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1. Multi-level (Territorial) Governance: A Contradi ction in Terms?
Prof Andreas Faludi, Spatial Policy Systems in patdelft University of Technology

Since the mid-2000s, multi-level territorial govente has entered the European discourse on
territorial cohesion. A reading of the more comnumcept of multi-level governance as
referring to the interaction between layers of goweent, each responsible for a given
territory within a hierarchy of nested units suggethat the specification 'territorial’ is
redundant. More importantly, there is another, nfarelamental problem, the contradiction
between underscoring the positions of regionallaadl levels of government, as for instance
in the Committee of the Region's 'White Paper ortiMevel Governance,' and the invocation
of the concept of governance. The emphasis shoalceither on giving each level of
government its proper place in a hierarchical atutginal order or multi-level polity, or on
the fluidity of decision-making characteristic af\ggrnance. Governance is after all broader
than ‘governing,’ thus broader than what tiers epresentative government enjoying
democratic legitimacy do. Governance refers to-@ganising, interorganisational networks
around issues that more often than not criss-crpssdictional boundaries. The
characteristics of governance are: (1) interdeperelebetween organisations; continuing
interactions between network members; (2) game-likeractions, rooted in trust and
regulated by rules of the game negotiated and ddrg@etwork participants; (3) a significant
degree of autonomy from the state. The concepbbas used extensively in relation to the
EU, amongst others by the European Commission’sit&\lhaper on European Governance.’
The latter, too, made it clear that governance a@sut a form of policy-making promoting
openness, accountability and responsibility and ithaas designed, rather than for them to
work within the confines of secure areas of resjility, to enable Member States acting
together within the Union to tackle people’s comsemore effectively. In a more general
sense governance refers to all processes influgisaaietal decision-making, which naturally
includes governing. It is this comprehensive cohtegt the notion of multi-level governance
of the Committee of the Regions, focusing on thetigpation of regional and local
governments as it does, neglects.

This is also whereupon the claim of a contradictisithin the concept of multi-level
governance rests. Either the emphasis should lggvorg each level of government its proper
place in a hierarchical constitutional order invakias the Committee of the Region’s White
Paper does, the subsidiarity principle, or it sbdobke on the fluidity characteristic of
governance, opposed as it is to angriori allocation of competences. In the first case what
is really meant by invoking the concept of multdégovernance is to underline the existence
of multi-level polities with more or less regulatedtterns of interaction between the different
levels. As against this, where multi-level goverraproper is concerned, the emphasis on it
being multi-level carries within it a danger. Itggest a focus on what administrations in a
government hierarchy do, thus distracting fromrtbvork character of governance.

What is relevant here is that the apostles of ateN&l governance, Lisbeth Hooghe and Gary
Marks, for a decade now distinguish between a ANl governance Type | and Type II.
Type | conceives of dispersion of authority to gaheurpose jurisdictions at a limited
number of levels. Type Il conceives of a potenjiallige number of specialized jurisdictions
for specific services operating on various scakscepting this distinction, the above
considerations lead to suggest that Type | doesaatiy qualify as 'governance’ but is rather



multi-level ‘government.” This as against Type llhh sheds the assumption of a
hierarchical territorial order and can thus notlyelae described as 'multi-level' but refers to
more diffuse practices of governance relating todfl often overlapping, functional rather
than more or less permanent administrative areas.

To substantiate such claims, and after talking fsout its derivative multi-level territorial
governance as found in recent planning literaturé documents, the paper discusses the
origins of the concept of multi-level governancehe context of EU cohesion policy. Then it
elaborates on its Type | and Type Il as expoundekky publications over a ten-year period
by Hooghe and Marks. In exploring the implicatiasfsboth types for pursuing territorial
cohesion, the paper then focuses on what is raisgussed in the relevant literature. These
are the different notions of territory underlyinthe appreciation of territory needs to shift
from something that is a fixed given, the propertya constitutionally defined authority, to
one of territory as a malleable social construct.

The conclusion is that, if emphasising the privilégole of governments at various levels is
what is behind invoking multi-level territorial geknance, then the concept is problematic. In
reality, the intention behind the concept has leeguestion exclusive claims of governments
on whichever level to exercise supreme authorigr ¢their territories.

2. Multi-level Governance in the EU: Contrasting uctures and Contrasting Results
Prof Robert Leonardi, LUISS University, Rome
Prof Raffaella Nanetti, University of lllinois athizago

One of the fundamental innovations introduced tglothe introduction of Cohesion
Policy in 1989 was the creation of a multi-levestgyn of governance that was applied to the
management of the operational programmes finangetie Structural Funds (ERDF, ESF).
The same formal system of governance was requirddderal states such as Germany, in
regionalised states such as Spain, in asymmetnicat&egionalised states such as Portugal,
and in centralised states such as Greece. Theigudbiat has remained unanswered is
whether the methods used in the selection of invessts, relationship with civil society,
response to socio-economic stakeholders and fittalyputcomes produced by the multi-level
system of governance have been uniform or whellesr have varied according to the type of
constitutional structure present in the MembereSstat/nder the Structural Funds regulations,
in the last analysis, the ultimate decision in satection of the managing authorities in
centralised systems of government remain the ratianthority (for both national and
regional operational programmes) while in regioaatl federal systems that responsibility
lies at the sub-national level in relation to regib operational programmes. Do these
different constitutional structures have an impawctthe ways that the managing authorities
operate or is there a standard format and outpubsluped by managing authorities
irrespective of the different constitutional stwets present in different Member States?

We will try to answer these questions by drawingrupvo EU-wide research projects
carried out in 2008 and 2011 based on a numbeegibmal case studies—14 in the former
and 20 case studies in the later—that cover theetyaof Member State constitutional
structures. The case studies are based on inteyvigith Structural Funds managing
authorities and stakeholders in the various regidhe results of the systematic comparison
of these two research projects have not yet beblisped nor presented to previous academic
audiences.

3. Pécs, as European Capital of Culture in 2010, ithe pitfall of MLG
Dr llona Palné Kovacs, Centre for Regional StudtesS, Pécs



Argumentation of the topic

The medium-size Hungarian city, Pécs celebrated=tb€ project in 2010. The story of the

project provides for many lessons for the Hungagawernance actors and development
policy but it is also relevant from European dinens

It is well known that the ECC initiative is a vergal European project connecting one city
with whole Europe through one-year cultural jamleovehich attracts thousand of tourists,
dozens of cultural investments granting a chanctheogiven city for a deep change in its
development.

The challenge is really big for a Central Europeéy being at the periphery both of the
country and the European Union and not simply ggalgcally but also from power aspects.
The original spirit of the ECC project is to enharbe creativity of the cities by putting them
on the European map and the collaboration of Ewopeational and local actors as partners
in the project implementation. However, the casd’éfs is slightly different because Pécs
was unable to be a real partner of higher govertahdevels not because of the lack of
creativity much more due to the lack of empowerraatd independency. This may also be
one of the reasons why the city now is sufferirapfrthe problem of maintenance of the new
cultural investments, from the divided characterttid “creative class” and local political
elite, and contrast with the dreams formulatechanltid in 2006 and not least the continuous
decline.

Based on empirical research the paper providesastady having multiple purposes:

— Introducing the process and context of the projeatrder to explain the
contradictory results having long term impacts lwa dity’s development.

— Analysing the relations among actors and tiersrduthe project in order
to give evidence for the negative consequences oof dentralised
governance systems.

— Comparing some international examples in order tove that MLG
produces in Europe very different patterns, whibbrmmenon has crucial
consequences for adaptability of uniform governasaeemes across the
EU.

The organisers could ask why | think that the pdjerthe agenda of the workshop? The
simply answer is that the ECC project was finanbgdStructural Funds (ROP), the more

precise answer is that the governance mechanigimedPécs ECC project was typical from

many aspects of the management of the Structuraedg-and also it is a warning case that the
more “place-based” cohesion policy in Europe famegial governance obstacles in Central
and Eastern European Countries.

The structure and content of the paper

1. Introducing the city and the preliminary developisenf the ECC bid: Pécs is the seat
of a region lagging behind (South-Transdanubia)gsPas a city (or cradle) of
regionalism, governmental ambitions of regionaitsat

2. Analysis of the process and actors of elaboratibthe bid (Local civil initiation,
expanding politics, diverse interests of institnoand the intelligence, copying of
former ECC projects, dreaming instead of counting).



3. Description of the spirit and the content of thed:b(*The borderless city”
regionalism, multiculturalism, in the gate of Balkainvolving local community,
creativity.)

4. The selection procedure (Ambivalent behaviour of tovernment, and politics,
fighting among the competitor cities, EC as a wadtghand the “clever” jury decision)

5. The implementation: actors, interests, processesifutional frames: (Fighting with
time and bureaucracy, begging for money, decredeira trust among stakeholders,
increasing influence of the centre, isolating lagayernment).

6. The celebration: (Delay of all investments, evehtwdtural happenings, disappearing
dreams).

7. The hangover and the sustainability problems: (Bigestments small money, huge
dept, looking for sustainable institutional andaficial frames, starting renovation of
new investments).

8. Concluding questions: Why was Pécs caught in e of MLG? Why the city was
not able to represent and reconcile its interedty Wd national government insist on
its power? What was the role of management of e 8specially of regional agents?
Why did EC remain neutral? Why are local societyd ahe “creative class”
disappointed?

Lessons for Europe

MLG as an inspiring idea is assumed as a genehnahse for every member state, but it does
not fit to the centralised countries where suberati actors are dependent on the national
level having no suitable capacities to behave partner. The European Commission does
know it since it has experienced the managemeutipesof the SFs, as reports on partnership
provide many cases! Regions and cities in the aks@d unitary countries are frustrated by
the gap between formal “rules” and the reality. ®idifferenced or stricter regulation would
be fair instead of polite imitation.

4. Managing EU Structural Funds - using a Multi-Level Governance Framework
through the Partnership Principle

Dr Oto Potluka, Department of Management, UnivegrsitEconomics Prague

Prof Joyce Liddle, Professor of Public Managemiottingham Business School,

There is general agreement that the EU has outgtbevmstitutional framework created in
the 1950s and 1960s for a community of six withyJvenited tasks and responsibilities, it is
less well accepted that, as the scope and scéiee &U’s policy responsibilities have grown,
the means of managing them have become more dimaseomplex since the original and
orthodox Community Model of European Policy Managetn(Metcalfe, 2004). Wallace
(2000) had identified four distinct configuratiotisat evolved alongside the Community
Method (a European regulatory model, Multi-Level v&mance, open coordination and
benchmarking, and intensive trans-governmentalemd)in this paper we utilise Multi-Level
Governance (MLG) within the overall context of Eldl@sion Policy to present findings on a
particular evaluation of the relationship betweeartperships at programme level and
partnerships at project level in the Czech Repulblas report to be discussed in this paper is
the outcome of the contracted projedEvaluation of the Implementation of the
Partnership Principle in the OP HRE" funded from the OP HRE technical assistance
project ,Development of Evaluations, Analyses and Expeudigs for the OP HRE 2008-
2015" which is co-financed from the European Social Fand the state budget of the Czech
Republic.



The primary finding is that effective partnershgisproject level help to achieve relevance
and impact of EU programmes. The Czech case exdnniniis paper can significantly add
to, and advance our understanding of the wider tdetva the effectiveness and management
of EU Cohesion Policy, by highlighting the key campnts of partnership working and
overall performance. The intricate and dynamic rinédationships between within and
between the levels of governance and partnershipgi@wn out to indicate some of the
important advantages and disadvantages of a MLGoapp to project and programme
management.

The concept of Multi Level Governance (MLG) hasrbeadely discussed over the past 30
years to explain both the changing nature of doimestd international politics, but more
especially later writers have applied it to examgnthe effectiveness of EU policies (Bache
and Flinders, 2004). Indeed the European Commisgsaaimade a reference to multilevel
governance in its White Paper on European Govemadopted in 2001. This document sets
out the needs for public authorities to cooperateeract and broaden the involvement of
different stakeholders when it comes to draftingl amplementing Community policies
(COR, 2009). On 16 June 2009 fBemmittee of the Regiol€oR) adopted it§Vhite Paper
on Multilevel Governancdn this White Paper the CoR formulated its vismm the future
European governance system which involves regiandllocal authorities in the formulation
and implementation of Community policies. Europ&bsmon governance is multidimensional
meaning that the process of governing encompassesitgplicity of political, legal, social
and executive actors that operate along and acrassus levels of authority (regional,
national and supranational). Multilevel Governahas been the most prominent approach to
describe and analyse this European integrationregsoini most recent years.

Diverse academic disciplines and policy territortemve been included under the MLG
analytical umbrella due to its novelty as an exatary framework, and because it was a
challenge to traditional dominant approaches. ArheVILG can assist in understanding the
context within which competencies are transferrpdiards to supra-national organisations,
sideways to quasi-autonomous actors and downwardshi-national authorities. In essence
MLG facilitates an understanding of the transfoioratof structures and capacities of
national governments to achieve policy outcomeswels as allowing us to illustrate the
dynamic interrelationships, within, and betweenfedént levels of government and
governance.

Whereas the key features of the original Commuligthod had been the transfer of policy
competences to the European level and a corresppsdift in the locus of decision-making
the Commission had a strategic role in all phaséiseopolicy process. All member states still
had roles to play in policy formulation and implemtegion but European institutions, in
particular the Commission took the lead. Howeventergovernmentalism and
supranationalism reflected tensions inherent is thodel so other models of management
became prevalent, The European regulatory modef awde of decentralised economic
governance, played an important role in the dewvetg of the internal market and
competition policy. While the production and progation of regulations takes place at the
EU level with member state and industry particip@atithere is a heavy reliance on national
authorities at the implementation stage. Open éoatidn and benchmarking exemplified the
emergence of a different management strategy basg@ on strengthening horizontal
relationships among the relevant organisationsational administrations and the generation
and adoption of standards based on professionat gemup evaluations rather than
hierarchical authority or central direction The RkiHilevel Governance (MLG) model that
featured strongly in the management of the strattiunds relied on building partnerships
among organisations at different levels of govemnirte develop and implement spending



programmes (Metcalfe, 2004). It is the Multi-Lev&@bvernance model which will form the
framework for analysis of the case findings on tBisluation of Partnership performance
within the Czech Republic.
Methodologically, the evaluation discussed in thaper was based on a combination of
gualitative and quantitative research methods withobjective of obtaining sufficient data
and information for assessment of the implementabiopartnership projects. In this regard,
several methods of collection of relevant data arfdrmation were used. A continuous
activity was processing of data from previously Imh®d studies on the partnership principle,
together with an analysis of the legislative frarogwof the partnership principle. Then
guestionnaire surveys were carried out among tipicapts for programmes funded by the
ESF in the Czech Republic. In this survey, neanlg thousand responses from applicants for
these programmes (divided by the support area) wbtained. Additionally a survey of
international organizations implementing the prtgec a partnership was carried out.
Information obtained through the previous metho@ds wupplemented by information from
in-depth guided interviews with fifty applicantsr fsupport from the OP HRE. This method
was supplemented by information from focus groupeta from databases and information
systems supplemented by other independently celledata were analysed so that it was
possible to obtain a relatively objective view bétsituation in partnership projects and the
environment in which they were implemented. Wheossgble and appropriate, the data from
the above collection methods were combined togethdrfurther analyses were carried out,
in particular a number of statistical analyses waeated as part of the Technical aspect of
the evaluation..
The evaluation results and recommendations ariserg discussed at a panel discussion with
representatives of the managing authority and nmeeliate bodies of the OP HRE.
Incorporation of contributing suggestions led toeaer viability of the proposed
recommendations.
This evaluation primarily concerned the OP HREragpmmme funded from ESF. Within this
programme, it is particularly priority axes 3 anevbere a large number of projects executed
within a partnership can be found. The objectives wa evaluate the implementation of the
partnership principle in project practice and pdavpractical recommendations and tips for
preparation of calls, application assessment andirastration of projects based on the
partnership principle in OP HRE.
The actual evaluation was divided into three bgsitips:
* Evaluation of the practices of OP HRE projects whilpplying the partnership
principle.
» Evaluation of the contribution of the partnershimpiple for achieving the objectives
of OP HRE and for fulfilling the horizontal themes.
* Analysis, comparison and evaluation of the ingsbnal, legal and financial
framework of the partnership principle practicehe Czech Republic and in selected
EU member states.
Therefore, the research carried out within thisleatgon analysed the creation, form,
problems and possibilities of the partnership pplecin OP HRE projects. The fulfilment of
the partnership principle not only at the natioleakel but also at the international level was
evaluated. Financial, legislative and institutionapects of the execution of the partnership
principle at the project level were evaluated tareine partnership performance.
Overall the findings show that partnership is apantant principle in the area of economic
and social politics both at the European and thema level. It was found when drawing up
economic and social policies and when preparingnarames and projects at the national
level. The significance of partnership is particiyl@pparent in that it allowed involvement of
all actors in order to let them jointly contributesolving problems that affect them directly.



This case provides empirical evidence of a Mult«tleGovernance (MLG) approach to
analysing the implementation of EU Cohesion Padditgountry/state level, and illustrates the
intricate and dynamic inter-relationships betweka tespective partnerships and actors in
achieving project and programme aims and objectiNeslds to wider understanding on the
debate about the management of EU Cohesion PolcysHowing some of the key
components of the inter-relationships and the gtfenand weaknesses of current policy and
practice.

5. Implementation of partnership principle in Hungary and empowerment of non-state
actors
Andrey Demidov, PhD student, Department of Pubbtidy, Central European University,

The present paper focuses on praxis of partnegsimpiple as a required mode of the
EU cohesion policy implementation. More specifigallt centers upon the question of
partnership principle implementation in the new rbemstates with a particular focus on the
role played by non-state actors and seeks to agltlhespuzzle of differential empowerment
of non-state actors through the requirement ofngaship for allocation of the Structural
Funds. Its analysis and conclusions are based prelaminary fieldwork conducted in
Hungary in the summer 2011 (to be continued inféle2011 ) and aimed at collection of
empirical data on the praxis of partnership impletagon from the perspective of
participation of non-state actors (civil societyg@anisations and business interests). Not
pretending to provide a full account of non-statoes’ participation in partnership
arrangements, the paper analyses the factors thdd gotentially account for existing
variation in the role that non-state actors perfasrparticipants of partnership arrangements.
It also discusses whether identified trends in tbée of non-state actors and, most
importantly, factors that are believed to determexéent and intensity of their participation
can be extrapolated to other member states arthisimespect, formulates a set of hypotheses
for further examination and research.

The departure point of the discussion is coopematib actors brought together by
partnership requirement, their incentives for coapen and interests modified, reinforced
and altered by partnership as a peculiar instmaligetting. From this perspective, the answer
to the question why performance of non-state adtongartnership arrangements differs in
terms of intensity of cooperation and, consequerithg role that non-state actors play,
involves looking at interests of three major act@sponsible for the allocation of the Funds
and: the national authorities, the Commission armh-state actors. This perspective,
supported by theoretical frameworks of principagmtgand policy instruments approaches,
suggests that empowerment of non-state actorsdegas their ability to influence thematic
and spending priorities of Operational Programnsesat constant but fluctuates depending
on the Commissions’s support. Introduction of parship principle reveals important power
dynamics behind cohesion policy implementation: @@mmission (the principal) seeks to
enhance legitimacy and efficiency of allocation the Funds via the requirement of
stakeholders’ participation with whom it alignsgmmote its particular visions of spending
and impose it on the national authorities (agentdhwever, conducted fieldwork
demonstrates that these alignments and, corresmgipdempowerment most often take place
between the Commission representatives and cigiegoorganisations rather than non-state
actors representing business interests and acesisutar policy areas (environment). This
proves that partnership is being actively usedHey @ommission as a policy instrument to
push for particular policy approaches and visiayairest the ones shared by reluctant national
authorities. In this sense, one can claim thatodhiction of partnership has actually



empowered non-state actors but, first, not to arakextent across the stages of the allocation
process and, second, not all of them.

The latter finding adds up to the general questiowhether and how cohesion policy
affects civil society organisations through sucljuieements as partnership. Preliminary
argument here is that it leads to strengtheningpasitions of bigger organisations and
marginalization of grass-root ones. This claim esraborated by the Hungarian experience
when arrival of Structural Funds, in general, aratnership requirement, in particular,
caused more collaboration and consolidation betweional umbrella associations inspired
by the legal requirement of partnership and capabléilizing this opportunity. At the same
time, one can hardly find much evidence of direxdifive effects of partnership requirement
on smaller organisations.

What needs further investigation and additional ieicd support is whether such
pattern reinforces and reproduces already exidficgotomy “civil society — state” and
prevents these two actors from establishing longrteollaborative work. Through aligning
with civil society organisations the Commissionsufiee strategy of temporal politicization of
the issue on the agenda by appealing to normais@urses of the political role of civil
society. Given that the discourse of “limiting te&te” by civil society is shared by civil
society organisations in the new CEE, developmetisn the Commission appears as civil
society’s ally may lead to unintended consequewnédsmmpering collaboration between the
state and civil society rather than enhancing itaasumed by the idea of partnership.
However, these claims require additional empirichéck on the material of other CEE
member states. Furthermore, on the basis of plaadeiional fieldwork the paper will
discuss what corrections into these power dynamiag be introduced by greater regional
competences and independence in particular CEE wewerstates (Poland and Czech
Republic). In particular, the question remains ket partnership requirements and
cooperation with non-state actors and, consequetigr empowerment may be a strategy
pursued by regional state actors in search fortiaddi legitimacy and support or driven by
other interests.

6. Partnership governance in the new UE member stas. The impact of place-based
intervention on the social and economic activity ofocal communities in Poland.

Dr Marek Furmankiewicz, Wroclaw University of Eneimrmental and Life Sciences

Dr Krzysztof Janc, Wroclaw University, Institute @eography and Regional Development

In the contemporary development policy, horizontabt hierarchical, connections
between actors are often considered to be cruriefféctive management of local resources.
Authors underline the partial loss of central statections to both: supra-national institutional
networks, i.e. international organisations of looalregional communities and sub-national
ones i.e. autonomous regions or local partnerships.all mentioned levels with their mutual
interdependences are often labelled as ‘multi-lgmternance’, which is considered to be
remedy against inefficiencies of former sectordigies and domination of the exogenous,
top-down forms of development. Especially area-basel bottom-up networks, such as local
or regional partnerships, are considered as mamdof ‘territorial’ governance, which have
better potential to utilize human and social resesrin local development than old sectoral
and hierarchical structures of the state. The pasinp structures, promoted in different
support programmes, assumed many advantages sfsgosral cooperation for local social
and economic development. As a result of the coiovicabout the benefits of partnership
(corporate) governance, area-based partnerships been supported on a large scale in
advanced liberal democracies since the 1980s (hatihban and rural areas) and became an
important element of European Union (EU) developimiicy. Based on this experience,



the concept has been applied also to new EU mesthtas since the beginning of the 21st
century

In Poland the significant development of area-basstherships has been observed from
joining the European Union in 2004, when the LEABERilot Programme (LPP) started to
be implemented under the Sector Operation PrograiRestructuring and Modernisation of
the Food Sector and Rural Development 2004-2006the first stage of the programme
analysed (Scheme | of LPP, 2004-2006) support wagiged for setting up and organizing
the LAGs and for preparing their strategies. Theere 248 applications submitted, most
commonly by local authorities (67%) and voluntamnganisations (32%). Applicants were
individually responsible for the financial and onggational aspects of the LAG formation and
their strategy building. The maximum grant for theG formation amounted to PLN 150,000
(c. EUR 37,000). Eventually, the 167 LAGs and tlstiategies were supported (budget PLN
19.5 million - c. EUR 5.5 million, as for 2006).

Scheme 1l of LPP (2006-2008, final budget of EUR82#ilion) was launched as an
independent competition for all existed LAGs. Isuk 187 applications were submitted and
eventually a total of 149 LAGs received grants afPtN 750,000 (c. EUR 187,500). The
projects were most commonly focused on improvinglity: of life and development of
natural and cultural resources. Local governments$ lacal voluntary organisations were
most active in the local coalitions. The engagenwnprivate sector was low. The main
targets of activity were: promotion and tourist rastructure development, rural areas
restructuring, and local product promotion. Themmdea of LEADER territorial governance
— independent, local grant competition was notvadld and the programme was centrally
managed.

In period 2007-2013 the 338 territorial partnershie eligible to get support fronf' 3
LEADER Axis of Rural Development Programme. Smathrg competitions for local
organisations were allowed to organise, howevehiblke competence for regional authorities
was given to check the eligibility criteria and @mmity to local strategy, so the full
responsibility of undertaken actions were not mowedAGs.

In the paper, the support programme rules andrtipact of LAGs actions on social and
economic activity, was analysed. The comparisorstafistical indexes in municipalities
participating and not participating in the LPP, whothe programme positive outcomes
mainly in non-profit sector development in most refgions in Poland. There were no
significant positive impact on economic developmantl social welfare level, however in
some peripheral regions it could be discern. Trayais also shows that financial data from
formal LAG reports, similarly as some statisticatal are not a fully satisfactory measure of
LAGs activity in the context of their impact on &adnhabitants’ activity. In LEADER 4rd
Axis LAGs covers above 93% of rural areas, so tier® possibility to compare statistically
the changes in areas participating and not paatiicig in that programme.

These analyse shows that the Polish central govarhmas so far reluctant to implement
the territorial governance structures based on iquas government organisations (like
LAGSs) responsible for local strategy building ara public resources management. The
dominant part of funds were planned to improve el infrastructure, what was probably
the reason of local authorities strong positiol AGs, but also the result of local voluntary
organisation weakness. However, in spite of thastraints, the analyse of indexes in period
2006-2008 found the positive role of LEADER prograeninto third sector development and
the level of local inhabitants activities in mamgions of Poland.

7. Developmental Agency from Without — The case of EUegional development
programs
Prof Laszlo Bruszt (EUI)



Dr Balazs Vedres (CEU)

Decades of increase in external aid programs sgak&ide range of criticisms pointing to
misaligned interests, lack of accountability, ainel teproduction of developmental traps. The
success of development from without is more likiélig generates domestic developmental
agency. In this article, we contribute by concapning and measuring dimensions of
developmental agency. Our research analyzes fiftegic case of European Union regional
development programs in Eastern Europe, whereexiisrnal organization spent nearly a
decade on establishing local developmental ageig. collected survey data of 1200 local
organizations from two regions in each of Czechu®ép, Hungary andPoland. We examine
the post-accession position of organizations thatigpated in pre-accession assistance
programs. We test a hypothesis of marginalizaiionthe framework of recentralized
developmental governance, and we examine links dmiwpatterns of pre-accession
involvement and post-accession developmental ageWds identify factors that might make
external developmental programs more likely todo&ical developmental agency.

8. EU cohesion policy and regional empowerment. Cquaring France and United
Kingdom

Dr Romain Pasquier, CRAPE, Sciences-Po Rennes

Dr Alistair Cole, Cardiff University

EU Regional policy has developed in an incrementahner to become a very significant
policy instrument. Each reform has reallocated gmewand provided the theatre for an
indeterminate struggle for influence between thedfld the member-states. Consistent with
theses of multi-level governance, there has beeslaanent of European bureau-shaping and
institution-making. The European dimension alsoeapp as a new structure of political
opportunities for regions and localities, investittgm with new norms and resources for
action. These perspectives inform our case studglbfRegional Policy in France and the
United Kingdom, with a special focus on Wales amdtéhy, two strong identity regions
linked by a Memorandum of Understanding and exInalgtresearched by the authors. If we
observe a form of policy recalibration, the artiodgects the strongest hypotheses based on
Europeanisation. Though the evidence offered ptssearying configurations, the key
drivers for change are primarily domestic, and wiston of policy transformation being
caused by Europeanisation appears inaccurate. Heanfimm France and the UK both
suggest that, if national patterns of centre-peniphelations are subject to sometimes quite
rapid change, domestic drivers logically precedéotd that might be attributed to
Europeanisation.

9. The role of administrative capacities in the ingrnalisation of the EU Cohesion
Policy’s added value: the case of the Regional Opronal Programme of Thessaly,
Mainland of Greece and Epirus in Greece

Dr Anastassios Chardas, University of Sussex.

Why do certain Greek regions after almost tweng-fyears of structural funds
assistance still find it difficult to spend thellogated resources according to the rules
stipulated by the relevant Regulations? By 2018etlnall have been five rounds of
structural funds contributions arriving in the caynwhich are funding programmes of
both sectoral and regional Operational Programi@&s). Similarly to all the previous



programming periods however, the Managing Authesitiesponsible for the
administration of the OPs funded by the Nationaht®gic Reference Framework
(NSRF) that officially started in 2008 are strugglito absorb the funds. In particular, the
absorption rates for the whole of the NSRF remamwhilst some OPs have not started
yet. As with the previous Community Support FramasdCSFs) and the Integrated
Mediterranean Programmes (IMPs), the problems seere acute at the regional level
and the Regional OPs (ROP).

True, there is little doubt that at the end of phegramming period of the NSRF, the
absorption rates will have probably been satistfgdtoth nationally and at the regional
level. However, this will happen following signiéint distortions of the regulations that
govern the operation of the structural funds. Thaseencapsulated by the principles of
additionality, programming, concentration and parship as well as a series of
management tools implicit in those principles. Ehpanciples and the management
tools are described as the ‘added value’ that ttieypoffers to the recipient countries
apart from the strict macroeconomic impact. Theynigaelate to the improvements in
the governance capacities of the recipient counthiat come as a result of the principles.
The rules implicit in those principles were sigcéntly distorted in the previous
programming periods. Similarly, in 2011 there agedssion between the Commission
and the Greek government to ignore the principladsfitionality by decreasing the
requirement for match funding by the Greek govemmmia this way it is hoped that the
structural funds will be able to provide signifit@levelopmental boosts to counteract the
effects of the financial crisis engulfing the caynHowever, that means that a central
component of the added value will once again beriggh, thus decreasing any chances of
the policy improving the country’s administrativepacities.

In order to substantiate these arguments the paipemploy the ROP for Thessaly,
Mainland of Greece and Epirus as its case studihdaretical terms it will employ a
conceptual framework broadly based on the theofi@gernal and interactive
administrative capacities of the Greek state. higaar, this conceptual framework will
postulate that it is the internal and interactigpacities of the Greek state as well as their
interaction that provide the mediating factorstfoe identification of the decreased
impact of the added value in this particular RORe Tase study region is one of the five
regions which emerged after the merger of the presly existing 13 Greek regions. It
comprises a relatively developed area —Thessaljr avie of the poorest regions in the
EU -that of Epirus- and as a whole it is a conveogeregion, in other words its GDP is
below the 75% of the EU average.

This research will build on previous research wharimed my PhD thesis at the
University of Sussex and dealt with the implemeataof the third CSF in Greece.
Through my research for the ROP for Thessaly, Maidlof Greece and Epirus | aim to
provide further insights in this research by foogson the regional level. Also, in my
PhD research, the research focus was on broadeuiiogial interactions between the
Managing Authorities. By focusing on specific agpeaf administrative capacities | aim
to provide more systematic accounts of the impatieEU in the administrative
practices of the MAs that were set up for the imm@atation of the NSRF.

10. EU Cohesion and the promotion of partnership @omparative perspective Scotland
and Hungary

Dr Jim Campbell, Glasgow Caledonian University

Dr Umut Korkut, Glasgow Caledonian University



Starting from the empirical observation of highdkssof absorption of EU Cohesion Funds
but strikingly low levels of substantive changeregional cohesion levels, this paper will
offer a contextual comparative analysis of EU fuhdegional development policy in
Scotland and Hungary. Based on theoretical framlesvdealing with Europeanization, new
regionalism and the developmental state it expltnesroles of administrative arrangements
and agency through interpreting development stiedegnd administrative structures and
planning during the 2007-13 funding period. Speaify, this paper will explore the
approaches to partnership adopted in Scotland amgyaty in relation to EU Cohesion funds.
It will focus on two regions, namely Western Scotlaand Eszak-Kelet Magyarorszag (North
Eastern Hungary), which have experienced economdcidustrial decline. The paper will
identify and analyse the main drivers of the appihea to partnership adopted in both regions
in relation to the 2007-13 funding period. The chje is to ascertain the extent to which
administrative arrangements for the managementbCBhesion Funds impact on, first, the
types of economic development projects funded aswbrel, the kinds of organisations
(public, private, social) which receive funding.igtanalysis should provide some valuable
insights into how the administrative arrangemeatstie management of EU Cohesion funds
compare with respect to stakeholder involvementissige prioritisation between one old and
one new member state.

Scotland has a long and relatively successful histd accessing Structural Funds from the
EU just about all of the country has been part Busopean regional programme at one time
or another. Between 1975-2006 around £4bn (at PQ0Prices) has come to Scotland from
EU Structural Funds (Bachtler et al 2002, p.11)e Tigjority of these funds have been used
to support infrastructure projects and economic ettgment programmes in Western
Scotland including the Glasgow conurbation. Thighie most populous area of Scotland
accounting for around 45% of the population witQuably the most entrenched economic
and social problems. In 1988 Strathclyde EuropeatnBrship (SEP) was established by the
local authority as a Programme Management Exec(@iE) to manage and administer EU
funds in the region and to maximise future fundirmgn the EU. SEP was one of the pioneers
of the partnership approach to economic developmant its success in improving
partnership working has been recognised by thepggamm Commission (CEC, 2005 p.9). SEP
acted as a facilitator by bringing together ove® 2lifferent organisations and groups for a
common purpose, the promotion of economic developrimeWestern Scotland. The local
partnership approach to managing and administraitigctural Funds pioneered by SEP
became a template for other regions in Scotlandvever with the enlargement of the EU in
2004 and the subsequent reduction in EU Structuradls to the ‘old’ member states in
Scotland there was a move away from the locallyetbamdministration and management of
the EU regional policy funds to a more centralispgroach. In the 2000-06 funding period
there were 5 PMEs in Scotland, in the current fnggeriod there are only two, one for the
Highland & Islands and one that covers the res$adtland. The rationale behind this move
was to reduce administrative costs in order to teevimore resources to economic
development however there was a risk that it walihdinish the level and type of economic
development projects supported by EU funds by reduthe scope for bottom-up project
development.

Hungary has been allocated €25.3bn from the EU §lohe€funds between 2007-13 about
7.3% of the total budget making them tHel&rgest recipient. The European Commission has
commended Hungary on its absorption rate of thdabla funds and also praised the way the
government has used cohesion policies to deflechdrmful effects of the recent economic
and financial crisis. However the paper will shdvatt whilst Europeanization of regional
development policy in Hungary has indeed triggesederal changes in the planning process
and has led to the partial inclusion of some netgradn policy making the main impact of



Cohesion policy has been a growing centralisatioeconomic development policy-making.

At the same time, the economic indicators contitmeshow high and growing levels of

economic disparity between the regions in Hungahys would suggest that while Hungary

has successfully attracted substantial EU fundsag so far failed to convert these into
effective economic development programmes espgdiathose regions, such as Eszak-Kelet
Magyarorszag, which has been struggling with indaisas well as agricultural decline since
the transition.

Despite the economic and political differences leetmvWestern Scotland and Eszak-Kelet
Magyarorszag both have experienced an increasematsation of EU funded economic

development policymaking. This paper will explorem& of the short-term and longer
consequences of that for future levels and typesohomic development.

11. The Perverse Effects of Multi-Level Governancand The Partnership Principle on
EU Cohesion Policy

Dr Simona Milio, Associate Director — Social andh@sion Policy Unit, London School of
Economics and Political Science

Introduction

Numerous authors in the past have suggested thah#in obstacle to successful Structural
Fund (SF) implementation is the extent of Admirastre Capacity (Bollen 2001; Hughes

al. 2004; Kun-Buczko 2004; Shoylekova 2004; Milio 2D0@ver the past decade this has
encouraged a process of wide ranging administraéifems, both in the ten Central Eastern
European Countries (CEEC) and in the EU-15 (CouRedulation 1999: Art. 44). However,
unexplained discrepancies still currently existnmplementation results achieved, suggesting
other factors also play a significant role. Forrapée, striking empirical evidence shows that
some ltalian regions, which have carried out simaldministrative and institutional reforms,
surprisingly still have contrasting results.

The application of Multi-Level Governance (MLG) atite Partnership Principle (PP) within
EU Member States are also deemed necessary foowehiSF implementation (Hooghe and
Marks, 2003). However, both of these governancecgmhes may trigger a perverse path if
applied in regions where politician and stakeholdgerests are not in alignment with
ultimate broader economic goals (Milio 2010). Indlethe MLG model's main point of
strength appears to coincide with its fundamentehkmess. MLG increases deregulation,
opens doors to different actors, allows regionsmplement their self-model of development
and brings regions to the centre of the politicadna. However, MLG is limited when a
region is unable to manage this self-developmerdehdlso, MLG is undermined at each
level by the PP. Indeed, PP may arguably be indegdras a form of horizontal MLG, where
relevant socio-economic actors are consulted ierai@ design the programming of the multi-
annual development plan. In this context the poamdt interests of different stakeholders
strongly influences choices made from the Managuntority.

Research question and hypothesis

This paper explores whether particular politicahditions are necessary within a MLG

framework in order to ensure Administrative Capagiroduces a desired effect. It is

hypothesised that two fundamental factors, which strictly inter-related and mutually

reinforced, underlie the weaknesses of MLG and PP:

0] Stakeholder Engagement (SE)- A lack of alignmemnwben stakeholder’s interest

and broader economic development. This is oftenstaded into a “list” of
uncoordinated priorities which favour local-elitevestments.



(i) Political Accountability (PA)- Re-election presssingush politicians toward short
term investment choices which buy stakeholder'ssofThis is often translated
into allocating funds toward “micro” projects, whitvave no long term economic
effects and purely serve the interests of localugsorather than the wider
community.

Methodology

This paper investigates the relationship betweelitipans and stakeholders and their
respective power to influence policy choices in ttamework of MLG and PP. A detailed
Italian case study is used to disentangle the pseveffects of short term policy choices based
on local interest from broader long term developimamestments. Three methods of data
collection ensure the reliability of the findingd:) document analysis; (2) interview data —
guestionnaires, focus groups, semi-structured vigenss; (3) direct observation (Johnson,
2005: 185-304).

The analysis follows two main steps:

1. A set of indicators is firstly defined in order toeasure the character and extent of
Stakeholder engagement (SE) and Political AccoulittaPA) in the selected Italian
regions.

2. The assessment is performed at four progressagestof both SE and PA, along a
continuum of institutional development: Absent,ar8hg, Developing, and
Consolidated. The criteria for each progressivgestare adjusted to the expectation
for each phase.

Results
Based on this analysis, two solutions are suggdst@dinimize the perverse roles of power,
interests and politics. These are:

(1) Virtuous Stakeholders Engagement (SE) - A strongrak government steering
role in order to minimize the negative effects di®&and refrain local powers and
interests from dominating development choices.

(i) Mechanisms to reinforce Political AccountabilityA)P- The introduction of EU
conditions and sanctions in order to minimize paditself interest.

Conclusions

The widely perceived importance of Administrativap@city is based on the idea that SF
implementation is a complex process, requiring aostl, coherent and consistent
administrative structures and institutional sesinglowever, this study provides empirical
evidence suggesting that PA and SE undermine ttuseps to a varying extent across
regions.

Taking these results into account enable the ifleation of virtuous mechanisms that
minimize the weakness of MLG and PP. In the futtyee of Cohesion Policy, conditionality

systems extended to the political and institutioaegdna may be the key to improved
implementation processes.

12. Partnership, a way to insure efficient and eqtable regional policies?
Dr Catherine Perron, CERI-Sciences Po



The aim of my paper is to question the contributbthe partnership principle implemented
in the realm of the European regional poticyp good governance, territorial cohesion and
democracy.

The partnership principle has often been examimedhe frame of the analysis of the
emergence of a multi-level kind of governance (imah it plays an essential role in bringing
together along new, non hierarchical lines theedét levels of government as well as all
sorts of public and private actors) Recently, numbé& studies concentrated on the
implementation of the European Cohesion Policyha Nlew member states and questionned
the way partnership could be implemented in postroanist political, economic and social
contexts marked by a tradition of centralisatiord ary rigid administrative hierarchies.
These analyses listed the numerous obstacles goad functioning, starting from national
and regional elites reluctant to share their cordver public expenditures and the definition
of policies, the lack of a political and adminisiva culture of participation, the weak
administrative capacity of the regions, the weakreggegional civil societies and the absence
of organised interests, the lack of know-how, ficlahmeans, time etc. (Bruszt, Dabrowski,
Ferry & Mc Master, Baun & Marek). But given the sifialls of the functioning of the
partnership principle, it was not possible in thesmalyses to question the whole scope of
effects of this principle when implemented.

In this context, my ambition would be to take a ptamentary approach, starting from an
example of a best-practice: a post-socialist regiowhich the partnership principle is taken
very seriously by regional political and adminisitra elites, EU regional policies being
defined and implemented in close cooperation witle focal social, economic and
environmental partners, and have a look at theretmaesults in terms of governance, of
territorial cohesion and of democracy in this regio

| will use the example of the East-German Land @&ckenburg-Vorpommern, a Land that
counts to the European regions lagging behing éir tthevelopment and that benefits from
structural funding under the convergence objecth&er a brief description of the concrete
mechanism and functioning of the partnership ppiecion the ground, | will examine, the
conditions of its success (federalism, transfahefwest-German institutions, transfer of west
German political and administrative elites, localifical culture etc.), in order to understand
why Mecklenburg-Vorpommern is such an exceptiongrbe post-communist regions.

| will then question the kind of contribution tharfership principle has in this concrete case
to the five values defining « good governance sisisd in the White Paper on European
Governance, namely: openness, participation, adability, effectiveness and cohererfce.
Does it offer all individuals a chance to get imh&d, to bring in their knowledge and express
their preference about the delivery of projects nemted to the very technical issues of
regional development and disbursement of the straictunds? In other terms, to what extend
can the partnership principle respond to the chgéeof diffusing a place-based approach as
defined in the Barca Repdrin the European regional policy? Is the partngrghinciple
really an incentive for policy makers to act in tfeneral interest? To what extend does it help
to counterbalance the domination of political mestiand of powerful interest groups by
allowing closer control and pressure on policy makey the citizen? Does it manage foster
local involvement to accompany exogenous (europpahbic intervention fulfilling the role

of revealing and aggregating preferences and krupef@ Can it insure the broadest

1 Council regulation n° 1083/2006, art. 11.

2 Cf. European Governance. A White Paper. Brussels, Commission of the European Communities, July 2001,
p. 10.
3 Fabrizio Barca, An Agenda for a reformed Cohesion Policy. A place-based approach to meeting European

Union challenges and expectations. Independent Report, April 2009.



participation in the decision of resource allocaiocConcretely : did the kinds of policies
promoted in Mecklenburg-Vorpommern fulfil both, tbbjective of efficiency and equity ?
Did they really serve the production of public ge@hd services and lead to social inclusion
and spatial cohesion in the way Barca wishes theegbased approach to work?

Finally, 1 will araise the question whether thetsok regional governance that emerged in
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern resembles a kind of « neged democracy » able to replace,
complete or compete with the parliamentarian kihdesmocracy that is practiced in Germany
at the Lander level (Auel 2006, Benz 2000) and taskvhat extend these new forms of
interest mediation and new modes of participationpdovide democratic legitimacy to the
European regional policy and thus contribute tadpEurope closer to the citizen?

13. Throwing out the baby with the bathwater? Contenporary Irish approaches to EU
Cohesion Policy.
Dr Maura Adshead, Department of Politics and Pulfidministration, University of
Limerick, Ireland.

The proposed paper examines the Irish experienbtutii-Level Governance and partnership
in the context of effective local governance andefigoment. It demonstrates that whilst there
has been significant success in Ireland’s operalimation of both Multi-Level Governance
and partnership approaches, much of the assoqutery learning has taken place outside
the formal institutions of local government. In mgacases, the Managing Authorities for
successful cohesion and development initiatives ehdeen independent partnership
companies, funded by EU regional policies, with thgport and approval of the Irish
government, but outside its own formal remit. e turrent climate of financial crisis, these
are the very organizations that are now firstme [for funding cutbacks. This raises concerns
about the sustainability of knowledge transfer iotpdrom Irish Multi-Level Governance and
partnership projects. Added to this, the widespraadociation of national level Social
Partnership with economic mismanagement in Ireldra curbed the contemporary Irish
appetite for partnership approaches. This papeefire reviews the current constraints —
financial, political and ideational — to the furthéevelopment of partnership capacity in
Ireland whilst arguing that Ireland’s inevitablecigasing interdependence within the EU
framework adds a counter-balancing stimulus to kbgvenore multi-levelled governance
approaches to development. It concludes with a sanyof the conditionalities most likely to
support successful multi-level governance and pastnp approaches in Irish applications of
EU cohesion policy.



14. Cohesion policy in promoting multilevel territaial governance: bottlenecks of
territorial governance in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE)
Dr Gébor Schneider, Swedish Institute for Europealicy Studies

This study will introduce some preliminary finding$ a recently started reseafobn the
relationship of cohesion policy and multilevel temal governance. The research attempts to
answer the following questions: (1) to what exté@is cohesion policy influenced the
development directions of the public administratienthe state administration and the
territorial self government —; (2) in which diremtis has the policy changed itself; (3) how it
has influenced the system of multilevel governabogh in vertical and in horizontal aspects.
Finally (4) as a conclusion it will provide a cobet review on the extended forms of
governance systems and on the dilemma of particgpdemocracy vs. competitiveness and
effectiveness. Besides the conceptualisation ofréisearch, the study will introduce some
special features of the Central and Eastern Eurofgdtorial governance structures.

Controversial aims and interests of Member States forming the policy

Since the publishing of the Barca Report (2009)eheas been a permanent debate on the
future of cohesion policy. On the one hand, it ipadicy of investment for the European
competitiveness and an implementing tool of Eurapg@awth and employment. On the other
hand, it represents a vital instrument for reduceggjonal disparities. Controversial interests
of the net payers and net beneficiaries are detengithe policy-making. While net payers
aim to strengthen result-orientation and effectegnof the policy, net beneficiaries rather
prefer to preserve the current structure. The Casiom’'s proposal for the multiannual
financial framework for the next programming perifmims a good example for that. The
complexity of the policy is further increased byetlgovernance issues raised by the
implementation, the delivery mechanism, and théngaship. Although the governance issues
affect the policy more and more, their role hasemdneen thoroughly investigated.

Stronger external demand for strengthening goverranstructures

The implementation of Europe 2020 Strategy is iagpess linking regional policy to the
strategy stronger than ever. This causes visibigxtsfto local and regional actors, either in
the implementation or in the preparation of the tnpsogramming period. A long term
concept that includes cohesion policy and its rolethe development strategies is still
missing. Although the Lisbon Treaty has put a sir@amphasis on the territorial level,
cohesion policy is still too centrally driven. ¥ not only a CEE-wide phenomenon that
bottom-up approach and regional actors are haejlyesented in the decision-making. The
alignment of cohesion policy to EU2020 aims andrnitplementation, keeps cohesion policy
centralized at EU and at national level.

Cohesion Policy’s role in the transformation of plib administration systems

Cohesion policy has had a strong impact on the iaggonodernisation of public
administration systems in Europe, however, withedyng results in the member states.
Significant evidences for the influence of the pplare the wide-ranging decentralisation and
regionalisation processes that all EU member stags witnessed since the 90’s. There are
unanswered questions such as why cohesion poliajd caot properly strengthen direct
democracies neither at local nor at regional lebél.the policy mainly concentrate on result-

4 From 1st October I do researches in this topic at the Swidish Institutte for European
Policy-making (SIEPS).



oriented approaches and on the improvement ofteféaess of the delivery mechanism? Can
we state that cohesion policy has established @ &fngovernance structure that the MLG
literature names as the phenomenon of “the Faubtagain dilemma”? The question is why
effectiveness is put forward against participatilmocracy. Finally, do we have to decide
whether we either strengthen competitiveness diegfcy or we support local democracy?

Methodology

In the article | investigate the relation betwe@heasion policy and governance issues only
from the subnational aspect. According to the exgstconsensus regarding governance
research, | will apply an interdisciplinary apprbacombining comparative politics,
development economics and historical analysis. Basuaring the success of governance
systems | focus on two major aspects: the qualitgavernment (or the degree of good
governance), and new forms of multilevel governastractures. Under the first aspect |
understand a general index measuring transparancguntability, rule of law and strength of
democratically elected territorial institutions as indicator for participation at regional,
NUTS2 level. In the second dimension, | apply datiie methods to investigate new forms
of governance. Since the contribution of the cadvespolicy to the state- or regional
modernisation is a vital question, it requires ptofd analysis. The examination of “quality of
government” indices provided by the Word Bank, OE&1d World Economic Forum are the
most reliable and meaningful comparison basis &bma and regional level. Using their
data, | set up a classification system of the puddiministration of the examined countries in
order to investigate the influence of cohesiongyotin the public administration.

| also investigate the effect of cohesion policy m@w institutional forms of governance. |
intend to answer in what ways they can adapt thewrernance structures, how their law
systems are regulated, and how these new structan@sembedded into their public
administration. As a result, | seek to show diffenmethods that increase the strength of local
and regional level and transform the current toprd@pproach into a decentralised policy
driven by bottom-up initiatives.

| would use a profound investigation on the develept of cohesion policy using historical
analysis. This method demonstrates that cohesiboydmas gone through major changes in
the last few years, which have both external amermal nature. | only concentrate on most
significant reports, strategies and regulationdhsag the Barca Report, the establishment of
EU2020, the effects of Lisbon Treaty with the enmeeige of territorial aspect, and the
financial perspectives of the policy. All these doents have already indicated their high
impacts, and their changing ability on the architee of the policy. This also shows how
cohesion policy has become more complex, whilerftadieveloped into an over-ruled, over-
secured and rigid institution and policy-systenorfithe internal side | examine aspects such
as new regional actors and specific charactergranthcreasing demand for horizontality and
partnership influence. From the external challerigesk at the effects posed by the global
economic crisis and the role of globalisation ohesion policy.



