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Solidarity in the EU after 2020; prospects for the
cohesion “policy space”

George Andreou, Assistant Professor, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki

Abstract

In 2020, the EU established the “Recovery and Resilience Facility” (RRF), which
aims at promoting its economic, social and territorial cohesion. This develop-
ment has had a significant impact on the institutional architecture of cohesion pol-
icy, which is widely viewed as the main “EU solidarity tool”. The goal of this paper
is to map the institutional configuration of “old” and “new” funding programmes
devoted to the promotion of cohesion and solidarity in Europe through the lenses
of public policy analysis and historical institutionalism. It is argued that, despite
its impressive redistributive impact in territorial terms, the new Facility does not
represent a break with the past when it comes to the quality of its solidarity con-
tent. On top of that, by adding RRF in a “cohesion policy space” burdened with old
and new policy goals and means and lacking a clear territorial and social focus,
EU actors have further undermined both the coherence and the solidarity impact
of “old” cohesion policy.

KEY-WORDS: EU budget, solidarity, public policy, cohesion policy, Recovery
and Resilience Facility
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H alAnAeyyun otnv EE peta to 2020° ov mpoontikeg
TOU «X@WPOU IMOALTLKNG TNG OUVOXIQ»

I'iwpyog AvBpeou, Enikovpogc Kabnyntng, Apiototédeio Iavemornuio Osooalo-
VIKNG

Ilepidnyn

o 2020, n EE eykaBibpuoe to «Tapeio Avakapwng xar AvOertikotntag»

(TAA), to omoio amookomel otnv mpowdnon Ttng OLKOVOULKIG, KOWGVIKIG Kal
ebagikng tng ouvoxng. H eféMin autn eixe coBapég emmtmosig yia thv Beopkn
APXVTEKTOVLKI] TNG MOALTIKNE OUVOXIG, N omola Bempeltal wg to KUpLo «epydaAeio
adAnAeyyune tne EE. Xtoxog tou mapovtog dpBou eival va Xaptoypa@rioel T
Beopiky) 51a0pwon TOV «ITOAALOV» KAl TOV «VEQV» XPNHIATOO0TIKMY IPOYPAPHATOV
mou gotadovtal oty mpoednon tng ocuvoxng kal tng aAAnAeyyung otnv Eupomnn
HE0® Tng avaAuong Snuooiag moAVTIKIE KAl TOU 10Toplkou Beopiopou. Ymootnpidetat
0T, IIAPA TNV eVTUIIOOLOKY avadiaveuntuky tou emidoorn og e6agikoug 6poug, To VEo
Tapeio Sev avrumpoowerevet pua prién e to mapeABov 600V agopd To meEPLEXOIEVO TNg
aAAnAeyyung mou mpeoBever. EmmpooBétwg, n oupmepidAnyn tou TAA otov «xmpo
MOALTLKIG TN OUVOXIQ -0 omolog eival 16n emBapupevog pe malaioug Kal veoug
0TOXOUG MOALTIKIG KAl 0Tepeltal piag oapoug eQa@LKIE Kol KOWVROVIKNG £0TLA0NG-
unoBabpidel meparteép® TN cagnvela Kat tnyv aAAnAeyyun Tng «ImaAatdgy MOAVTIKIG
OUVOXIG.

AEEEIZ-KAEIAIA: Tlpotmodoyiopdg tng EE, aAAndeyyun, Snuooia moAvtikr,
moAvtikr ouvoxng, Tapeio Avakapwng kat AvBertikdTnTag
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1. Introduction

U Cohesion policy -a constellation of variable mixes of European and national

sectoral policies serving the objective of economic, social and territorial co-
hesion- is widely viewed as the main “EU solidarity tool”. During the last two
decades, the complex cohesion ‘policy space’ became increasingly linked with the
EU’s strategic programming framework; this “strategic turn” undermined the ter-
ritorial focus of cohesion policy, had a significant cost in terms of policy coherence
and went hand in hand with a diminution of the financial envelope of cohesion.
The 2020 budgetary reform did not essentially affect the institutional architecture
of the ‘old’ cohesion policy space and did not increase its budget. Instead, in its
attempt to mitigate the economic and social impact of the coronavirus crisis, the
EU chose to enhance its Multiannual Financial Framework through the establish-
ment of a new, unprecedented temporary recovery instrument called “NextGener-
ationEU”. The centerpiece of “NextGenerationEU” is the «Recovery and Resilience
Facility» (RPF), which also aims at promoting the Union’s economic, social and
territorial cohesion. The goal of this paper is to map the institutional configuration
of “old” and “new” funding programmes devoted to the promotion of cohesion and
solidarity in Europe through the lenses of public policy analysis and historical
institutionalism. It is argued that, despite its impressive redistributive impact in
territorial terms, the new Facility does not represent a break with the past when
it comes to the quality of its solidarity content. On top of that, by adding RRF in a
cohesion policy space burdened with old and new policy goals and means and lack-
ing a clear territorial and social focus, EU actors have further undermined both
the coherence and the solidarity of ‘old’ cohesion policy. The paper starts with a
discussion of the concept of solidarity and its application in the EU and its budget;
an analysis of the creation and the evolution of cohesion policy space follows; then,
the transformative impact of the 2020 reform on the cohesion policy space and its
solidarity elements is appraised; the last section concludes.

2. Solidarity in the European Union

Solidarity (from the Latin solidus, a firm and compact body) is a multifaceted
concept. Fundamentally, solidarity refers to the set of feelings of belonging
together which supports attitudes of mutual acceptance, cooperation, and support
(Ferrera and Burelli 2021: 99). However, it is a highly contested and fragile con-
cept because it relies on preconditions that it cannot guarantee by itself -a com-
mon feeling of belonging, a common identity, shared action, or a common belief.
Discussions about solidarity are thus linked to questions about the social contract,
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the legitimacy of political systems, and the rules for participating in a political
community. They also revolve around the questions of who the actors of solidarity
are, what unites them, and what they owe to each other.

The nation-state is the main institutional framework for solidarity in the
world. National identity has created a sense of common destiny and belonging,
and this allowed for the institutionalization and the expansion of numerous na-
tional solidarity mechanisms grouped under the term “welfare state”. In this
sense, national solidarity can be considered as “first-order solidarity” because it
relies on strong social ties, shared values and customs, and a high level of public
trust. In contrast, solidarity in the European Union is less developed and is not
founded on the same forms of legitimacy. As a Union of states and citizens, the
EU relies both on indirect and direct political legitimacy — and, it can be argued,
more on the former than on the latter. EU solidarity is thus “second-order” and
is based primarily on reciprocity or the enlightened self-interest of EU member
states (that recognize that expressions of solidarity are in their own interest)
(Pornschlegel 2021). In this line of argument, it is highly plausible to assume
that developing forms of inter-state solidarity in the EU is a far easier task than
developing forms of inter-personal solidarity.

Solidarity among states is inherently different from solidarity between in-
dividuals and members of communities: it refers to the cooperative spirit that
member states (through their governments) are able to display in certain cir-
cumstances. This may include financial solidarity. However, inter-state redis-
tributive policies must be at the minimum indirectly legitimated by citizens
(Barbier 2012: 3). Redistributive considerations, in fact, are a key part of exist-
ing federal unions, in the sense that the constituent states are willing to trans-
fer some of their competences to the central level in exchange for redistributive
mechanisms. Generally speaking, equity-based redistribution can be viewed in
two dimensions, interpersonal and interstate (or interregional). Interpersonal
(or intra-jurisdictional) redistribution focuses on the welfare of each separate
member of a political community, and thus concerns the reduction of inequalities
between individuals. Interstate (or interjurisdictional) dimension of redistribu-
tion refers to the welfare of the average citizen of each constituent state of a
federation, and therefore relates to the reduction of disparities between jurisdic-
tions (be it countries or regions) (Koutsiaras and Andreou 2004: 4).

Compared to the national level, the quality of solidarity-based relationships
between European countries and between European citizens is poor. There are
several mechanisms related to interstate solidarity at the Union level (see below),
but almost no interpersonal solidarity between citizens, let alone mechanisms.
The scarcity of interpersonal solidarity in the EU can be attributed to the tendency
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of EU institutions to favor negative integration - i.e. the reduction of trade barri-
ers, market liberalization and deregulation - at the expense of positive integration
- 1.e. common policies aiming at shaping the conditions under which markets oper-
ate (Pinder 1968). In other words, while European countries were able to agree on
opening their markets to each other and to the outside world, they continue to find
it impossible to define common principles of social justice and to devise common in-
struments of social solidarity. Consequently, : a) the social dimension of European
integration has relied on coordination of national policies, rather than regulatory
intervention, let alone public spending; and b) EU social policy has been law and
court-driven, marked by policy immobilism at the European level and negative
market integration, which simultaneously constrains national social policies (Lei-
bfried 2010). Since the early 1990s, developing interpersonal solidarity in the EU
has been further inhibited by the domination of a post-Maastricht ethos funda-
mentally based on national responsibility and on implicit moral judgements about
fiscal ‘sins’ and ‘virtues’ (Dyson 2014, T'soukalis 2016). According to this policy par-
adigm, the current EMU framework is essentially well-designed and structural
reform is primarily a matter of doing one’s homework. If, however, adjustment is a
matter of national homework and rule-compliance, then inter-personal solidarity
1s not really needed in the Eurozone and the EU.

Under the EMU governance framework, EU intervention in national sys-
tems has been confined to measures of coordination and the emphasis of the po-
litical discourse is shifting towards the need to invest in the ability of individuals
and communities to survive in intensified international competition. Successive
EU coordination strategies established over the last three decades have been
centered on the goal of simultaneously enhancing European competitiveness and
solidarity. In 2000, the Lisbon Strategy was presented as a “positive strategy
which combines competitiveness and social cohesion” and set the strategic goal
for the EU of becoming “the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based
economy in the world capable of sustainable economic growth with more and
better jobs and greater social cohesion” (European Council 2000: 1-2). In 2010,
in turn, the Europe 2020 Strategy was portrayed as “a strategy for smart, sus-
tainable and inclusive growth”. Under this “competitive solidarity” approach,
the public actors should not seek to protect the weak from the market, but to
invest through the market and with the market in order to enhance in the pro-
ductive potential of individuals and societies (Streeck 1999: 6). The need for the
institutionalization of a limited form of inter-state solidarity in the EU is thus
recognized; nevertheless, European solidarity instruments must take the form of
economic (structural) policies aiming at raising the relative and absolute perfor-
mance of the European economy (Chiocchetti and Allemand 2019: 6).
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Fiscal solidarity in the EU is limited. In 2019, EU spending amounted to
159,1 billion euros, representing 2,1% of EU Member States’ total general gov-
ernment spending and 1,0% of their combined gross national income (GNI); By
comparison, domestic budgets collectively represent between 30% and 40% of the
Union’s GNI. Roughly 71% of EU budget expenditure was directed to the Com-
mon Agricultural Policy (CAP) and cohesion policy (37% and 34% respectively),
while policies promoting the overall competitiveness of the EU absorbed anoth-
er 14%. Expenditure on competitiveness (i.e. on research and trans-European
networks) is widely perceived as distributive or allocative, while EU actions in
agriculture and cohesion are considered by many to be redistributive (Laffan
and Lindner 2020). However, apart from some income support components of
the CAP, interpersonal redistribution is absent from the EU - the rule instead
is inter-regional or inter-country redistribution. By contrast, interpersonal re-
distribution in the EU member states (in the form of various social protection
benefits) amounts to more than 25% of their GNI.

3. The evolution of cohesion policy space, 1989-2020

iven that employment and social policies remain under the competence of

EU member states, EU cohesion policy — a complex set of expenditure instru-
ments serving the objective of “economic, social and territorial cohesion” - is widely
viewed as the main “EU solidarity tool”. Cohesion and solidarity between member
states are fundamental values of the European Union (EU), recognized in Article
3 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the EU (TFEU). As defined in the Treaty (Ar-
ticles 174-178 TFEU), cohesion is an imprecise and nebulous concept that is open
to multiple interpretations. Emphasis is placed on the economic dimension of the
term, the reduction of the disparities of levels of development between regions and
countries, whereas no definition of social cohesion is provided. It can be argued
that the goal of cohesion is only marginally linked to the traditional notion of eco-
nomic solidarity. Indeed, cohesion is distinct from the broader concept of equity,
which relates to the narrowing of the primary income gap between individuals
through taxes and transfers. Emphasis is instead placed on improving economic
efficiency by using a variety of fiscal and non-fiscal instruments. Thus, the Com-
munity and member states intend to improve the allocation of resources across the
territory of the European Union, and in the long run, to ensure equal opportuni-
ties for the various economic actors. In other words, cohesion policy focuses on the
reduction of inter-country and inter-regional disparities, while national policies
and welfare systems are meant to take care of inter-personal disparities, including
the subsidization of incomes and consumption (Tsoukalis 1998).
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The official mission of cohesion policy is to narrow the gap in development
levels between the EU regions. However, reality is far more complex; the crea-
tion and the evolution of cohesion policy has been inextricably linked with the
progress of European integration and the inter-state compromises accompanying
it. Cohesion policy has indeed been linked with different aspects of EU integra-
tion; each of these linkages has had crucial fiscal and political implications and
has decisively affected the ends and the means of the cohesion policy regime. In
hindsight, the most influential sources of exogenously driven change have been
the Southern enlargement and the single market; the EMU project; the Eastern
enlargement, the Lisbon Strategy; Europe 2020; the new economic governance
(Andreou 2016: 333); and, more recently, the Covid-19 pandemic.

Every ‘policy’ is in fact a complex regime of ends and means. Therefore, in
order to trace and appraise the development of a particular policy over time, one
has to a) identify its distinct components, b) study the interrelationships that
develop among them and c) detect the changes that take place at different rates
and can result from activities endogenous or exogenous to the policy under ex-
amination (Hall 1993). According to Hall, each type of policy component changes
with different frequency and for different reasons. More specifically:

e  When policy calibrations change, first-order changes occur, which are
incremental in nature and are due to endogenous factors.

e  When policy tools change, second-order changes of incremental nature
occur, also owing to endogenous factors.

¢ Finally, when the dominant «policy paradigm» is revised, third-order
changes take place due to external factors.

M. Howlett and B. Cashore (2009, pp. 38-39) formulated a more sophisticat-
ed approach to policy components, arguing that any public policy is a complex set
of goals and means that are formulated at three different levels of abstraction.
Consequently, every public policy is composed of six distinct elements. On the
one hand, objectives are divided into general objectives (abstract ideas that gov-
ern the general orientation of a public policy), operational objectives and specific
terms (practical requirements for the conduct of a public policy). On the other
hand, means are divided into organizational principles (general rules governing
the implementation of a public policy), mechanisms (different policy tools that
are mobilized) and configurations (different ways of using policy tools).

Studying complex policy regimes is further facilitated by the concept of poli-
cy space. The latter refers to a specific group of policies, as well as to the institu-
tional embodiments of the latter. Each of the policies contained within this space
is so closely interlinked with the rest that it becomes impossible to describe or
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analyze it without also examining the components of the whole set. The struc-
ture of a policy space includes both the internal arrangements of its components
and the relations and linkages that develop among them. Applying the concept
of policy space in the study of public policies makes possible to integrate the
substantive and institutional traits of policies in a single whole; moreover, it fa-
cilitates the study of the way(s) the internal structure of a policy domain chang-
es over time (Hooghe 1996b: 94-95). Moreover, from a historical institutionalist
perspective, political institutions are not only periodically contested; they are
the object of constant struggle, as actors attempt to gain advantage by inter-
preting or redirecting institutions in pursuit of their goals, or by undermining
or evading rules that clash with their interests. Gradual change takes different
forms; Streeck and Thelen (2005: 19-30) classify five modes of gradual but poten-
tially transformative change: displacement (initially dominant institutions are
being displaced by others); layering (new layers of institutions are added); drift
(institutions are progressively weakened and rendered ineffective); conversion
(institutions assume different functions than the ones they were originally exer-
cising); and exhaustion (institutions gradually wither and die).

Cohesion policy is the spatial configuration of a variety of sectoral policies,
each of which is organized according to particular boundary and decision rules.
The goal of cohesion policy is to select and coordinate sectoral policy initiatives
that are instrumental in developing a specific territorial setting —region, sub-
region, area, or country. EU cohesion programmes draw simultaneously from
different sectoral policies, such as research and development, industrial policy,
education and vocational training, social inclusion policies, environment, trans-
port, energy, agriculture, spatial planning etc. Policy rules and processes differ
both at the European and the national level and some policies are more Euro-
peanized than others. When all these differences are taken together, cohesion
policy emerges as a complex constellation of variable mixes of European and
national sectoral policies (Hooghe 1996a: 10-11).

Cohesion policy space emerged between 1985 and 1989. In 1985, the inclu-
sion of the principle of cohesion in the Treaty was accompanied by the decision to
mobilize three pre-existing “Structural Funds” [the European Regional Develop-
ment Fund (ERDF), the European Social Fund (ESF) and the Guidance Section
of the European Agricultural Guidance and Guaranty Fund (EAGGF)] in the
name of cohesion. Then, the landmark budgetary reform of 1988 introduced the
concept of multi-annual fiscal planning and endowed the Structural Funds with
a substantial budget and a multi-annual governance framework based on the
principles of concentration, partnership, programming and additionality. The
cumulative effect of these processes was the foundation of a new policy space
that was put into operation during the 1989-1993 programming cycle (Table 1).
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Table 1: The components of cohesion policy space, 1989-1993

Policy Content
High Level Programme Level Specific on-the-
Abstraction Operationalization ground Measures
OBJECTIVES:
- inter-regional con- SETTINGS:
vergence in GDP per uperading of infra
GOALS: capita P& 5
. . structure
- economic - converting the
. . . - human resources
. cohesion regions seriously af- ..
Policy . . . training
- social cohe- fected by industrial . .
Ends . . - combatting social
sion (unde- decline .
or . exclusion
. fined); - combating long- .
" Aims . - business support
= emphasis on | term unemployment | . .
Q . . - investment in R&D
<) employment - occupational in-
= . 5 - cross-border coop-
> creation tegration of young .
o eration
= people
go_‘ - promotion of rural
development
MECHANISMS: CALIBRATIONS:
INSTRU- . .
- EU Regulations |-Community  Sup-
. MENT LOG- . . .
Policy IC: - national legislation | port Frameworks
Means ‘o ral;lmin - ERDF, ESF, EAG- | -Operational Pro-
or prog . & GF, EIB grammes
- concentration . . . .
Tools . - national funding | - big projects
- partnership . . ..
.. . Iinstruments - Community Initia-
- additionality . . .
- private investment | tives

Source: adapted from Andreou (2017)

Between 1994 and 2013, cohesion policy space underwent four successive re-
visions. The first two of these reforms (which took place in 1994 and 1999 respec-
tively) followed an incremental logic, as the changes introduced did not radically
alter either the pre- existing balances between cohesion policy objectives and
instruments or the place of cohesion policy in the EU political system (Manzella
and Mendez 2009). By contrast, the 2006 and the 2013 reforms introduced a
substantial change in the positioning of cohesion policy in the EU budgetary and
policy frameworks, by placing increasingly greater emphasis on aligning the ac-
tivities of the Structural Funds with the “Lisbon Strategy” and its successor “Eu-
rope 2020” strategy.! This change at the level of policy goals was accompanied
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by an equally important change in the logic of policy means, as greater emphasis
was placed on maximizing policy effectiveness and “added value”. It has been
argued that these reforms reoriented cohesion policy away from the traditional
goal of promoting balanced socio-economic development towards a growth-policy
perspective that puts the issue of competitiveness as a prerequisite for regional
convergence (Avdikos and Chardas 2016).

More specifically, in 2006, a new strategic planning system was introduced
by requiring the design of National Strategic Reference Frameworks (NSRFs)
in conformity with Community Strategic Guidelines (CSGs), links with Nation-
al Reform Programmes, the earmarking of programme spending to specific ex-
penditure categories, and reporting requirements (Bachtler and Mendez 2020:
235). Then, the 2013 reform produced a much stronger alignment of cohesion
policy with Europe 2020 and the new economic governance under EMU. At the
programming level, a Common Strategic Framework (replacing CSGs) provid-
ed guidance on programming and promoted coordination of the various EU
spending instruments, while Partnership Contracts (replacing NSRFs) set out
the overall contribution, at national level, to the Thematic Objectives and the
commitments to concrete actions to deliver Europe 2020 objectives. Moreover,
ex ante and ex post conditionality were further enhanced, and new provisions
on macroeconomic conditionality established were introduced to ensure that the
effectiveness of expenditure under the Common Strategic Framework Funds is
underpinned by “sound” fiscal and macroeconomic policies.

The strategic turn of cohesion policy has had a profound impact on the cohe-
sion policy space itself (Table 2). At the level of policy goals, cohesion policy is now
focused on the support of structural reforms aiming at increasing the Union’s over-
all competitiveness; at the level of policy means, all cohesion policy instruments
operate in accordance with the logic of conditionalities and, in theory at least, are
fully integrated in the EU strategic programming (as expressed by the European
Semester). If we attempt to compare the 2014-2020 “map” of cohesion policy space
with the 1989-1993 map following the taxonomy of Streeck and Thelen (2005), we
see ample evidence of new layers of goals and objectives added on top of preexist-
ing ones. This phenomenon has also been described as a “broadening” of the policy
aims in which cohesion is expected to contribute (Begg 2010: 79). At the level
of means, a) the logic the cohesion policy instrument has undergone substantial
changes, owing primarily to the increasing emphasis placed on the principle of
sound and efficient management at the expense of the four “traditional principles”,
b) the number of available policy instruments has increased substantially; and c)
policy calibrations have undergone multiple types of change, as some of the ear-
ly calibrations (like the Community Initiatives) have been abandoned, some new
ones (like Research & Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialization) have been
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added and some of the original calibrations have been converted to new ones (for
instance, the Community Support Frameworks have been replaced by the Part-
nership Agreements). The main finding of this exercise is that, in 2014-2020, goal
congestion is evident at the level of policy aims, while increased complexity is

manifest at the level of means (Andreou 2017).

Table 2: The components of cohesion policy space, 2014-2020

Policy Content

High Level Programme Level Specific on-the-
Abstraction Operationalization ground Measures
GOALS: SETTINGS:
- economic cohesion OBJECTIVES: upgrading of infra-
- social cohesion (un- - inter-regional conver- structure
defined); gence in GDP per capita | - human resources train-
Policy emphasis on -uropean territorial ing
Ends | employment creation cooperation - combatting social ex-
or - territorial cohe- | -5 “Europe 2020” goals clusion
Aims sion (undefined) - 11 Thematic Objec- - business support
- promoting smart, tives - thematic concentra-
sustainable and - 3 Horizontal Objec- tion of resources
inclusive growth tives - promotion of “good
(“Europe 2020”) governance”
] MECHANISMS:
8 - Common Strategic CALIBRATIONS:
;; Framework --Partnership Agree-
é -Country-Specific Rec- ments
po_. INSTRUMENT ommendations/ Council - Operational Pro-
LOGIC: recommendations grammes
. - programming - National Stability - big projects
Policy - concentration Programmes - conditionalities
Means . . . .
- partnership - National Reform Pro- | - national, regional
or - additionality grammes and/or local strat-
Tools - shared management - national legislation egies [Research &
- sound and effi- - ERDF, ESF, Cohesion | Innovation Strategies
cient management Fund, EIB, EAFRD, for Smart Special-
EMFF ization (RIS3),
- national funding instru- | integrated territorial
ments approach etc.]
- private investment

Source: Andreou (2017)
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The evolution of the cohesion policy space has gone hand in hand with sig-
nificant changes in both the size and the allocation of the financial envelope of
cohesion. Firstly, EU expenditure in the name of cohesion experienced a spectac-
ular increase between 1989 and 2013, but in 2014-2020 the cohesion budget was
reduced for the first time in history. Secondly, since 2006, the intensity of EU
aid in less developed regions (funding relative to the population covered) has de-
clined.? Thirdly, the share of cohesion funds for the remaining regions has grown
from 15,8% in 2007-2013 to 27,6% in 2014-2020 (Andreou 2017).

The changes in cohesion spending can be attributed to several factors. First,
since 1999 the negotiations on the future of cohesion policy take place in a policy
environment favoring “sound public finances” and “added value”. Second, the
divergence of preferences between Eastern and Southern member states has
given the richer member states the opportunity to impose a more restrictive
approach. Third, in contrast with the earlier rounds of budgetary negotiations in
the EU, the 2006 and 2013 negotiations were not integrated into a larger pack-
age deal including financial and non-financial issues. Hence, the less wealthy
member states did not have the opportunity to maximize their financial gains
by exacting side-payments in the name of cohesion (Andreou 2016: 360). Lastly,
the dominance of the discourse associated with Lisbon, Europe 2020 and the new
economic governance has further legitimized and strengthened the arguments
calling for a “contained” cohesion budget transferring resources to poor and rich
member states alike.? In other words, emphasis on strategy and performance has
promoted the distributive interests of the richer member states at the expense of
the poorer ones (Andreou 2017).

The 2006 and 2013 reforms represent turning points in the history of the
policy, since: a) they introduced new strategic goals that were exogenously de-
fined and not fully compatible with the cohesion objective itself; b) they imposed
new centrally and exogenously defined operational objectives, mechanisms and
calibrations and c) they put into effect a complex set of conditions and controls,
also exogenously defined. This policy shift was officially justified as an attempt
to enhance the added value of cohesion policy and to improve the overall policy
mix in the EU. However, these changes exacerbate congestion at the level of
policy goals and complexity at the level of policy means. Regarding policy goals,
cohesion policy has become overloaded with numerous and contradictory objec-
tives, diluting its Treaty focus and reducing the importance of ‘place’ and ‘territo-
ry’ in the design and implementation of programmes (Bachtler et al. 2016). This
broadening of the mission of the policy was accompanied by a reduction of its
financial resources against the backdrop of a marked deterioration of the EU’s
regional problem (owing to the Eastern enlargement and the financial, fiscal and
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economic crisis of the 2010s). The partial decoupling of cohesion policy from its
initial mission — reducing territorial inequalities — constitutes a blow for Euro-
pean integration, since it undermines the goal of cohesion, and also diminishes
the degree of inter-regional redistribution (and solidarity) that the latter entails
(Andreou 2016: 359-360). Concerning policy means, the growing top-down accu-
mulation of more regulatory requirements hinders the ability of countries and
regions to address development needs in ways most appropriate to national and
regional circumstances (Bachtler et al. 2016).

4. The transformation of cohesion policy space, 2018-2020

n 2 May 2018, the European Commission presented a set of general proposals

for the 2021-2027 Multiannual Financial Framework (MFF), which sets out
the ceilings of both the EU’s annual expenditure as a whole and the sub-categories
of budget expenditure for the period 2021-2027. The MFF proposed by the Com-
mission was slightly lower than the MFF 2014-2020 and corresponded to 1,08%
of the EU GNI. On the expenditure side, significant cuts in the Common Agricul-
tural and Cohesion Policy were proposed, so that expenditure on all other policies
would amount to 33% of the new budget. On the other hand, the Commission
recommended: a) a further increase in research and innovation spending and b)
the establishment of two new financial instruments to promote reform and stabi-
lization within the Eurozone (see below). The Commission’s main argument that
the proposed MFF meets the needs of the Union because, firstly, it produces the
maximum possible “added value” by focusing on areas where the Union is more
effective than the Member States and, secondly, it adopts conditionalities that
ensure maximum effectiveness of EU expenditure.

The structure of spending categories (the so-called “Headings”) proposed by
the Commission differed significantly from the 2014-2020 MFF. Cohesion policy
spending was included in “Heading 2” which was titled “Cohesion and values”
and was allocated the largest amount of funding within the MFF (€392 billion
representing 34.5% of the total). Heading 2 was also the most diversified heading
in terms of the types of programme and fund included, since it encompassed ex-
penditure on cohesion (one of the EU’s long-standing policies), on an entirely new
budgetary instrument supporting Economic and Monetary Union, and on other
increasingly important goals, including youth employment, the creative sector,
values, equality and the rule of law. Specifically, based on their contribution to
a given EU policy area, EU programmes were divided into three ‘policy clusters’
1): economic and monetary union (5.7% of the allocation in Heading 2), regional
development and cohesion (61.8%), and people, social cohesion and values (31.5%).
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Under the cluster dedicated to economic and monetary union, a new in-
strument linked to the functioning of the Eurozone — the Reform Support Pro-
gramme (RSP) would coexist with the tiny Pericles programme (to protect the
euro against counterfeits). Allocated €22,2 billion over seven years, RSP was de-
signed to support structural reforms in Member States (including those outside
the Eurozone) that are important for the convergence and resilience of Member
State economies. Eligible reforms would cover various policy areas, such as pub-
lic financial and asset management, institutional and administrative capacities,
service and labour markets, the business environment, education and training,
public health and education. The new programme was seen by the Commission
as complementary to the cohesion funds and as a way to strengthen the link be-
tween the cohesion policy framework and the European Semester cycle (i.e. the
main EU policy tool associated with the implementation of Europe 2020 strategy
and the EU economic governance). The policy cluster “Regional development and
cohesion” would include the European Regional Developm