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Discussion Paper 
Introduction
“(…) The mission of European Cohesion Policy

The original political vision, which gave rise to cohesion policy, is nowadays often forgotten. This vision was based on the political conviction that a strong Union needs policies 
that facilitate integration and policies that ensure everyone can benefit from integration. 
This vision is still valid today. In order to provide a new dynamics for integration, 
the EU needs a strong development policy which enables all EU citizens, independently 
of where they live, to reap the benefits and mitigate the negative side-effects created by the unification of markets. The mission of cohesion policy is defined in the Treaty without ambiguity; to promote balanced and harmonious development, in particular by reducing social and economic disparities between regions. (…)”
“(…) Cohesion policy is the primary EU instrument for mobilising territorial assets 
and potentials and addressing the territorial impacts generated by European integration. 
The strong territorial dimension of the policy has been recognised in the Lisbon Treaty with the introduction of the concept of territorial cohesion. It is a policy that mobilizes endogenous potentials across Europe and facilitates finding new innovative solutions to improve competitiveness and to effectively respond to pressing challenges. (…)”
(…) Cohesion policy is an essential part of the economic policy framework of the Union alongside macroeconomic and micro-economic policies. For this reason, the policy must 
be strongly linked to the Single Market and key Community priorities, in particular those 
of the EU2020 strategy. Cohesion policy can facilitate transition to a smarter and greener economy across Europe. By mobilising territorial potential and complementing EU policies, cohesion policy can contribute to maximise the impact of other EU priorities. (…)”
.
Dynamic between the social and the economic 

The close interdependency between economic and social development processes is undeniable. The occurrence of the economic conditions of social phenomena and social aspects of economic processes seems to be so obvious that one can not discuss any of these aspects without regard for the latter. Inseparability the economic and the social aspects seems to be crucial for cohesion policy, which focuses on actions equalizing the social and economic conditions in all regions of the European Union. However, a wide range of European policies dictates a need to define instruments reacting to the social and economic problems 
and to determine the strength of their impact. The discussion should form the basis for understanding the future cohesion policy and particularly emphasize the proportions between social and economic approach. In the context of this discussion there should be a place for dualistic approach to fundamental issues concerning the European Social Fund, evident 
in the treaty regulations, which raises the dilemma of the position of the European Social Fund within the broader perspective of the European policies. On the one hand, the treaty regulations indicate ESF as an instrument facilitating an employment and increasing 
the geographical and occupational mobility of employees within the Community, on the other hand they treat the European Social Fund as a structural policy tool. 
Some fundamental questions and problems should be raised to give an appropriate course 
of the debate: What is the social dimension of cohesion policy? Whether the social policy belongs to the cohesion policy realm or the competition policy sphere? As a consequence – whether the European Social Fund, responding to the problems of social policy, should 
be addressed only to the social policy aspects or should it go beyond? 
Current scope of ESF intervention is also an issue linked with separation of the social 
and the economic. This raises the question whether ESF should respond only for problems occurring within social policy or should also be extended on policies connected with it. 

Territorial/Place-based vs. sectoral approach 

Above discussion on to what extent economic and to what extent social aspects are present 
in Cohesion Policy leads to debate on the next issue: the territorial vs. sectoral approach. 
Threat of sectoral approach within the financial perspective 2013+ may result in the domination of the actions implemented at the national level. Consequently, it may lead 
to negation or significant reduction of the territorial dimension of cohesion policy, what 
is in contradiction with the Treaty of Lisbon, highlighting the importance of territorial cohesion and its wider recognition in the process of constituting the European policies. 
There is a risk that the interventions implemented in the context of sectoral approach may not be suitable to the requirements and conditions of the regions and may not take into account the local knowledge and experience. 
Therefore, it should be discussed whether to implement a "one size fits all” solution, or rather "place based" approach, where in the latter the regions have an important role and a strong voice in decision-making and they adjust ERDF and ESF measures to local needs. 
Territorial approach assumes multiple dimensions of development processes, i.e. takes into account their social, economic and environmental conditions  as well as diversity of areas concerned. This requires an integrated approach, which takes into account inter–sectoral linkages, thereby enables  a sustainability of public intervention and maximizes the synergy between implementation instruments. 
In turn, the sectoral approach seems to be burdened with a deficit of the territorial dimension (“spatially blind policies"). It may result with lack of efficiency and inappropriately fitted intervention, while resources are limited and should not be duplicated indefinitely. Therefore it seems justified to locate investments in a particular territory, taking into account its conditions. This will be more probable to achieve when ERDF and ESF will be implemented in an integrated way within the framework of horizontal cohesion policy. 
Problems, which are being solved by European Social Fund (long-term unemployment, young people unemployment, marginalized groups problems, etc.) are present in all EU Member States, which enhances its universality. In addition, the European Social Fund began 
to support national reforms in key areas (e.g. employment and education), from which 
all Member States have benefited. In the context of the above there is a question about territorial limitation of the ESF after 2013 through appropriate geographical eligibility criteria, analogous to the criterion of eligibility for the Convergence Objective regions in 2007 - 2013, but related to specific indicators of a social nature. But then one should ask how 
to decide the eligibility of the geographical areas in the context of the seven-year programming period and the simultaneous changeability on the labor market (noticeable particularly in the current economic crisis).
The problem with the dilemma of 'place-based vs. sectoral' concerns also the current coverage of ESF intervention, which is sufficiently broad to co-finance activities in many areas that are to greater or lesser extent linked to the labor market and employment problems. Observing 
the development of intervention of the European Social Fund one can propose a thesis that ESF has become a remedy for current problems in various fields (recently it has become 
a major tool to struggle the crisis). Therefore, the question arises whether the ESF should answer all the problems in social policy and the policies associated with it, whether it should rather focus on selected areas.
The choice between sectoral and place-based approach is not an easy one. The criteria should  correspond as nearly as possible to new requirements and challenges, which Europe needs 
to face.
ESF and ERDF – Linking up or Splitting up

In the light of above dilemmas possible relations of particular instruments of structural policy should be considered. Discussion should concern in particular relation and mutual linkages between European Social Fund and European Regional Development Fund. 

Substantial question in this context concerns the choice between integrated approach towards activities undertaken within the funds, which altogether should react on diagnosed problems and challenges for accomplishing the common aims of EU, and between sustaining 
the current division for ESF and ERDF. In each of above scenarios the main aim should 
be effectiveness of activities undertaken. 
Cohesion Policy is pro-development policy, aiming at amendment of conditions for creating the sustainable economic growth, employment and quality of life in EU regions. This aim 
to big extent is being implemented by promoting investments in human and social capital. Excluding the instrument of achieving the cohesion in area of employees’ qualifications 
and labor market quality, i.e. ESF, outside the framework of cohesion policy creates the risk of impoverishing the effects that it assumes for implementation. One should have in mind 
that social-economic processes have multidimensional character and intervention of public policies should be implemented in a complex way.  

Therefore a question occurs whether ESF should appear as an autonomous instrument stimulating employment and reducing the social exclusion, coming out of the context 
of achieving the cohesion between the regions. Surveys prove that infrastructure investments not being supported by those directed at development of human resources quality are not sufficient to guarantee a strong influence on level of regions’ development. In other words they are the necessary condition but not sufficient one to achieve growth. When analyzing 
key determinants of effective regional development it is visible that most effective investments are those with integrated profile, taking into account combinations of soft 
and hard conditions. Also the current economic crisis and global challenges facing the EU indicates that integrated approach is desired.  

Having in mind the above one should consider coming back to multi-funds system which stimulates integrated approach in implementation of the investment. In this context attention should be paid towards so far observed problems concerning separate management systems 
of ERDF and ESF at the level of EC and MS. This brings the option of striving towards harmonizing the implementation rules of both funds, at least in part of areas. Closer cooperation between adequate DGs aiming at strengthening the coordination of cooperation mechanisms is also crucial. The above arguments are supported by the concept of Single Strategic Framework, indicating at community level the strategic directions 
for implementation of all community funds within the shared competence and partly those within the direct management (r&d, innovations, transport, energy).  
In case of preserving the status quo it is indispensable to discuss deeply the issue 
of guaranteeing the complementarity of activities undertaken within different funds. Complementarity can not stand for the rule that is treated superficially. Its core does not lie 
in regulations and other related documents. It is rather within actual synergy and mutual complementing of specific and consciously undertaken activities, which lead to more effective solutions or achieving the assumed aim at local, regional, above-regional or national level. Specifying the common aim for complementing activities is crucial. Guaranteeing 
the complementarity of activities financed from community financial means serves maximizing their effectiveness. The need for providing the complementarity brings 
the necessity of holistic and objective driven approach both towards hard investments financed from ERDF as well as soft projects financed from ESF. 

It is necessary to consider the scale of institutional and legal changes in case of separating 
the ESF from cohesion policy. This could lead towards further fragmentation of institutional system for ESF and ERDF, especially in case of MS, both at the level of programming 
and implementation. Similarly in case of regulations. Most probably this could result with introducing the demarcation approach which currently is applied for the financial means within financial means of Rural Areas Development of CAP. This process in practice focuses on monitoring the thematic division of investments accenting building the borders whereas 
it should be aimed for combining and coordination and aiming towards integrated social-economic development. 
Therefore the issue of possibilities for applying the practical mechanisms and instruments allowing for providing the complementarity rule at each phase of activities implementation should be submitted under further discussion. In this context it is also worth discussing the model of multi-fund operational programmes.

Discussion on above issue should in consequence lead towards defining the concept of aims formulation both for ESF and ERDF. The substantial dilemma in this topic concerns the fact whether these should be the same aims or their redefinition and reorientation can proceed 
in parallel. 

Other issue worth discussing is legitimacy of multiplication of instruments serving the same aims but functioning to big extent next to each other. European Globalization Adjustment Fund (EGAF) was created in order to provide support for employees dismissed 
in consequence of changes in worldwide trade structure. Therefore the Fund reacts 
on problems which are within interest of ESF. The question therefore is on interdependencies of EGAF and ESF, and even maybe the legitimacy of sustaining the multiple instruments functioning within same areas and reacting towards same problems.

� Orientation Paper on Future Cohesion Policy - Paweł Samecki, European Commissioner in charge of Regional Policy, December 2009. 
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