
 
 

Impact of Community policies on 
social and economic cohesion  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
 

 

La
bo

ur
 A

so
ci

ad
os

  S
LL

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

European Commission. DG Regional Policy 
 
 
 

October 2003 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
CONTENTS 
 
Background 
1 Contribution of the CAP to the cohesion 

1.1. Impact on social cohesion 
1.2 Impact on environment 
1.3. Impact on territorial cohesion 
1.4. Impact on global cohesion 
1.5. Structural policy in the agriculture 

 
2. Contribution of the EU Environment policy to the cohesion 

2.1. Costs and employment effects of EU environmental policy 
2.2. Financial contribution of the EU to the implementation of 
environmental policy 
2.3. The effects of climate change policy on cohesion 

 
3. The role of State aids and Services of General Interest on the cohesion 

3.1. Trends in aid typologies 
3.2. Main results 
3.3. Services of General Interest and cohesion  

 
4. Joint Valuation of results obtained in the case studies carried out in 28 regions 

4.1. Preliminary considerations on case study development 
4.2. Community policies and cohesion 
4.3. Coordination in Community policies implementation 
4.4. Governance 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Impact of community policies on cohesion. Executive summary 
LABOUR ASOCIADOS Consulting 

 

2 



Executive summary  
 

Background 
The European Commission, D.G. Regional Policy intends to produce a study entitled “An 
analysis of the impact of community policies on regional cohesion”. The Commission is 
required to submit a report every three years on the extent of progress towards the objective of 
economic and social cohesion, and the manner in which various policies have contributed to 
this. 
 
The objective of strengthening economic and social cohesion is mentioned explicitly in Article 
2 of the Amsterdam Treaty and as the first objective of the Union. More specifically, Article 
158 states that cohesion is a precondition for harmonious development in the EU: 'in order to 
promote its overall harmonious development, the Community shall develop and pursue its 
actions leading to the strengthening of its economic and social cohesion.' This article, 
moreover, goes on to stress that fostering cohesion requires that 'the Community shall aim at 
reducing disparities between the levels of development of the various regions and the 
backwardness of the least favoured regions or islands, including rural areas.' 
 
Still in the Treaty, the first paragraph of article 159 establishes that “Member States shall 
conduct their economic policies and shall coordinate them in order to attain also the objectives 
mentioned in article 158. By stating and developing Community policies  and activities and 
developing the interior market, objectives in article 158 shall be considered, participating in 
their achievement.” Therefore this explicit forecast forces all community policies, without 
exception, (those in articles 3 and 4 of the Treaty) to contribute in reducing inequalities and 
reinforcing cohesion, so that they shall have to adapt their statements, objectives and actions to 
the objectives of economic and social cohesion. 
 
The contribution of CPs, as a whole, to cohesion has been present in the EU’s institutional 
debate in the last few years. A reasonable preoccupation exists due to the negative consequences 
that the applying of some CPs could be having. This is reflected in the II intermediate Report on 
economic and social cohesion1, when mentioning that “the content of these policies should also 
consider the enormous diversity and the greater territorial imbalances in the extended Union”.  
 
Basically the study has two main components: 
i. An in-depth research of the results of three Community policies: Common Agricultural 

Policy, State Aids and Environment Policy 
ii. A case study on 28 regions, each of which must be closely analysed in relation to the 

impact of the more relevant Community policies operating on the region financed by 
direct programmes or through the Structural Policy actions. 

 
In practice, the two components of the study constitute separate studies and imply different 
methodologies of analysis. The three policies selected (CAP, Environment and State aids) obey 
different objectives and action logics as stated in the technical specifications. Each one 
exemplifies a different type of impact from the perspective of cohesion; in any case, together 
with structural policies – and even transport policies – they probably represent the most 
powerful impacts that CPs could have. This diversity in objectives and actions causes the 
methodology used to require different analysis methods in order to tackle the study of their 
contribution to cohesion. 
 
As has been set by the technical specifications, the study is based on the analysis of regional 
cases. The regions have been selected by the Commission. Most of them are Objective 1, 
although some have been chosen from Objective 2 and some are even very developed, so as to 
                                                 
1 COM (2003) 34 final 
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be able to examine contrasts. The 28 regions do not make up a representative sample from a 
statistical point of view but they do represent the variety and regional diversity of the EU. The 
analysis of regional cases offers the possibility of comparing in practice, on the ground, the 
impact of different Community policies. 
 
As regards to the study cases, some considerations should be made from a methodological point 
of view. In first place, the broad view needed to analyse the set of Community policies in a 
region. This task requires a great effort, especially in those regions, usually Objective 1, that 
have a certain density of Community policy implementation, that is, where a number of them 
are active and mainly with a high intensity in regional policy.  

 
The project team has been constituted into two groups, differentiated in the different level of 
tasks to be carried out: 
 
i. A Steering committee integrated on the one hand, by experts in regional development, 

and, on the other, by specialists in each of the three CPs (CAP, Environment and State 
aids) which are the main objects of this general study. 

ii. Regional consulting teams that carry out the case studies. These teams have been built 
preferentially taking as reference the member States to which these selected regions 
belong.  

 
1 Contribution of the CAP to the cohesion 
1.1. Impact on social cohesion 
The impact of price support on households could be equivalent to a regressive income tax, as 
poorer households spend a larger share of their income in food and beverages than richer 
households. On the other hand, income transferred to farms is proportional to the size of 
production, consequently larger and better-off farms are benefiting much more than small farms 
from price support. Moreover, within larger farms extra profits benefit mainly landowners rather 
than employed people. Artificially increasing the income of better-off people at the expense of 
worse-off people deteriorates the social cohesion among European citizens. Their faith in the 
European Union as a just and useful  supranational government is undermined. 
 
The extensive use of supply management policy measures substantially reduced  surpluses, 
which are apparent indicators of the existing misallocation of resources. The large sum of 
money spent for sterilizing a basic economic resource as arable land and the financial resources 
spent in the inevitable bureaucratisation and monitoring of supply management policy measures 
are still visible. Such malfunctioning of the CAP is perceived in contrast with social cohesion.  
 
By maintaining a considerable surplus of labour in agriculture in many regions, the farm 
structure remains fragmented and largely inefficient, leading to high costs of production. As a 
consequence, the extra costs paid by consumers in terms of higher food prices, and by taxpayers 
in terms of higher taxes needed to finance producer subsidies for various commodities, do not 
fully benefit farmers in terms of increased incomes. A large share of such transfers are needed 
to pay the higher production costs due to the delay in structural adjustment. The CAP would 
solve at best the problems of poor farmers by helping them to increase the size and improve the 
management of their farms in order to lower production costs, or to find a better job outside 
agriculture. 
 
Within the CAP, the “price” policy has been by far predominating the “structural” policy in the 
early decades and the “rural development policy” in most recent years. This is apparent in terms 
of the absorbed share of the common agricultural expenditure, of the income redistribution  
generated by the manipulation of agricultural market prices, and of the external effects on rural 
environment. Unfortunately the price support policy generated undisputable net negative effects 
on resource allocation, on income redistribution and on environmental protection. A limited 
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number of relatively rich people has been granted with privileges at the expense of a large 
number of poorer people and at a high social cost in terms of deadweight losses.  
 
Such policy is in contrast with the European Cohesion and should be further reformed 
especially in favour of a complementary structural policy able to reduce the number of small 
inefficient farms and solve the agricultural income problems for good. 
 
1.2. Impact on environment 
The impact of the common price policy on the environment is mixed. On the one hand it is 
undeniable that, although the income transfers generated by the price support policy are more 
concentrated on rich, intensive agricultural areas, a minor part of such transfers reach poor 
marginal areas. They contribute to the maintenance of  positive externalities in terms of human 
settlements on otherwise abandoned territories, often contributing to better landscape and to 
improved rural development. 
 
On the other hand, in various instances price support contributes to increasing pollution and 
other negative externalities on the territory. Probably the main negative externality of higher 
producer prices is the incentive to use more chemical fertilizers, especially nitrogen, which are 
polluting especially superficial waters and underground aquifers. If producer prices are 
maintained at high levels and arable land is withdrawn from cultivation, farmers could tend to 
use extra fertilisers and other polluting inputs, such as pesticides, in order to increase output on 
the limited cultivated land. 
 
Sometimes the price support of some commodities is directly damaging the environment. 
Instead of present undifferentiated EU-wide price support, the local implementation of targeted 
agri-environmental subsidies would have favoured non-arable cultivations in steep cultivated 
areas, improving environment sustainability. 
The large diffusion of supply management policies and the related bureaucratisation of the 
agricultural economy, request from farmers extra time and work for red-tape administrative 
duties, foster political patronage, and create new opportunities for fraud.  
 
1.3. Impact on territorial cohesion 
The work carried out in occasion of the first Cohesion Report of the Commission, followed by 
the work carried out in the Second Cohesion Report, used a more complete approach to the 
analysis of the income redistribution generated by the CAP at regional level. All people affected 
by the CAP were taken into account, not only farmers. For every European region also income 
transfers from consumers and taxpayers towards agricultural producers were estimated. The 
overall impact of the CAP on interregional income redistribution, and consequently on 
interregional cohesion is clearly positive. On average richer regions are transferring substantial 
amounts of resources to poorer regions. Such result is due to the fact that, as a general rule, 
poorer regions are less populated and agriculture accounts for a larger share of their GDP. On 
the contrary, consumers and taxpayers in urbanised regions, as a general rule, are more 
numerous and bear a large burden for transfers benefiting farmers who are more concentrated in 
less populated and often poorer rural regions. Consequently any policy transferring money to 
agriculture is likely to reduce income disparities between richer and poorer regions 
 
Still, such positive impact of the CAP on interregional income redistribution and on 
interregional cohesion cannot be taken as a strong motivation for maintaining the present 
features of the CAP price policy for at least two reasons. Firstly, the beneficial effect on 
interregional cohesion would be the same if transfers generated by the CAP were compensating 
farmers for positive externalities and for improving the structure of their farms, in other words, 
if such transfers could be better justified on sound economic and social grounds. Secondly, if 
such transfers from rich to poorer regions were allocated to the best social or economic uses, 
without sectoral constraints, in favour of poorer Member States and Regions, their impact on 
interregional cohesion would be much larger and transparent. 
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The Rural development policy should be made of intersectoral policy measures which are better 
targeted to specific objectives at local level. In this respect, as a general rule, it is more efficient 
and equitable than the price support policy. Public resources can be oriented to the poorer 
regions and can be targeted to the investments which are most productive for society as a whole. 
As a consequence its impact on European cohesion is likely to be, on the whole, positive. 
 
The Rural development policy, by its nature, can be better oriented to poorer Member states, 
regions and areas. Consequently its impact on interregional cohesion is generally positive 
although it could be largely improved.. 
 
1.4. Impact on global cohesion 
The CAP impact on global cohesion should then be taken into consideration, given the 
predominant role of the EU in international politics and its efforts in international cooperation. 
EU-15 and its member countries are by far the largest contributors to international cooperation 
in favour of Less Developed Countries, much larger than the US and Japan. 
 
According to the notifications by member states at WTO, required after the GATT-WTO 
Marrakesh Agreement on Agriculture, the EU-15 is paying almost 90% of all world export 
subsidies. The income transfers  generated by the policy measures classified during the GATT 
negotiations in the “amber” and “blue” boxes, are another parameter for assessing the impact of 
agricultural policies in directly or indirectly distorting international trade. The EU-15 is 
responsible for about three quarters of  the “amber and blue box” income transfers to farmers 
generated in the world as a consequence of agricultural policies. 
The global impact of the present price support policy of the CAP is substantial and is damaging 
numerous less developed countries whose main resources for their economic development are 
agricultural. Access to the EU-15 market for agricultural commodities is prevented both by 
import levies and by domestic subsidies, while the access to Third country markets is also 
subject to indirect unfair competition by the EU, whose export subsidies depress world market 
prices.  
 
It is apparent that the present price policy of the CAP is contrasting global cohesion. On the 
contrary structural and rural development policy measures, as a general rule, are fair to 
international trade partners and allow supporting our agriculture in a more efficient and 
equitable way, without seriously damaging world trade partners. 
 
1.5. Structural policy in agriculture 
The basic importance of a structural policy is apparent if we consider that in the EU-15 about 
50% of the labour force employed in agriculture is working in undersized farms and the gross 
productivity of labour could be doubled or tripled just by providing such farmers with a better 
proportion of capital and land.  As arable land cannot be expanded, it is important that in some 
member countries and regions, where the labour force is redundant and farms are too small and 
inefficient, a direct structural policy is implemented in order to increase the local productivity of 
labour and agricultural incomes. If the productivity of labour is not increased, farm incomes will 
always be either unacceptably low or permanently supported by the government.  
 
Structural policies are more difficult to implement than just providing farmers with higher 
output prices and direct payments. On the other hand many farmers, especially the aged and 
inefficient ones, prefer to receive unconstrained price support and payments rather than 
financial support under constraints for improving their farm structure and management. After 
the classification of the Guidance section of FEOGA in the structural funds, the mainstream 
agricultural policy has been mainly dealing with market support and rural development, almost 
forgetting the urgent need for restructuring inefficient farms. The share of the FEOGA Guidance 
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section is still in the order of 6% of total agricultural expenditure, while the actual financial aid 
explicitly oriented to farm restructuring accounts for a much smaller share.  
 
The impact of a well targeted and managed Structural policy in agriculture could be much more 
favourable to interregional cohesion. A better intersectoral allocation of the labour force would 
reduce income disparities between poor agricultural households and some of the richer 
households in non-agricultural sectors of production 
 
 
 
2. Contribution of the EU Environment policy to the cohesion 

 
2.1. Costs and employment effects of EU environmental policy 

Achieving the objectives of EU environmental policy is costly, but at the same time it 
creates important income and employment opportunities. Taking a sample of ten EU 
environmental directives (Hazardous Waste Incineration Directive, Packaging and Packaging 
Waste Directive, End-of-Life Vehicles Directive, Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive, 
Drinking Water Directive, Nitrates Directive, Sulphur in Liquid Fuels Directives, National 
Emissions Ceiling Directive, Large Combustion Plants Directive, and Directive on Volatile 
Organic Compounds resulting from certain industrial activities), total investments for the EU 
associated with these directives amount to more than 257 billion Euros (in 1995 price levels) 
between 1990 and 2010. At the height of implementation of the directives, additional operating 
expenditures of almost 14.5 billion Euros per annum are also estimated. The annualised total 
costs for the EU are close to 42 billion Euros. 

 
In terms of costs per capita, the highest costs tend to be experienced by the most 

developed Member States, since they suffer the highest pressures on the environment, have 
lower assimilative capacity of the receiving environment, present higher opportunity (especially 
labour) costs, and have higher demand for environmental quality. However, the same cost per 
capita in two countries with different levels of development does not reflect the same level of 
effort. Therefore, in terms of the effects of environmental policy on economic and social 
cohesion, we should look at costs as a percentage of GDP, which tend to decrease as GDP per 
capita grows, indicating that the effort implied by the implementation of environmental policy 
tends to be higher in less rich Member States. Netherlands, Belgium, Austria and Germany 
somehow break the general trend, being the countries with the highest costs per capita and still 
having the highest cost per unit of GDP (except Germany, surpassed by Greece and Portugal in 
this respect). The particular position of these four countries, as well as other effects that 
determine the particular position of each Member State, depend on country-specific factors, 
such as the differences in the relative importance of affected economic sectors, like the highly 
developed oil refining and agricultural sectors in Netherlands and Belgium, which make them 
have high costs of compliance in relation to the air sector directives. 

 
With regard to linked employment, the best estimate of the annualised full-time 

equivalent (FTE) job opportunities created by these directives is more than 435,000 FTE jobs 
per annum for the whole EU. There exists a clear negative relationship between the employment 
opportunities created by environmental expenditure, measured as a percentage of the number of 
unemployed workers, and current levels of unemployment, which could lead to the conclusion 
that employment opportunities linked to environmental policy are mostly created where they are 
less needed. However, the number of job opportunities created per unit of expenditure provides 
a better sense of the effect of environmental expenditure on cohesion, and this variable is 
inversely related with GDP per capita, which demonstrates that the less rich Member States 
benefit more from environmental expenditure than richer countries, in the sense that more jobs 
are created per unit of expenditure. This fact can be explained through labour cost differences 
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between Member States, since these costs tend to be higher in richer countries, which leads to 
lower job creation per unit of environmental expenditure. 

 
With regard to the distribution over time of the cost and employment effects of 

investments, the sector that determines most of the cost and employment effects of 
environmental investments after 2000 is the air sector, while the water sector was the most 
important in the previous decade. However, given its high costs, the remaining expenditure 
associates with the Urban Waste Water Treatment Directive makes it the single most important 
directive also after 2000, followed by the National Emissions Ceiling Directive. The importance 
of the air sector in the following years will be even greater than what these estimates indicate, 
since large investments in this sector will be required in relation to the Integrated Pollution 
Prevention and Control (IPPC) Directive and the climate change compromises under the Kyoto 
Protocol. 

 
The annualised costs at the height of implementation as a percentage of the turnover of 

each Member State’s eco-industries in 1999 shows large differences across environmental 
sectors. In the case of waste, this index is 17 per cent for the whole EU, varying across Member 
States from 7 per cent in Austria to 40 per cent in Sweden. Although the percentages are 
significant, they are rather reduced in comparison with the other sectors, indicating that the 
waste sector has already a long tradition, and waste management is a mature eco-industry.  

 
The annualised expenditure required to achieve the targets of the water directives is 43 

per cent of the 1999 turnover of the EU eco-industries. Also in this case, we can find large 
differences across countries: from 20 per cent in France to 128 per cent in Ireland (the only 
country where the size of its water eco-industry in 1999 was smaller than the annualised 
expenditure required by the water directives at the height of implementation). The air eco-
industry is the smallest one in comparison to the volume of expenditure required to meet the 
objectives of the directives. For the fifteen Member States combined, the annualised cost at the 
height of implementation amounts to 90 per cent of the size of the air eco-industry in 1999, with 
country variations from 9 per cent in Denmark to 1,133 per cent in Greece. Besides Greece, we 
find several Member States where the 1999 size of their air eco-industries is smaller than the 
expenditure required to achieve the targets of the air directives at the height of implementation: 
Belgium (230%), Ireland (180%), Luxembourg (214%), Netherlands (266%) and Portugal 
(137%). 

 
The EU eco-industries have grown significantly from 1994 to 1999, especially in Greece, 

Portugal and Spain. This makes us confident that cohesion countries are growing their eco-
industries in response to the implementation of EU policy, and hence the positive cohesion 
impact of environmental expenditure is not under risk. Moreover, considering each sector 
individually, there exists a clear link between the size of the eco-industries and the percentage of 
investment linked to EU policy already undertaken, which indicates that EU policy is a crucial 
factor fostering the growth of eco-industries. This evidence also shows that we are likely to see 
an important growth of the air eco-industry that will meet the requirements imposed by the 
investments linked to the air directives that must be undertaken during the present decade. 

 
 
2.2. Financial contribution of the EU to the implementation of environmental policy 
Of all the financial instruments for the environment in place in the EU, the European 

Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund are the most significant because of their 
quantitative volume. LIFE is significant because it is the only financial instrument specifically 
tailored to the environment, but it is quantitatively minor in comparison with the Structural and 
Cohesion Funds. 
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Looking at the programming period 2000-2006, the European Regional Development 
Fund is the main driver of environmental expenditure from EU sources. It represents 79 per cent 
of all environmental Structural Funds for the EU as a whole. The European Agricultural 
Guidance and Guarantee Fund is the second most important financial instrument for the 
environment, with 19 per cent of all funds allocated for environmental expenditure. The 
Financial Instrument of Fisheries Guidance and the European Social Fund are insignificant, 
although the European Social Fund is clearly underestimated, since there are sizeable funds 
allocated for environmental education of employed and unemployed workers that are not 
included in our information. These funds are also an important driver for the allocation of 
national funds for environmental expenditure: 72 per cent of the size of the Structural Funds. 
Private funds accompanying the Structural Funds for environmental expenditure add 29 per cent 
more to these funds. 

 
The European Regional Development Fund also finances other environmentally 

beneficial expenditure (environmentally-friendly transport infrastructure, and planning and 
rehabilitation of industrial and military sites and urban areas), which makes it even more 
important as the main driver of environmentally related expenditure. The importance of these 
funds as drivers for the allocation of national funds is even more important than in the case of 
environmental expenditure: 96 per cent of the size of the Structural Funds. Private funds add 21 
per cent more to Structural Funds. 

 
The payments made through the Cohesion Fund to Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain 

for environmental projects from 1993 to 2002 have grown steadily from 279 million Euros in 
1993 to 1.3 billion Euros in 2002. The average yearly total amount paid for the ten year period 
is 838 million Euros. This figures underestimate the environmental impact of the Cohesion 
Fund, since the rest of funds, which finance transport projects, should be considered as 
environmentally beneficial expenditure when financing environmentally-friendly transport 
infrastructure. 

 
If we aggregate the annualised budgeted environmental expenditure from the Structural 

Funds for the programming period 2000-2006 with the 2000-2002 average payments made 
through the Cohesion Fund for environmental projects, we see that the total annualised 
Structural and Cohesion Funds for environmental expenditure in 1995 price levels represent 
more than 3 billion Euros; two thirds coming from the Structural Funds and one third from the 
Cohesion Fund. Spain is the largest beneficiary in absolute terms, with 1.4 billion Euros, which 
signify 44 per cent of all funds. In this respect, Spain is followed by Italy (14%), Greece (11%), 
Germany (9%) and Portugal (8%), the only countries receiving more than 5 per cent of the total 
funds. In relation to GDP, these funds represent a small 0.04 per cent for the whole EU. This 
percentage is surpassed only by Greece (0.31%), Portugal (0.26%), Spain (0.25%), Ireland 
(0.17%) and Italy (0.05%). In per capita terms, the EU average of 8.16 Euros per capita is only 
exceeded by Ireland (37.35 € per capita), Spain (34.59 € per capita), Greece (31.18 € per capita) 
and Portugal (25.92 € per capita). 

 
In relation to the total 1999 estimate of environmental expenditure in each country, these 

funds represent in average a small 2 per cent. However, this percentage is very significant for 
the four cohesion countries: 20 per cent in Greece, 19 per cent in Ireland, 17 per cent in Spain, 
and 15 per cent in Portugal. Italy, with 3 per cent, is also above the EU average, but far from the 
cohesion countries. More important it is the size of EU funds in relation to the best estimate of 
the annualised costs of the ten directives studied, which is greatest for Spain, with 48 per cent, 
followed by Greece and Portugal, with 39 per cent, and Ireland, with 32 per cent. Besides these 
four countries, Italy (9%) is again the only Member State surpassing the EU average of 7 per 
cent. This sizeable percentages imply that the burden of EU policy for the less rich Member 
States is greatly softened by the Structural and Cohesion Funds, which in turn makes easier that 
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the expenditure associated to these directives is additional, in the sense of not replacing other 
productive expenditure. 

 
Including environmentally beneficial expenditure together with environmental 

expenditure brings the total annualised environmental Structural and Cohesion Funds from 3 to 
5.2 billion Euros. Again, Spain is the largest beneficiary in absolute terms, with 1.8 billion 
Euros (36% of all funds), followed by Italy (14%), Greece (13%), Germany (12%), Portugal 
(11%) and France (5%), the only countries above 5 per cent of the total funds. The funds for the 
whole EU represent 0.07% of EU GDP. The same as when not including environmentally 
beneficial expenditure, this percentage is exceeded only by Greece (0.61%), Portugal (0.55%), 
Spain (0.34%), Ireland (0.21%) and Italy (0.08%). In per capita terms, the EU average of 13.73 
Euros per capita is only surpassed by Greece (61.35 € per capita), Portugal (55.15 € per capita), 
Spain (46.71 € per capita) and Ireland (44.68 € per capita). 

 
We can conclude that the distribution of Structural and Cohesion Funds for environmental 

and environmentally beneficial expenditure certainly contributes to economic and social 
cohesion, since the countries with lower GDP per capita receive more funds per capita than the 
Member States with higher GDP per capita. The cohesive impact is especially strong with 
regard to the three poorest Member States, Portugal, Greece and Spain, which represent 16 per 
cent of the EU population and 10 per cent of the EU GDP, but receive 59 per cent of 
environmentally related Structural and Cohesion Funds. If we add the other two Member States 
below the EU average GDP per capita, Italy and UK, we see that the poorest five countries 
represent 47 per cent of the EU population and 35 per cent of GDP, but obtain 78 per cent of the 
funds. 

 
Only the funds received by Ireland do not favour cohesion, since the enormous growth of 

this country in the last years has brought it above the average GDP per capita, while still being 
formally a cohesion country. As a result, the Cohesion Funds received by this Member State 
have a negative cohesion impact, although scarcely significant overall, given the relatively small 
size of Ireland. 

 
In short, the European Regional Development Fund and the Cohesion Fund allocated for 

environmental purposes produce strong positive effects on economic and social cohesion. 
Moreover, they are very important as a guarantee that environmental expenditure is additional 
(that is, it does not simply replace other productive expenditure) in the poorest Member States. 
This increases the likelihood that the potential income and employment opportunities associated 
with the expenditure necessary to implement EU environmental policy translate into actual 
income and employment. 

 
2.3. The effects of climate change policy on cohesion 
Under the Kyoto Protocol, the EU assumed the commitment of reducing its emissions of 

green-house gases (GHGs) by 8 per cent relative to 1990 levels by 2008-2012. This global EU 
commitment was redistributed among Member States by the Council of Ministers through the 
“burden sharing” agreement. Above all, this agreement means that richer Member States must 
reduce their emissions more than the agreed 8 per cent, while cohesions countries are allowed to 
increase their emissions. Therefore, EU cohesion objectives were taken into account in the 
redistribution of the Kyoto Protocol commitment. However, the usual indicators show that 
cohesion countries are currently the Member States farthest away from complying with the 
burden sharing agreement. 

 
From 1990 to 2001, the EU has reduced its GHG emissions by 2 per cent, still far from 

the 8 per cent compromise for the period 2008-2012. Looking at what percentage of Member 
States’ current GHG emissions must be reduced to comply with the burden sharing agreement, 
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the largest reduction effort must be undertaken by Denmark and Austria, which need to decrease 
their 2001 emissions by 21 per cent, followed by Ireland and Spain (14%), Belgium and Italy 
(13%), Netherlands (10%) and Portugal (7%). Relatively low reductions from current emission 
levels are required for Finland (5%), Germany (4%), and Greece and UK (1%). France is 
exactly in its compliance level, while Luxembourg and Sweden could increase their emissions 
by 28 and 7 per cent, respectively, and still be in compliance. 

 
The percentage of required reduction does not measure effort in terms of how costly or 

difficult the required changes in emissions may be. As a first approximation to a measure of the 
difficulty for each country of reducing its emissions, we could look at GDP emission efficiency. 
In principle, the more efficient a country already is, the more difficult (expensive) will be for it 
to increase its efficiency even more. Hence it will be cheaper to decrease emissions for 
inefficient countries than for the most efficient ones. A second approximation to measuring the 
difficulty of GHG emission abatement is given by emissions per capita. In this case, we should 
expect that it becomes more costly to reduce emissions as emissions per capita decrease, since it 
will be more difficult to reduce them and maintain or increase the standard of living of 
population. 

 
The Member States with both emissions per unit of GDP and per capita above the EU 

average are Ireland, Greece, Finland, Belgium, Netherlands and UK, which, according to the 
previous discussion, should have the lowest difficulties reducing their GHG emissions. On the 
contrary, Sweden, France and Austria, being below the EU average both in per unit of GDP and 
per capita terms, should have the strongest difficulties reducing their emissions. Three of the 
four richest Member States, Luxembourg, Denmark and Germany, emit GHGs above the 
average in per capita terms, but below the average in relation to GDP. The opposite is true of 
Portugal, Spain and Italy, which are three of the four poorest EU Member States, whose 
emissions exceed the average in relation to GDP but are below the average in per capita terms. 
The situation of the latter six countries is less clear. 

 
In order to determine what is the final effect on cohesion of the EU burden sharing 

agreement, we hypothesize that the financial flows produced between countries as a result of the 
exchanges of allowances in the market for GHGs that will be established in the EU is a good 
proxy for the direction of that effect. If the Emission Trading Directive is approved as 
scheduled, the EU will have the first trans-national GHG emission trading scheme in the world 
as soon as of 2005. Cohesion will be increased if this market leads to financial flows from more 
to less developed Member States. However, if the result is that poorer countries must buy 
permits from richer Member States, the indication is that climate change policy will contribute 
negatively to cohesion in terms of its implementation costs. 

 
The likely position of a country as a buyer or seller in the allowances market may depend 

on the relationship between the reduction effort from current emission levels that each Member 
State needs to exercise to meet its Kyoto Protocol target, and the average of the difficulties to 
reduce emissions arising from already low values of emissions per unit of GDP and from 
already low per capita values. The Member States with both above average difficulties to reduce 
their emissions and strong reduction efforts required to comply with their obligations under the 
burden sharing agreement should be expected to be net buyers in the EU emission trading 
market. The clearest of these cases is Austria, which needs to reduce its emissions by 21 per 
cent to comply with its target, and at the same time suffers strong difficulties to reduce 
emissions. Italy could also be a net buyer, since it needs to reduce emissions by 13 per cent and 
presents above average difficulties to reduce emissions. On the contrary, any country with low 
difficulties and low required effort should be expected to be a net seller of emission allowances, 
but there is no Member State in such a situation. Nevertheless, Greece and UK’s required 
efforts, although positive, are small, while their difficulty is well below the average, and hence 
we would expect them to be net sellers. 

Impact of community policies on cohesion. Executive summary 
LABOUR ASOCIADOS Consulting 

 

11



 
Luxembourg, France and Sweden would find difficult to reduce their emissions further, 

but they are not required to make any reduction effort, since they are the only countries already 
in compliance. Given that Luxembourg could even increase its emissions by 29 per cent and 
remain in compliance, it could be a net seller of allowances. More difficult it is that France and 
Sweden become net sellers. France is just in compliance and it would find difficult to obtain 
further reductions. Reductions would be even more difficult for Sweden, especially given its 
political decision of phasing out nuclear power; hence it is unclear if Sweden may become a net 
seller or increase its emissions. 

 
Most Member States, including UK and Greece, whose case we have already considered, 

are required to reduce their emissions, but their difficulty of doing it is lower than the EU 
average. Among these countries there exist very different situations. Denmark and Germany are 
almost on the average difficulty. Given that Denmark is the country that needs to undertake the 
largest reductions (21%) and presents an average difficulty to reduce emissions, we should 
expect that it joins Austria as a clear net buyer of allowances. The case of Germany is less clear, 
since its required reduction effort is moderate and its difficulty is average; it could be a seller or 
a buyer. For the rest of countries, Ireland, Belgium, Finland, Netherlands, Portugal and Spain, 
required efforts to reduce emissions are significant, but at the same time it should be less 
difficult for them than for the rest of Member States to reduce their emissions. Hence it is 
unclear if they will be able to sell allowances, if they will have to use them all or even be net 
buyers. If any of them becomes a buyer, Spain is the most likely to be one of them, since this 
country presents the highest difficulty (although below the EU average) among these six 
Member States and the highest required reduction together with Ireland (14%). 

 
Therefore, we expect that two of the richest Member States, Austria and Denmark, are net 

buyers of allowances, and probably Italy and Spain, whose income per capita is below the 
average. Among the net sellers, we expect two countries under the EU average GDP per capita, 
Greece and UK, and probably Luxembourg, the richest Member State. France and Sweden will 
probably be in a neutral position, while the situation of the rest of countries is uncertain. If we 
would look only to the most likely positions, Austria and Denmark as buyers and Greece and 
UK as sellers, we would find some indication of positive effects on cohesion of the 
implementation of climate change policy through a emission trading scheme. However, the 
picture is less clear when we consider that it is likely that Italy and Spain are buyers and 
Luxembourg a seller. 

 
Another way of looking at the effects on economic and social cohesion is comparing both 

the difficulty to reduce emissions and the required reduction effort with GDP per capita. The 
first of these comparisons indicates that there exists a positive relationship between difficulty 
and wealth. In this sense, cohesion seems reinforced by climate change policy, since the highest 
effort in terms of overcoming difficulties will be exercised by the richest Member States. 
However, this general trend is not extremely significant, and we see Italy, below the average 
GDP per capita, with a difficulty above the average, while Ireland, Netherlands, Belgium and 
Finland, all above average GDP per capita, have the lowest difficulty but for Greece’s. 
However, the situation of Belgium and Netherlands is the consequence of them having highly 
developed oil refining sectors, which make both countries high in both emissions per capita and 
per unit of GDP, but not necessarily less difficult to reduce emissions. Ireland is also an unusual 
case, given its tremendous growth in recent years, which has brought this formally still a 
cohesion country above average GDP per capita. With regard to the relationship between the 
required reduction effort and GDP per capita, and if we ignore the peculiar position of 
Luxembourg, which is an outlier, there exists a positive trend too, which also suggests that 
cohesion is reinforced by climate change policy. However, Spain and Italy, both significantly 
below the average GDP per capita, must exercise a large reduction effort, well above most 
richer Member States’. 
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In short, we can find some indications that suggest that climate change policy may 

reinforce cohesion overall, although probably not in the cases of Spain and Italy. However, this 
is a very preliminary analysis, and more accurate conclusions could be derived from a study 
where emissions and GDP are disaggregated by sector (at least, industrial, residential and 
commercial, agricultural, transportation, waste management, and energy and mining). 

 
 
3. The role of State aids and Services of General Interest on the cohesion 
3.1. Trends in aid typologies 
The change in percentage of aids granted to horizontal objectives, especially to the industry 
sector and aided regions, has been relatively small, since variations have been kept under 9% in 
most member States. However, there is a trend to designate industry aids to the completion of 
horizontal objectives. This trend seems to confirm the gradual fulfilment of the objectives set by 
the European Council. 
 
The greater part of industry aids in the Union, 56%, are used in regional objectives, most of 
them in less developed regions, that is, those that can opt to regional aids in conformity to sub-
section a) of section 3 of article 87 of the Treaty. 

 
As regards the instruments used in granting aids to the industry sector on a Community level, 
budget spending is used the most, with a percentage close to 75%, although it is distributed 
unequally amongst member States since some member States grant part of industry aids as tax 
relief, as an alternative to budget spending. 

 
The total amount of regional aids in the EU is still decreasing slightly. None of the member 
States that grant part of the regional aids to the industry sector above the EU average are 
cohesion countries, except for Greece. 
 
A gradual decrease in total aids granted has occurred in the European Union in relation to 
G.D.P. percentage. Percentage per employed person: has decreased in the European Union as a 
whole. It decreases in most of the cohesion countries, except for Ireland, whilst this percentage 
increases in Denmark, Luxemburg and the Netherlands. 
 
Percentage of public spending: has decreased in the European Union as a whole. This decrease 
is also significant in most cohesion countries (Greece, Spain, Portugal) except for Ireland where 
it increases. On the other hand, a slight increase in percentage of public spending exists in 
Denmark, Luxemburg and the Netherlands due to aids designated to environmental protection, 
training and employment. 
 
State regional aids in each member State as a percentage of total national GDP: has maintained 
a fairly constant level in the 1995/1999 period. However, a significant decrease can be found in 
Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy and Luxemburg, whilst a slighter decrease can be found in 
Belgium, Sweden and the United Kingdom. 
 
3.2. Main results  

 
1. The global levels of state aids in the European Union have continued to decrease. 

This gradual and slow decrease implies a progressive fulfilling of the political  
objectives to reduce aids set by the European Councils. 

 
2. Disparities existing between member States regarding resources assigned to national 

state aids are, on the other hand, also decreasing. 
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3. The difference in the levels of State aids granted to the richer member States and the 
four cohesion countries has hardly decreased. 

 
4. Regional aids are decreasing gradually. Thus, total regional aids in 1999 rose to 

10,784.9 million euros, of which 3,701.2 million euros belong to regions in article 87, 
3-c) and 7,083.7 million euros belong to regions in article 87, 3-a).  

 
The total amount of regional aids, granted by the member States in 1995 rose to 23,589 

million euros, whilst in 1999 this amount was 10,784.9 million euros. Thus, the total amount of 
regional aids has decreased to under a half in this period. The decrease in amount and level of 
aids has been especially significant in those regions where the economic situation is very 
unfavourable in relation to the Union as a whole (art.87, 3, a). Here, the amount of aids granted 
in 1995 was 20,505.9 million euros, whereas this figure dropped to almost a third in 1999, 
reaching 7,083.7 million euros. 

 
However, regional aids that allow the development of certain regions as long as the 

designated aids do not alter the exchange conditions in ways contrary to the common interest 
(article 87, 3, c) have not decreased but increased, since in 1995, 3,083.1 million euros were 
granted whilst in 1999 these state aids rose up to an amount of 3,701.2 million euros. 

 
Regarding the global level of regional state aids, global trends in the cohesion member 

States are the following: 
 

- Regional aids in Greece have decreased, since 721.8 million euros were granted in 
1995 and 378.8 million euros were granted in 1999. This trend is reverted in 2001 
when 419.2 million euros are granted. 

 
- The global amount of regional state aids increases in Spain, rising from 284.8 

million euros in 1995 to 382 million euros in 1999. This trend continues in 2001 
when aids amounting to 408.2 million euros are granted. 

 
- The amount of regional aids in Ireland decreased from 158.5 million euros in 1995 

to 109.9 million euros in 1999. This trend was changed in 2001 when the amount 
of regional aids granted was 429.9 million euros, a significant increase. 

 
- The amount of regional state aids has increased considerably in Portugal, rising 

from 186.9 million euros granted in 1995 to 516.8 million euros in 1999. This 
trend is reverted in 2001 when 64.3 million euros were granted. 

 
The following trends have been observed regarding regional aids granted on the basis of 

the Treaty’s article 87,3,a): 
 

- In Portugal, the amount granted in 1999 was 516.8 million euros, more that double 
the figure for 1995, 186.9 million euros. 

 
- In Ireland, the amount of regional aids granted for article 87,3,a) decreased from 

158.5 million euros in 1995 to 109.9 million euros. 
 

- In Spain, this type of regional aids increased from 73.9 million euros granted in 
1995 to 92.7 million euros granted in 1999. 

 
- In Greece, the amount for this type of aids decreased to almost a half, from 721.8 

million euros granted in 1995 to 378.8 million euros granted in 1999. 
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The following trends have been observed regarding regional aids on the basis of the 
Treaty’s article 87,3,c): 
 

- This type of aids has gradually increased in Spain, where 210.9 million euros were 
granted in 1995 and 289.3 million euros were granted in 1999. 

 
- This type of state aids do no exist in Ireland, Greece and Portugal. 

 
- Thus, it can be established that a coherent action with respect to regional state aids 

in the so-called “cohesion countries” does not exist, as these increase in some 
countries (Portugal/Spain) and decrease in others (Ireland/Greece). 

 
As regards regional aids granted to member States that do not belong to the “cohesion 

countries” it can be said that the amount of regional state aids has significantly decreased in all 
member States, except in France and Austria where an increase in these types of regional aids 
was found in the period 1995-1999. However, the trend in 2001 has been a decrease in regional 
state aids in all member States that are not “cohesion countries”. 
 

Analysing the global differences in the Community under the lens of cohesion, the 
amount of state aids in the four cohesion countries has hardly increased, as it has decreased in 
Greece and Spain, and increased in a limited way in Portugal and significantly in Ireland. 

 
Other trends can be observed: 

 
a. The more prosperous member States (Denmark/Germany/Italy/Luxemburg) grant 

a high percentage of regional state aids. 
 

b. In the “cohesion” States, behaviour is unequal. Whilst in some member States 
(Ireland/Greece) the percentage is significant with respect to the total amount, in 
other member States (Portugal/Spain) this levels of State aids remain low. 

 
c. In the cohesion member States that keep lower levels of regional state aids, these 

percentages are lower than those granted to regional state aids by “non-cohesion” 
member States, except only for the Netherlands. 

 
 

3.3. Services of General Interest and cohesion  
The Green Book highlights, in matters concerning territorial cohesion that SGI are a part of the 
values shared by all European societies, constituting an essential element of the European 
society model. It highlights its importance in improving the quality of life, the fight against 
social exclusion and isolation. They constitute a “cohesion factor”, especially, regarding the 
rendering of universal service to all citizens independent of their economic, social or geographic 
situation.  
 
The way these services are organised differs according to the traditions, history, and 
geographical conditions of each member State, and so the Union respects this diversity and the 
roles corresponding the national, regional and local authorities when guaranteeing the welfare of 
its citizens. 

 
The interrelation between competition regulations – especially in matters of State aids – and 
SGI must be balanced. Article 86-2 is written in a “negative” fashion: it allows the non-
applying of Treaty regulations when their applying makes the fulfilling of missions given to 
services of general economic interest (SGEI) impossible. 
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However, article 16 of the Treaty imposes a “positive” obligation, both on the Community as 
on member States, each one within its own competences, so that they ensure that these services 
work on the basis of principles and conditions that permit the fulfilling of the missions they 
were given. 
 
On the other hand, services of general economic interest, apart from constituting a “fundamental 
right” per se, are often characterized by serving as basis and/or protection or reinforcing of other 
fundamental rights. Thus, for example, secrecy of communication and right of privacy are 
guaranteed by the postal services, or transport services guarantee the movement of people, 
which forms part of the circulation of people at the same time. 
 
Economic growth tends to benefit more developed territories, better trained people, as well as 
areas that have more adequate infrastructures. A policy tending to correct these negative effects 
is necessary on behalf of the public authorities. In the market economy, concentration of wealth 
happens in areas that have operational infrastructures as well as high level of qualification. 
 
To recognise SGI on a Community level and to improve their running on the local or regional 
plan must constitute fundamental Union objectives. Market mechanisms, with the efficiency and 
dynamics that usually characterizes them,  must be combined with rising and modern SGI, 
which strongly contribute to social and territorial cohesion of the Union, to have a balanced 
European construction. 
 
Social and territorial cohesion covers several fields in the life of society that have SGI rendered 
to them: access to education, employment, housing, ordering of territory, access to financial 
services for disadvantaged people, amongst others. These services must be conceived as 
services identified on an adequate territorial level to ensure a high quality of rendering.  
 
A true territorial cohesion must allow the recognition of a person’s choice to live where they 
wish, including isolated or insular regions, benefiting of equivalent services than other people. 
Thus, SGI contribute to structure the territories as they should not leave any part of them out of 
the rendering of essential services. 
 
The contribution of SGI to promote social and territorial cohesion can be seen in: 

a) Territory is a very important dimension in sustainable development and SGI are 
structuring elements in matters of town and country planning, above all, for the 
rendering of regular and continuous services in rural, isolated, peripheral and insular 
areas. 

 
b) In the framework of sustainable development, every society must have its members’ 

welfare as its aim, led by solidarity and preserving natural resources for future 
generations. All political powers must guarantee, effectively, each person’s 
enjoyment of one’s own fundamental rights. The prohibition of all discrimination 
must have more importance over other rights, and constitutes the most important right 
in matters of social cohesion. 

 
c) They ensure solidarity between regions, because by means of subsidies, or any 

formulae of “péréquation tariffaire” (single unitary tariff) that take into account the 
service’s financial equilibrium, they allow the rendering of the service at an 
affordable cost for those users situated in those regions further away, peripheral or 
scarcely populated. They are a supplementary factor in social cohesion on a local, 
national or European level. 

 
Taking into account the contribution of SGI in town and country planning and in the 

economic and social fields we can conclude that by being part of solidarity policies, the 
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recipients of these services can all be citizens with a guaranteed access to these services 
rendered. Universality and equality characterize the services rendered.  
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4. Joint Valuation of results obtained in the case studies carried out in 28 regions 
4.1. Preliminary considerations  
This work has been developed with a bottom-up perspective. Results must be considered from 
this perspective. Therefore, we are not dealing with an evaluation focusing on activities and 
results but with the analysis of on-the-ground observations. A joint analysis cannot be expected, 
but a descriptive assessment of results can. Therefore, appreciations must be situated in general, 
without pretending them to be neither statistical exploits of the data obtained nor a 
representation of the set of selected regions. 
 
The obtaining of information has constituted a proof of the state of regions in their ability to 
produce data that relate the regions’ development with the effect of CPs as a whole and not only 
on the effect of structural Funds.  
 
Data collection has been carried out on a documentary basis, as well as on in-depth interviews 
carried out with subject scripts with common contents, questionnaires adapted to the reality of 
each member State and each region and discussion groups. A final homogenous presentation 
format was prepared for all case studies. 
 
Twenty eight regions from thirteen EU countries, with different characteristics within them, 
have been analysed in the case studies as a representation of the territorial disparity and plurality 
in the Europe of 15. Almost half2 are Objective 1, according to the classification of funding 
areas referred to in the Structural Funds in the 2000-2006 period. Five others3 are located in the 
Transitional Objective 1 Aid period. The remaining are either Objective 24, or have areas with 
Objective 2 and areas in Transitional Objective 2 Aid period5. 
 
Population belonging to these 28 regions is 60,264,000 (sixty million two hundred and sixty 
four thousand) people, 15.91% of the total EU-15 population. Andalucía, Cataluña, Campania 
and West Midlands, in this order, are the regions with a higher population, over five million 
people. The population density in these regions is extremely variable, oscillating between 3.3 
pp/Km2  in Övre Norrland in Sweden, or 9.7 pp/Km2  in Itä-Suomi in Finland, or 9.2 pp/Km2 in 
Highlands and Islands in United Kingdom, where one of the examples of greater density can 
also be found, 412.4 pp/Km2  in West Midlands.  
 
With respect to GDP per head (PPS), there are regions such as Southern and Eastern in Ireland 
and Toscana, in Italy, and Oberbayern in Germany that present higher levels than the European 
average from 1998 to 2000. Under the Community average are West  

                                                 
2 Magdeburg (DE); Kentriki Makedonia and Kriti (GR); Principado de Asturias and Andalucía (ES); Border, 

Midlands and Western (IE); Campania and Sardegna (IT); Algarbe and Açores (PT); Itä-Suomi (FI) 
and Övre Norrland (SE). Norra Mellansverige (SE) part Objective 1 and part Objective 2. 

3 Hainaut (BE); Sourthern and Eastern (IE); Flevoland (NL); Highlands & Islands and Northern Ireland 
(UK). 

4 Cataluña (ES) and Limousin (FR) 
5 Oberbayern and Saarland (DE); Nord-Pas-de-Calais and Bretagne (FR); Toscana (IT); Steiermark (AT); 

Etelä-Suomi (FI) and West Midlands (UK). 
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Source: Eurostat (REGIO, LFS), national statistical institutes + calculations DGREGIO from the Second progress report on 
economic and social cohesion. Selection of the main regional indicators. 
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BE Belgique-België 112,5 107,4 108,2 6,1 6,6 59,7 10246 335,7 

BE32      Hainaut 75,9 70,8 70,8 10,7 12,8 52,3 1279 337,8 
DE Deutschland 110,0 106,4 106,3 5,3 7,8 65,7 82188 230,2 
DE21     Oberbayern 148,9 154,4 152,3 2,1 3,1 73,4 4056 231,4 
DEC     Saarland 104,5 96,8 97,0 5,9 7,9 61,6 1070 416,2 
DEE3     Magdeburg 66,3 69,1 69,4 9,9 15,4 61,5 1214 103,5 

GR Ellada 65,9 67,7 67,6 6,9 10,2 55,6 10558 80,2 
GR12      Kentriki Makedonia 64,4 67,9 68,4 5,5 10,8 54,5 1809 96,2 
GR43      Kriti 65,2 66,1 66,6 3,6 5,8 64,6 566 67,9 
ES España 78,2 82,2 81,2 16,0 13,1 60,6 39927 79,1 
ES12      Principado de Asturias 68,9 70,9 69,9 16,1 14,4 53,0 1053 99,7 
ES51      Cataluña 95,5 99,5 98,2 11,8 8,8 71,6 6170 193,2 
ES61      Andalucía 58,0 61,2 60,2 24,7 22,3 49,9 7237 82,9 
FR France 103,8 101,1 99,8 9,0 8,5 62,7 60589 111,4 

FR3       Nord - Pas-de-Calais 82,5 80,6 79,5 11,6 12,6 54,0 4009 323,0 
FR52      Bretagne 87,0 86,2 85,1 8,6 6,6 63,7 2929 107,6 
FR63      Limousin 84,1 82,0 80,8 7,9 6,4 63,5 711 42,0 
IE Ireland 93,2 115,2 111,2 14,6 3,7 65,1 3799 54,1 

IE01 
     Border, Midland and 
Western 70,5 83,8 81,3 13,6 4,6 62,1 1002 30,1 

IE02      Southern and Eastern 101,5 126,4 121,9 15,0 3,4 66,1 2797 75,6 

IT Italia 103,4 102,0 102,9 8,7 9,5 54,5 57762 191,7 
IT51      Toscana 112,6 113,5 113,4 6,4 5,0 60,7 3543 154,1 
IT8      Campania 65,3 65,3 66,0 17,8 22,4 40,7 5774 424,7 
ITB      Sardegna 76,0 75,5 76,6 15,7 19,1 45,2 1646 68,3 

NL Nederland 109,2 111,2 113,6 5,7 2,3 74,1 15922 469,9 
NL23      Flevoland 83,3 79,9 82,1 5,8 1,9 75,6 323 226,9 

AT Österreich 110,3 114,3 111,7 3,8 3,4 67,8 8110 96,7 
AT22      Steiermark 92,0 95,9 93,7 4,2 3,5 65,9 1202 73,4 

PT Portugal 69,7 68,0 70,7 3,6 4,0 68,8 10231 111,3 
PT15      Algarve 71,7 66,0 69,8 3,9 3,6 67,5 381 76,4 
PT2      Açores 51,5 51,7 52,6 3,7 2,2 60,2 239 102,8 

FI Suomi/Finland 96,9 104,0 102,0 7,0 9,1 69,1 5176 17,0 
FI13      Itä-Suomi 75,2 74,5 74,6 9,7 13,5 61,6 684 9,7 
FI17      Etelä-Suomi 90,6 96,0 94,4 7,6 9,8 69,1 1818 34,5 

SE Sverige 106,1 106,6 105,5 2,7 5,1 74,4 8871 21,6 
SE06      Norra Mellansverige 102,8 91,0 92,5 3,4 7,3 71,4 831 13,0 
SE08      Övre Norrland 105,6 92,0 93,8 4,3 7,0 71,0 511 3,3 

UK United Kingdom 96,4 100,3 101,4 8,6 4,8 71,6 59756 245,1 
UKG       West Midlands 89,6 92,0 92,9 8,8 5,7 70,9 5363 412,4 

UKM4      Highlands & Islands 77,3 75,4 75,8 : 3,7 69,8 368 9,2 

UKN      Northern Ireland 78,6 77,8 78,7 16,0 7,4 64,4 1699 120,0 

EU15 EU15 100,0 100,0 100,0 7,9 7,6 64,3 378914 118,7 
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Midlands (UK), Sardegna in Italy, Steiermark in Austria, Etelä-Suomi in Finland, Açores in 
Portugal, as well as the two regions in Greece. On the other hand, in the same time period, there 
are regions with a worse situation relative to the Community average, such as Hainaut in 
Belgium – classified as Transitional Objective 1 Aid -, Saarland in Germany, the three regions 
in France (Nord-Pas-de-Calais, Bretagne and Limousin), Highlands and Islands in the UK and 
the two regions in Sweden. 
 
 
4.2. Community policies and cohesion  
No conclusive or definite conclusions can be established. Every region is different and 
represents in itself a set of factors, with formal or informal interconnections, of institutional, 
economic and social capital on which CPs are implemented with a greater or lesser impact. The 
importance of the starting point, the diagnosis of the region in terms of strengths and 
weaknesses, has to be highlighted, even for Objective 1 regions.  They do not all possess the 
common characteristic of being less developed regions with an agricultural profile. Other 
regions suffer structural difficulties for their development, such as islands or mountainous, 
isolated or peripheral regions. Some regions come from a traumatic industrial decline and others 
develop from an extremely primary productive structure. Diversity is one of the key factors to 
understand the different effects that  community action has on each region. 
 
Regional information is still scarce from the point of view of financial impact and information. 
Regional teams have taken a long time to obtain the information, especially quantitative data. It 
isn’t easy to find funding data either and even less so, evolution of this data. It is surprising that 
there is no concern to “put together” all community income received by a region for the 
different support concepts. Except for regional policy, it isn’t usual to carry out the exercise of 
comparing them with national, and in their case regional, contributions.  
 
In general, there is a lack of homogenisation and systematic analysis of data on a regional level. 
With some exceptions, a balance-study does not exist on income from the EU in terms of 
regional budget payments. That is, knowledge of what type and what amount the community 
payments have been for each policy developed on a regional level (by the central and/or 
regional administration) in the previous programme period. It seems there is a considering of 
community contributions as an additional spending, without an origin-application analysis of 
community spending in relation to regional income from national spending (perhaps the only 
exception is carried out in the infrastructure investment budget, where budget accounting 
facilitates this exercise). This analysis, especially in some Objective 1 regions that obtain 
considerable volumes of community contribution for different concepts would be a helping 
instrument for development planning. From this perspective, there is still a long way to go as 
regards the transparency of community funding management.  
 
The view that community cohesion policy is exclusively regional policy and, specifically, the 
actions of structural and cohesion Funds, is completely widespread on a regional scale (even on 
a national scale). A greater work in dissemination of cohesion and rebalancing objectives sought 
by community policies should be considered. The ERDF constitutes the display of community 
policy with a profile which is more defined and recognisable. This is due not only to the amount 
of resources but also to the objectives linked to infrastructure investment. Right now, the ERDF, 
and to a lesser extent the ESF, represents the greatest expression of community cohesion policy 
identity. It is recognised so, independently from the fact that CAP can have potentially greater 
effects in the short run. 
 
Community action and decentralization 
CP impact varies ostensibly depending on administrational structure and the political territorial 
system of sharing power. In those regions where a decentralized power exists, with the ability of 
some policy management, including the availability of a budget, CP effectiveness apparently 
tends to be greater. The administrational and management structures show an ability to absorb 
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the effects of CPs, both for financial management and community spending, and for those other 
policies that do not have a spending attached to them. Although the possibility exists that the 
community dissolves in the activities of regional power, it doesn’t seem that this possibility has 
a serious effect on the greater or lesser clarity of community actions. 
  
Everything seems to indicate that the existence of the institutional tradition of collaboration and 
of stable partnerships of programming and cooperation favour the dissemination of community 
policies, especially those managed from the national, and even community, level (as is the case 
of RDT). In every case, and especially for structural policies, the creation of instruments 
accompanying the structural actions (Contrat de plan Etat-Région in France, Landesinitiativen 
in Germany, Regional Development Agencies in the United Kingdom) is described as useful to 
management, as well as involving transparency, dissemination and promoting participation. 
 
Interior Market Policy 
The most communitarian of all policies, as is the interior market policy, possibly represents a 
special characteristic: the inclusion in fact of a community policy in the regional heritage 
(aquis). The construction of an interior market is not considered, mainly, from the regional 
perspective, not even as the result of a policy but as a situation encountered as a logical, normal 
consequence of the space for European integration. The effects of the interior market are not 
identified because they are assumed naturally. In this sense, its effects are considered to be very 
positive. This is recognition is more implicit than explicit, as the construction of an interior 
market has, in a certain way, already been internalised as a common Community property. The 
policy is not identified but its effects are. In some case studies of Objective 1 regions, the 
positive perception regarding the impact of the interior market in terms of convergence and 
cohesion is more moderate. The conditioning on regional competitiveness factors implied by the 
shortage in communication infrastructures or the peripheral characteristics of a territory have an 
influence on this valuation. In general, the opening to new opportunities of economic activity is 
considered to have a greater impact, even, than that of infrastructure investment, especially in 
Objective 2 regions.  
 
The lack of basic infrastructures or the marked peripheral territorial character in Objective 1 
regions, still recognising their importance, restrain the positive perception as regards the impact 
of the interior market since trade and product distribution costs remain unaltered and, therefore, 
their competitiveness factors are not seriously favoured. However, the entering of community 
investment in less developed regional markets is described. 
 
Finally, introducing the interior market in regions that have suffered industrial decline (West 
Midlands, Asturias, Magdebourg, Saarland) has contributed to the process of structural 
adjustment, generally speeding it up – since these are phenomena usually started beforehand – 
and, together with the collaboration of structural policy, contributing to limit social damages 
and to accompany regeneration. In this sense, it can be stated that the interior market policy, as a 
response from the EU to the globalization process and combined with the support of other 
community policies, especially the structural funds, has contributed in a latent and hidden way 
to regional growth and cohesion. 
 
 
Regional Policy 
Regional policy conforms the nucleus of community action in the regions, as has been shown 
before. It is thus perceived by the overwhelming majority. With hardly any exceptions, the 
identification between cohesion policy and the action of Structural funds is almost complete. 
 
The positive results of regional policy with respect to cohesion are also mainly recognised and 
recognisable. This is a common, almost indisputable opinion, and is also found in different 
operative programme evaluations in the previous programming period. From the regional 
perspective, calculations – based on econometric projections – on the contribution of financial 
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transfers to growth in terms of regional GDP can be more disputable. According to regional 
experts and heads, they are guideline calculations that do not consider the multiplicity of factors 
that influence regional development or other indirect effects. In any case, the assessment of the 
contribution to cohesion and the reduction in regional disparities is extremely positive. The 
reflection upon “it would not have been the same if it hadn’t been for…structural fund action” is 
always there. 
 
The positive effects of Community actions are described even in Objective 2 regions where 
contribution of Structural Funds is more modest with respect to regional GDP and, therefore, its 
effects in relation to cohesion are more limited and even, as described in the case studies, almost 
imperceptible or neutral. The latter assesses that they have not contributed to increase 
differences or to deepen the sub-regional imbalances in those regions with negative or excessive 
growth in recent years. 
  
Only in some cases is a complete or integral contribution of regional policy to cohesion 
discussed. Without entering the casuistry of the priority axes of intervention, it seems that it is  
infrastructure investment – and mainly in road transport that improves interior access -, 
including environment, and actions destined to improve human resource qualifications that 
receive a better assessment from the point of view of contribution to cohesion. 
 
Regional policy has had other indirect effects beyond financial contribution, which has been 
very important in some Objective 1 regions. The incorporation of the strategic focus, of 
community procedures, of follow-up and evaluation systems have been described in a number 
of case studies as enriching to the regional areas of structural policy planning and management. 
Considering regional policy as a long-term action is placed together with this regional logic, in 
contrast to other community policies with a greater sector or immediately relevant character 
such as RDT or CAP. The importance given to the multiplying effects of some community 
initiatives (specifically LEADER) and to the so-called innovative actions, whose profitability in 
terms of contribution to cohesion is significantly higher that the community spending attached 
to them, can also be highlighted. 
 
It is also significant that, in general, addressees do not distinguish between the  different natures 
of Community financing. Considering their different origin and bases, there is no difference 
made between financing from Structural Funds (a policy that establishes a “priority”, and 
therefore optional, spending) and aids from CAP, that is a policy that imposes compulsory 
financing, a right of farmers to receive payments according to their production. 
 
 
 
CAP 
The contribution of CAP to cohesion is still a difficult and ambiguous assessment, from the 
regional perspective. It is without a doubt one of the CPs that has greater direct effects, given 
the characteristics of its application until the present reform. From the case studies, the influence 
of CAP on cohesion is significant in maintaining agricultural income, and therefore, cohesion. 
Its positive effects in helping to modernise productive structures and farms has also been 
generally described. Therefore, the role of CAP to favour a non-traumatic restructuring of land 
and cattle, by maintaining incomes related to production and helping to keep population in the 
rural environment, can be considered to be fundamental.  
 
In Objective 1 regions, financial contributions of CAP are even more significant than those from 
Structural Funds. A decrease both in the level of farming employment and of the relevance of 
agriculture in GDP has been found, in general, in the studied regions, in coherence with the 
trend in the EU as a whole. In some Objective 1 regions CAP is pointed out to be, in practice, a 
way of survival for a certain type of small farm exploitation, including the important role of 
keeping the rural population in their natural environment. However, a scarce contribution of 
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CAP to cohesion has been referred to in some case studies, considering the dependence on 
assistance generated by the direct payment mechanism amongst other effects (Azores, Ireland). 
Likewise, problems caused on the environment have been mentioned repeatedly (Algarve, 
Azores, Oberbayern).  
 
On the other hand, the concern for the CAP’s excessively sectorial and short term points of view 
is also mentioned. From this perspective, the assisting effect of direct payments, which in the 
long run will cause stagnation that will not favour the potential for endogenous development in 
the sector, is questioned. Uncertainty caused by its implementation with respect to sub-regional 
results in terms of cohesion and equity are also quoted. 
 
As regards to reduction in inequalities, comments are made in a number of case studies that 
locate CAP contributions especially in farm exploitations or in the more developed and 
profitable areas within a region. This effect tends to increase intra-regional differences and 
between regions (West Midlands, Ireland, Nord-Pas-de-Calais). CAP contribution to cohesion, 
as a short or middle term sectorial policy, tends to act primarily by keeping up incomes. As it 
has been plainly said, the only evaluation carried out on CAP is payment to farmers. 
 
However, it must be highlighted that the sectoral vocation of CAP is far from the regional 
vision. In this sense, agricultural and rural characteristics of each region – the starting point – 
determine the role of CAP from the perspective of cohesion. 
 
In the rural areas of some case studies (Andalusia, Kentriki Makedonia) the multiplying effect 
of favouring access of urban markets to farming products has been highlighted especially. This 
result is obtained by the conjunction of CAP and Regional Development Fund effects, that is, 
the combination between direct aids, the improvement of infrastructures (roads, electricity lines) 
and the modernization of farming structures. A multiplying effect is obtained in these cases. 
 
Common Fisheries Policy receives a contradictory valuation in the affected regions. It is 
considered that the objectives of sector adjustments that were sought have been met (fleet 
modernisation, catch reduction, maintenance of resources) but whether these objectives have 
contributed to cohesion is put into question. In most case studies (Andalusia, Algarve, Crete) the 
poor working of accompanying Community aids with a social and economic character to 
fishermen has been criticised (aids to boat crews, early retirement). On the other hand, the 
component in common policy represented by agreements with third-party countries has had a 
very negative impact in regions such as Algarve or Andalusia since no agreement was reached 
with Morocco. 
 
 
Environmental Policy 
From the regional perspective, the regulation dimension of EP is left in the background. In 
general, community EP are associated to infrastructure, equipment investments and financial 
endowment of the ERDF and, in their case, the Cohesion Fund. Again with this community 
policy, the first perception is linked to community spending, leaving the significant normative 
impact that this policy has in the background. 
  
An increasing citizen environmental conscience, which could be claimed to community action, 
is referred to in the case studies. Spending activities that have recovered deteriorated 
environmental areas can be claimed on this social tendency, some of these becoming symbolic 
and whose impact goes beyond the environment. This tendency varies according to each region 
and depending on the degree of environmental wealth. (Itä-Suomi, Asturias, Limousin). 
  
The impact of EPs on employment creation in the sector is talked of in some regions. This 
tendency is linked to more developed regions in the case studies. 
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Although complaints are made about the limiting community regulations for some 
entrepreneurial and economic activities, these are assumed with the undeniable costs they cause. 
From the point of view of regional agents, both government and non-government, the long-
winded network of environmental regulations and their constant profusion are mentioned with 
resignation, although they are mainly considered as an inevitable imposition. The apprehension 
and the feeling of inequity of some environmental regulations is also talked of in their 
implementation to SMEs when they are thought out for large industrial businesses. However, 
the importance in everyone obeying regulations and that regional dumping does not happen is 
stressed: that is, that a bordering or cross-border region develops more than another because the 
environmental regulations that control, for example, the construction of transport 
infrastructures, are not obeyed. This concern is also shown in some regions because of the 
extension effect, fearing that the transition periods for the implementation of community 
environmental regulations, and therefore the lower costs, could be used by businesses to move 
their production to new member States. This is linked, in general, to the worry referred to in 
some case studies regarding the fact that there are no regions using the lower environmental 
costs to attract business investments, that is, there is a exigency to respect the same rules for all 
as regards the complying of community environmental policy regulations. 
 
In regions with great environmental wealth (Sweden, Finland, Austria) EP impact has not been 
very intense given the high level from which it started when entering the EU. However, EP has 
helped to backbone the national actions and their different programmes.  
 
The arising of environmental problems originating in economic reactivation and the 
development of some regions, especially derived from traffic, are also referred to.  
 
 
RDT 
The characteristics of European RDT policy implementation has not facilitated the assessment 
of its effects or its contribution to cohesion. In general, it seems that direct Framework 
programme management from the European Commission has implied problems in obtaining of 
information. Its thematic character and its focus in R&D in former framework programmes has 
not facilitated its transparency either. Its effects from the perspective of cohesion in the selected 
regions has been, apparently, very limited.  
 
Objective 1 regions have had, on the other hand, a poor participation given their potential in 
RDT. Objective 2 regions (Oberbayern, Catalonia), by means of their research centres, research 
personnel and businesses, have participated more actively in proportion to their size 
(population). The change in focus of the VI Framework Programme in order to favour a greater 
business participation and applied innovation has been received with interest, although the need 
to work in networks could also make access to researchers and centres in less developed, 
peripheral regions, or those with a weaker starting point, more difficult. 
 
However, as in the case of environmental policy, significant synergies have been identified 
between R+D and Cohesion policies. Most case studies, especially in Objective 1 regions, have 
highlighted and valued investments in infrastructures and equipment in R+D financed by 
Structural Funds. In some cases, the proportion between RDEF funding and that from the 
Framework Programme has been mentioned as being 90%-10% in investments carried out, 
respectively. Given these conditions, RDT contribution to cohesion in the form of Framework 
Programme has been commonly valued as being very modest, taking into account that 
Structural fund contribution to this policy, until now, has also been valued as poor. 
  
State Aids 
State aids in a regional level are still a difficult source to investigate. It is difficult to assess their 
contribution to cohesion, although data of aids and their types are kept on a central level. From 
the regional perspective, they are included in the heritage of stimuli to regional development. In 
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some specific regions, the concern for possible dumping that could happen by implementing 
State aids in other bordering regions has been referred to, highlighting the idea of the extent and 
potential of these aids. 
  
The worry for the potential barrier effect that State aids could cause if they were intensively 
implemented in outermost regions has been occasionally pointed out (Allemagne, Nord-Pas-de-
Calais, Steiermark). Likewise, a lack of connection between State aids and a long-term regional 
development strategy or the lack of coordination with other Community policies such as CAP 
has also been referred to (Algarve, Nord-Pas- de-Calais, Sardegna). Sporadically, and within the 
context of globalization, interior market and competitive power, a concern has been mentioned 
on the fact that State aids could contribute to increase intra-regional disparities due precisely to 
their accelerating effect on industrial mutation and the concentration of lost employment in 
certain areas of the region (West Midlands, Oberbayern). 
 
A Register of State Aids that allows transparency has not been developed on a central scale, 
although some regions have formally created it for aids in their territory. The share of funding 
that Structural Funds (ERDF) designate as national state aid is not transparent either.  
 
 
The scale of intervention (NUTS III) 
Most regions suffer territorial imbalances. In general, CPs and especially regional policies 
contribute to growth and economic and social cohesion as a whole. It is difficult to assess if they 
also contribute towards internal regional rebalancing and an integrated and harmonious 
development. Structural and historical starting deficits condition the development of community 
action. On the other hand, regional rebalancing investments are greatly affected by national 
political decisions. In this sense, community action tends to dissolve with development 
priorities established by member States. 
  
Case studies refer to “the importance of the small” in relation to the scale of interventions. The 
significant effect of some reduced community programmes and initiatives thought out for 
specific objectives is noticed. The intensity of their impact is comparatively greater than the 
resources destined towards their activities. It is highlighted that, beside their specific results, 
some programmes and initiatives such as LEADER I and II or INTERREG have promoted a 
community culture of cooperation amongst municipalities and territories, as well as broadening 
the view of local actors. Specifically, the different LEADER programmes have been greatly 
valued, with (unexpected) successful results compared to their objectives. The Territorial 
Employment Pacts or the preparation of Local Agendas 21 also receive a good assessment in 
terms of promoting cohesion around common and shared objectives in NUTS III and in 
mobilizing cooperation energies, not only in the same region but with regions in other countries 
also. 
 
The impact of other small programmes with a non-regional focus, that however receive a good 
assessment, has also been described. For example, SOCRATES, with relative significance in the 
promoting of youth mobility in Universities, fulfilling an important role in regional 
development. 
  
Other actions such as PEACE I and II have also been positively valued, although they have 
received criticism due to the alleged politicization of the measures developed, given the peculiar 
conflict situation in that area.  
 
It could be said that community initiatives fulfil the dissemination of community governance 
better, in the sense of promoting European values, whilst structural actions are more adequate 
for cohesion and growth objectives. 
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Also, the general impression is that the impact of community actions is greater as one reaches 
the “centre” and decreases in the peripheral areas.  
 
4.3. Coordination in Community policies implementation 
We understand, from the perspective of these case studies, that the different CPs include the 
objective of social and economic cohesion in their general objectives as a whole. The question 
is, therefore, whether this objective has been attained in the implementation of these policies.   
 
Once again, the tendency described in the regions refers mainly to the degree of coordination in 
structural policy management, without considering the possible level of coordination amongst 
the set of CPs and not only regional policy.  
 
Coordination depends, firstly, on the existence of a strong and solid regional management. The 
possibility of real and effective coordination between different community policies increases 
where this structure exists, normally protected by a political representation (regional 
government and the ability to manage their own budget). Secondly, it depends on the intensity 
of policy implementation. In Objective 2 regions, where CP and especially regional policy has 
less quantitative importance, the possibility of coordination is further weakened. In Objective 1 
regions, with a greater intensity of community support, at least some communication and 
information exchange on the actions of the different policies should occur, but frequently seems 
not to.  
 
In general, a formal coordination between the set of CPs implemented in a region does not seem 
to exist or be appreciated, except in the case of extremely decentralized regions where 
coordination takes place in the government and even parliament level. This situation seems to 
be brought about by the different focus of policies (non-territorial, except in the case of 
structural action) rather than by a lack of coordination in origin (ab initio) between the 
definition in cohesion objectives and programme implementation. In this sense, the complexities 
of PC procedures such as State competence-aids in the regions makes coordination more 
difficult as it is fragmented amongst the managers of aids to receiving businesses, those in 
charge of relations with the European Commission and regional economy departments that plan 
the aids. The transversality of Environmental CP does not help, sometimes, to an adequate 
coordination. 
 
There are different opinions with regards to coordination in structural Fund implementation. An 
advance has apparently been made in issues of coordination and in some regions a satisfactory 
level is described by means of established procedures and committees. However, in other 
regions the lack of coordination in the implementation of structural Funds themselves is 
criticized together with the usual criticism due to the complexity of the management systems 
and the excessive bureaucracy. In any case, it seems that there is still a long way to go in this 
issue. 
 
Finally, coordination and the need to control the implementation of public (national and 
community) spending are still associated, beyond the fact that a level of coordination amongst 
those community policies that do no necessarily have spending attached to them should exist.  
 
4.4. Governance 
In general, it is agreed that CPs and, especially, regional policy have contributed to generate 
institutional building in the last decade. The strengthening of planning and management 
structures for the actions aimed at cohesion on a regional level has run parallel to multi-annual 
investments of community action. 
 
However, it seems that community action has not promoted decentralization processes of 
national action towards the regions, at least institutionally. We must highlight, as an exception, 
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the creation of accompanying instruments of structural policy implementation that promote 
networks and cooperation. 
  
If governance is also a simplifying of procedures, the new programming period has not 
contributed towards it. The dissatisfaction of regional heads with management systems, which 
have, in their view, become more complicated in the last few years is mainly shown. This 
criticism affects other community policies such as RDT through the Framework Programmes. 
 
Cooperation with social and economic agents is described as a significant advance. However, it 
seems to be more of a testimonial rather that effective measure. Participation is carried out in an 
extremely institutional level, more as a transfer of information rather than as consultation and 
cooperation. Only in those regions where a tradition of cooperation and partnering with the 
private sector existed previously is this relationship positive and creates collaboration synergies. 
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