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1. Focus of the event
This event will look at the past achievements of EU Cohesion Policy (CP), namely how cohesion policy has helped to overcome social and economic disparities in Europe. More importantly, it will also discuss the indirect effects and less visible benefits of cohesion policy in terms, for example, of capacity-building and internal market dynamics, thereby going beyond a mere discussion on net returns. Furthermore, and with a view to the future, this workshop will consider recent contributions from academia, policy makers and stakeholders to the debate on the future of cohesion policy, in particular the recently published Barca report. By its breadth and depth the Barca report follows on from other landmark reports like the 1987 Padoa-Schioppa report and, therefore, should be at the centre of this debate. The aim is to assess the links between the evolution of the policy and the results achieved and to present the state of play of the debate on the future of the policy
.

2. Questions for the debate
Given that it is not possible to explore all the relevant issues under discussion within the allotted time, it is suggested to focus the discussion on the following questions, which are divided into 3 sub-themes:
Scope of Cohesion Policy

· What is the EU's comparative advantage over Member States in implementing a regional development policy?
· Is reinforcing economic and social cohesion still a necessary and legitimate objective of the EU Cohesion Policy? What would be the added value of having a territorial cohesion objective alongside the two existing ones?
· Are the four guiding principles of Structural Funds interventions (concentration, programming, partnership and additionally) still valid? 
· How could the coordination between the regional development (ERDF) and the employment/social (ESF) spheres of the policy be improved? Should the rural development interventions be brought back to the CP?
Governance and partnership

· Is there a need for a more result-oriented approach in the design and management of Structural Funds? Could the political will to apply such an approach, which involves not only evaluating the way the EU money is spent but also the effectiveness of the public policies being pursued, be found?

· Is there a need for more or better indicators? Should complementary indicators besides GDP per capita be used only for policy orientations and evaluation purposes or also for allocation of resources?

· Should local and regional authorities be more involved in the management of Structural Funds? Could a place-based policy as advocated by the Barca report overcome the traditional public policy dilemma of centralisation versus decentralisation and find the right balance between conditionality and subsidiarity?
The future of cohesion policy

· How can a general objective of strengthening competitiveness be made compatible with the goal of strengthening economic and social cohesion? Is there a role for the Lisbon Strategy in the post-2013 Cohesion Policy?
· If there were to be a concentration of cohesion policy resources on fewer priorities, which issues should be addressed?

· Should a dedicated Council formation for Cohesion Policy be created? What should its role and competences be?

3. The achievements of Cohesion Policy

3.1 Improved economic and social cohesion
Achieving greater social and economic cohesion was one of the founding goals of the European project as set out in the preamble to the Treaty of Rome (1957). Member State regional policies were then in their infancy. The ESF emerged and was the sole Structural Fund until the creation of the ERDF in 1975. The scale of both funds, at around 5% of the overall budget, the relatively minor role played by the European institutions in their allocation, and the virtual absence of programming priorities, partially confined them to supporting roles. 
Employment policies (and ESF) initially focused on managing migration of workers in Europe and helping industries to modernise. In the 1970s ESF actions started to target specific groups and sectors, but not regions. A cornerstone for ERDF becoming a Community instrument was the "integrated approach" developed under the 1979 and 1984 reforms. Regional policy still provided grants for infrastructure and subsidies to firms in areas lagging behind – but these were embedded in a wider framework of development perspectives and integrated services in a territory. However, although ERDF and ESF interventions have been integrated in joint operational programmes – or at least in some overarching strategy documents
, the policy spheres of regional and employment/social policies remain largely separate. Rural development on the other hand emerged out of the CAP. Programmes 
for rural development intervene in the same territories and in similar sectoral fields to CP, but with a different intervention logic and very little coordination. Still subsumed under Structural Funds until 2006 this policy is no longer part of CP now. 

Under the 1988 reforms, what would become known as Cohesion Policy began to emerge, becoming a European policy tool. The scale of resources available was significantly increased and governance principles such as concentration, programming, partnership and additionality were adopted. The European Commission’s role grew considerably with the increased emphasis on multi-annual programme design, priorities, and measures. Criteria in terms of quantified objectives, environmental impact evaluations, and more detailed financial data became commonplace. Although major developments (EMU, enlargements) have impacted on CP since 1988 there have only been relatively minor reforms. One exception has been the steady growth in multi-level governance (37% of CP Funds are now administered by LRAs).
3.2 Evaluation: economic impact and capacity building
Since the mid-1990s increasing emphasis has been placed on evaluation. Evaluation has become a major policy innovation linked to CP, gradually expanding to cover the entire policy cycle. As the CP focus was mainly on the reduction of disparities, evaluation studies focused on macroeconomic factors and the role of CP in boosting growth in lagging regions. Major emphasis was placed on verifying GDP-per-capita convergence and productivity.

At the micro-level, the growing emphasis on targets and indicators obliged managing authorities to undertake more monitoring and reporting. However, the results of the evaluation studies have some shortcomings. Fore example, indicators are not comparable at European level
 and the quality of the indicators could be improved. Also, there is little understanding of which interventions work and why they work, and others fail or are not fully successful. Nevertheless, evaluation has contributed to capacity building in evaluation methods and approaches. Evaluation capacities in the MS and the regions have grown (evaluation have frequently been extended to domestic policies) and the results of the evaluation have been increasingly integrated in the implementation of the Structural Funds. 

Institutional capacity building in CP relates to the requirements of multi-annual programming, the strategic approach, monitoring, evaluation, rules of accountability and financial control as well as the need for project development. These requirements have improved governance and administrative capacities at local and regional level. The application of SF principles has also in many cases improved cooperation between stakeholders and led to greater autonomy at local level, strengthened bottom-up approaches, and has endowed the local level with project development capacities. 

3.3 Leverage effect and policy innovation

Cohesion Policy frequently affects the quality of policy making – in the form of specific strategic policy orientations in the regions and Member States by introducing policy fields that have not been previously addressed or by prioritising needs according to a European logic. In most Member States CP experiences have contributed to broadening the regional development policy agenda beyond traditional approaches. On the other hand, EU funding draws different stakeholders – public, private and associative – together to reflect on mutually agreed local/regional/national CP strategic goals. This project-based approach can also trigger reforms in the relevant public services. Finally, a specific achievement of CP is strengthening the role of LRAs in programme design, implementation and evaluation. Responsibilities for managing programmes, priorities or measures, or at least specific tasks in implementation (project development, project selection) have been devolved to lower levels of government or to decentralised offices. 
3.4 Internal market and redistributive effects

CP accounts for a significant percentage of the EU budget. Nearly half of CP funding has gone into public infrastructure, over a third to human resources and about 16% as aid to firms. The immediate impact is on the demand side, particularly where investments in physical infrastructure boosts the construction industry, employment, and therefore household incomes. Calculations estimate that Cohesion expenditures generate an accumulated return of at least double their amount in the long run, as a result of supply side effects on production and productivity. As Member States are linked through flows of goods (trade), financial capital and workers, the impact of these investments also affects other States and regions – mainly through higher demand for imports of producer and consumer goods. States with high trade exposure to beneficiary states benefit to a certain extent through these indirect effects on the demand side in the short run. This mitigates the budget expenditures of the so-called "net payers" and reduces the real net transfer of resources.

4. The Barca report and the future of the policy

The Barca report intends to assess the current state of CP against an "ideal" policy model based on a "new paradigm of regional policy" and puts forward a set of proposals for reform. This "new paradigm" inspires "place-based" policies whose objectives are "enhancing well-being and living standards" and "generating and sustaining regional competitive advantages". These policies tailor interventions to specific contexts in territorial and spatial terms and reserve a prominent place in the design and implementation of the policy to local knowledge. On the contrary, "old approaches" to regional policy are usually focused on compensating for productivity gaps between regions and rebalancing labour and capital flows. 

Regions are considered as the more suitable administrative and political level for implementing place-based policies. An "EU place-based development policy" is defined as a long-term development strategy that deals with "inefficiency" (underutilisation of full potential) and "inequality" (people below a given standard of well-being and extent of interpersonal disparities) through the provision of "integrated bundles of public goods and services" that take into account local preferences and knowledge and are designed and implemented through a system of multilevel governance. 

The report advocates a stronger focus on "equity" and social inclusion. Both the efficiency and equity objectives have been present from the beginning of EU CP: all regions must achieve their full development potential and all citizens must have equal opportunities irrespective of where they live. Nevertheless, while maintaining that these two objectives are still pertinent, the report considers that no CP intervention must target both: there must be a clear distinction between them and sometimes they should be pursued through distinct interventions – even if all belong to the same framework strategy. 
On the efficiency objective, the report admits that agglomeration can be a driver of growth and development although it is not the only one ("network effects" are also relevant) and, more importantly, "agglomeration effects are not limitless" – "a concentration of activity is neither a necessary nor a sufficient condition for high growth". In this respect, the report clearly advocates policies which make clear their spatial effects, given that in practice, supposedly "spatially-blind" policies (which usually consist of national policy measures) almost always target specific places. 

On the equity objective, the report builds on the concept of "social inclusion"  to define a place-based policy with an equity objective as "a territorial strategy for improving social inclusion in its various dimensions, through the provision of public goods and services, by guaranteeing socially agreed essential standards to all and by improving the well-being of the least advantaged". The multidimensional approach stresses the fact that income is only one aspect of well-being so it should not be considered as an end in itself. 

Finally, according to the report, the following principles should lead the reform of cohesion policy: concentration of resources on core priorities, result-oriented grants, mobilise the local potential, improve the analysis and the evaluation system and strengthening the Commission while at the same time reinforcing political checks and balances. 
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�	In order to prepare the discussions for this event, a report on "The Achievements of Cohesion Policy" was produced by METIS GmbH. It takes stock of existing knowledge on the benefits of Cohesion Policy (including the contributions of the EP and the CoR) and suggests issues for debate, with a special focus on those affecting more directly local and regional authorities.


�	This third part is widely taken from "The Achievements of Cohesion Policy", contribution to this event by CoR's Framework contractor Herta Tödtling-Schönhofer and Tony Kinsella, METIS GmbH, Viena .


�	Community Support Framework, National Strategic Reference Framework.


�	This may be improved in the current period, as DG REGIO has defined a set of core indicators that all programmes need to report on.
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