benefits to them from competition policy and also give them the actual possibility to be
partners in that by speaking loudly, individually or associationally, when problems of
competition are met and of being one element driving our policies, our investigations, our
decisions in a framework of scarce resources.

Part of that is informing consumers and within the Citizens First programme, during the past
legislature, we devoted particular attention to informing consumers. One of the most successful
series of booklets and of signposts etc. within the Citizens First was the one which I worked on
with my colleague, Mrs Bonino, on consumers. That was very effective. Also in the field of the
single market and competition law, we have the Robert Schuman action etc. There are, and we
must develop and I would like to develop with your help, a whole array of instruments to bring
consumers into the picture. We also need to give firms guarantees that as we solicit consumers’
complaints, we give firms fair treatment.

MacCormick (Greens/ALE). – (EN) I would like to base my question, if I may, on a very long
running cause célèbre that you probably know as a distinguished former director of an Italian
university. We have had cases running over 11 years in which lecturers in foreign languages
have had their rights judicially declared and then evaded systematically by the state and not yet
effectively implemented or enforced by the Commission. In the context of the need for effective
citizen involvement in Europe and openness and transparency, what can be done to ensure that
rights involving free competition are speedily and effectively enforced in favour of individuals
when individuals are the victims?

Monti. – (EN) The problem of foreign lecturers in some Member States and one in particular is
not a problem that has escaped me or from which I was able to escape. Luckily or otherwise this
was not in my direct competence in the prior Commission because although it concerned
freedom of citizens in the single market since they happened to be distinguished workers that
was in the remit of Commissioner Flynn who did act. The Commission did act. It was not a
competition policy file – it was Mr Flynn’s file.



Can I simply reinforce my belief that in the area of professions very generally speaking, I am
convinced that there is an awful lot to do in terms of seeing whether liberal professions are so
liberal after all and further ensuring free movement, establishment etc. and, in response to one
previous question, to ensure that where there is a really public function or public authority
embedded in a particular profession which is not the case of course of foreign lecturers I
believe, that is preserved with the minimum possible distortion to the single market and to
competition, again in the interests of citizens.

Wieland (EPP). – (DE) During the last legislature we had a major political debate about the ban
on tobacco advertising. This debate has still not come to an end. We often hear that the
Commission plans to restrict advertising for example for motor vehicles, luxury goods, toys, etc.
My question is divided in two parts. Firstly, do you take the view that bans on advertising are
likely to maintain competition in Europe and allow it to operate? Secondly, the debate during
the last legislature also dealt with the issue as to what extent the choice of legal basis for such a
ban is correct. Will the new Commission, when choosing legal bases, take care to ensure that
creativity is guided by the advice of the Legal Services?

Monti. – (EN) This is a very important horizontal set of issues not really falling as such in the
competence of the competition Commissioner, although the basic fact is that advertising tends to
help rather than hinder competition. In my previous, and still existing, capacity, hopefully for a
few days only, on the single market I acted - not always successfully as some Greek Members of
this Parliament may recall - on bans on advertisements.

These were nationally posed restrictions to advertisements in my view not justified by health
and other considerations. When it comes to the prohibition of advertisement for tobacco or other
goods it is a rather different story - that is an issue of health policy evaluated at Community
level by the legislators. This is something on which the competition Commissioner should defer
to a judgment which concerns a very important health policy. It is important to be vigilant
concerning competition when there are no explicit prohibitions, that uncompetitive behaviour
does not introduce hindrances and variances.

May I perhaps conclude on this with a note that I do not know whether it was consistent to have
at the same time a prohibition of advertisement for tobacco in the European Union and a system
in place – forgive me if I go back - like duty-free which was in fact a huge state money subsidy
to the consumption of goods, the advertisement of which was prohibited.

Karas (EPP). – (DE) In connection with your declared commitment to a social market economy
I should like to ask a question: what do you intend to do to ensure that smaller countries such as
Austria are not disadvantaged in connection with the debate on threshold values and/or the
relevant market and do the envisaged transitional provisions in this field – under the heading
exclusive Supply arrangements, vertical two-year restrictions – correspond to your idea of legal
certainty?

Monti. – (EN) As a newcomer to competition policy, I can only give you my first instinctive
reaction to the interesting connection between the threshold issue and the size of a country. One
could make the argument that you are making that a given threshold penalises a small country.
One could perhaps make the counter-argument that a threshold relative to the size of the market
of that country leaves little room for larger countries. It is an interesting subject at any rate.



Berès (PSE). – (FR)  I have listened with great interest to your replies to questions regarding the
compatibility between industrial policy and competition policy and cultural policy and
competition policy. On each occasion you emphasised the pre-eminence of competition policy.
Yet it seems to be that the Treaty of Amsterdam made an immediate change to this balance by
adding an Article which my group particularly likes. This is Article 16 which should, as I see it,
help to re-balance elements of competition policy by taking greater account of services of
general economic interest. The wording of this Article gives you a level of responsibility;  it
gives you the right, if not the duty, to take an initiative in this sphere. How, on a very practical
level, do you intend to use this right?

Monti. – (FR) We have always had a duty to take services of general interest into account, even
more so now as a result of this Article in the Treaty of Amsterdam. I would emphasise a point
which appears to me to be essential: full acceptance of the usefulness of services of general
interest and of their place in the construction of Europe as well as in national traditions. I believe
that there should be quite a clear dividing line, which will definitely not be easy to apply,
between the requirements of services of general interest and those of competition policy.
Obviously competition policy cannot infringe the provisions of the Treaty regarding services of
general interest. On the other hand, I imagine we will be in agreement in recognising that we
must not use the arguments relating to services of general interest in order to justify non-
application of the principles of competition in cases which do not really form part of services of
general interest. I am aware that this is a rather philosophical reply but I believe that it is the
only reply which can be given in a general manner. It would be necessary to study specific
cases. In any case, I am well aware of the problem.

Tannock (PPE). – (EN) There is clearly a large degree of national protectionism and
uncompetitive practice still in the financial services sector across Europe. I am particularly
reminded of in the past of the French Government’s bailouts and aid to Credit Lyonnais. What
new measures will you take as competition Commissioner in cooperation with your colleague,
Mr Bolkestein in delivering a competitive and level playing field in the financial services
market, an issue which is of great interest to me in particular, as a Member representing the City
of London in the UK? How would you reconcile this as well with the equally desirable and
stated goal to decentralise and partially renationalise competition policy wherever possible?

Monti. – (EN) Definitely it will be one of my priorities to look carefully into the financial
services sector. There are aspects concerning mergers, state aid and restrictive agreements, some
of which may be necessary in the interest of consumers but not all of them.

I would like to point to a new dimension that is becoming more and more relevant – that is the
delicate relationship between the powers of the supervisory authorities and the single market
and competition. As we made clear in the action plan for financial services in my previous
capacity, of course European directives do grant to prudential supervisory authorities the power
and duty to assess whether a given operation would be consistent with sound and prudent
management, but this should be done on the basis of clearly specified and durable principles so
that we are sure that the exercise of this right of supervision does not imply violations of the
single market or competition. This will be a delicate and extremely important subject for us.

Green (PSE). – (EN) Madam Chairman, I would remind Mr Tannock that he is not the only one
here coming from London. I was the first elected on 13 June and I too represent the City of
London.


