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First workshop: “Services of General Interest and ohesion”
Mapping the SGIs in the European Union

“Mapping oh the Public services in the European Uron and in the 27 Member States”
David Anciaux, CEEP, Pierre Bauby, RAP, Mihaela iSanRAP

1. Defining services of general interest in Europe
Services of general interest represent a shareg walEurope. The Lisbon Treaty in its articles ib4,
the Protocol 26 on Services of General Interestl(SBd in the article 36 of the Charter of
Fundamental Rights specify the role of SGIs, ardf tontribution to social and territorial cohesian
Europe.

A SGI in Europe is « market and non-margetvices which the public authorities class asdein
of general interest and subject to specific pubditvice obligations.»Therefore such missions
or activities do not obey only to market rules botms, criteria and rules aiming at reaching three
objectives:

- guaranteeing access of each inhabitant to tresiEss

- establishing solidarity relationships, econorsmgial ant territorial cohesion

- addressing market failures.

One important contribution of SGls to cohesion i do the fact that prices of public services are
frequently disconnected from the market rules.

This concept covers diverse realities in Europe.dde conception is common to all EU countries: the
functional conception of the public services eveough legal approaches vary from one country to
the other. One common feature is shared by SlG@ss&urope: unity, diversity and subsidiarity.

2. Need for a mapping of the Public services in the European Union and in the 27 Member States

A study called “Mapping of the Public services lire tEuropean Union and in the 27 Member States”
was launched because:

- it was necessary to better know the specificieSGls in the different EU Member States

- reliable and up-datable statistics were needed

- the creation of statistics on SGIs sectors inZHUvas required (2006 represented the referenge yea
for the study).

[Europe

Ce programme est co-financé par I'Union Européetares le cadre d’Europ’Act.
L'Europe s’engage en France avec le Fonds eurogpeeiéveloppement régional



3. Contribution of SGIsto the economy and to cohesion
The contribution of SGIs to the economy is sigmifit A few figures illustrate that:

- on average 26% of the GDP with important discrejggmn@mong the Member States.

- They represent 6.4% of the total investment (watiectricity, telecommunications and postal
services)

- They account for 30% of the labour force in Eur@@®5% in the South of Europe, 38.7% in
the North). Jobs in the public services used tdifferentiated by their “special status”, but in
many SGI sectors this “special status” is graduaflyding. Public and private status of the
public services jobs are now coexisting in mostntoes and sectors as well as a varied
system of collective bargaining (more or less lgditleveloped, more or less centralised
according to the countries).

- Over 500,000 companies of public services provideenthan 500 million European citizens
with public services.

The services provided are strategic, central ferviiell being of the citizens. As such they conttébu
to social integration and cohesion in Europe.

4. Public servicesand the crisis
Public services can be considered as stabilizetshock absorbers during the crisis. The crisia’tid
lead to job reduction, they even maintain theintwer.

5. Structuring trends of SGlsin Europe

- Europeanisation process: some competences of ahtbates in terms of public services are
transferred to the EU level regarding definitiorgamisation and norms of public services.

- Importance of sectoral approach: despite the sanm&tyl applicable in the 27 Member States,
health, education, electricity or transport ca®@tdsganised following the same organisational
pattern.

- Importance of the history and national traditiomsl anstitutions: eg. 15 years after the EU
directive on electricity, this sector is still orgsed differently across Europe.

Each State tries to defend national interests vhillding also European interests.

6. Six main approaches

There is no one single model, but rather publizises can be defined according to six different
modes of organisation and regulation:

- the model of public administrations and natiac@hpanies,

- “all public” (Central and East European countiie$ore 1989),

- local autonomy,

- delegated management and externalisation,

- “New Public Management”,

- regulatory agencies.

7. Contradictory trends of the public services
Public services can also be defined by their cdittary trends:
- between national and European interests with aetarydfor national governments to use EU
construction to explain reforms they have diffimgtto endorse at national level.
- between political aims and economic constructiothefpublic services at EU level
- tensions between market and social market economy
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Public services and territorial cohesion. From Amstrdam Treaty to Lisbon Treaty
Robert Savy, Ancien Président du Conseil régiondlichousin, Conseiller d'Etat

1. Introduction of territorial cohesion in a European treaty
Territorial cohesion should be considered as ecamand social cohesion. All EU policies impact the
territories and the cohesion. But before the notibterritorial cohesion could be considered assuc
political decision makers had to be convinced alloeitnecessity of its recognition in the EU tresatie
Studies have been carried out by the Assembly offaan Regions. The notion was supported by
Michel Barnier, who used to be Ministry of foreigffairs and who contributed to introduction of the
concept in the Amsterdam Treaty which grants aiciaff recognition of the notion of territorial
cohesion even though it can’'t be separated fronm@oic and social cohesion. But now territorial
cohesion has become part of the European vocabulary

2. Howtotrandatethe principle of territorial cohesion into the reality of the policies?
Several initiatives should be taken in order toideorupture between the territories:

- European policies need to be evaluated togethdr thiir territorial impacts: this is made
difficult by the fact that it is hard to definedegise objectives that the policies need to reach
and on the basis of which they can be evaluated.

- The planned consequences of the policies need teviakiated and therefore adapted
indicators need to be developed.

- Public services present in the territories are ondy a way to guarantee equality between
citizens but they also represent an important dmstion to the competitiveness of a territory.
Therefore they need to be maintained in the terego

3. Conclusions
Considering the progress achieved, two main cormlgsan be drawn:

- from a political perspective: territorial cohesigna strong component of the European model
of social organisation. Therefore the European bimigpresents as such a space of social
cohesion where discrepancies are not as high athé@r economic spaces. As such cohesion
constitutes also an element of economic competiéise to be found at all different levels
(from EU to infra-regional level). But it has to Ibeted that EU structural policies do not
always lead to increasing cohesion in Europe whencensider the different inside the
countries. Indeed the lower the level of developnaéra EU country, the greater the regional
discrepancies (see, for example, the growing disereies in Central and Eastern European
countries). The EU policies didn't always lead teajer cohesion but rather to increasing
regional differences. Thus the interventions of BhH national authorities are questioned
together with the governance of these policiesal$ib raises the question of allocating
resources to infra-regional authorities.

- From the infra-regional perspective: each regioeasfronted with the cohesion inside the
regional territory showing strong and weak terrégsr The question is therefore how to
address all territories and not only the metropolishe region (even though it is relevant to
have some concentration process in some sectofs asicesearch). As such territorial
cohesion requires a strong public intervention.

Some references:

- Claude Hussonl’Europe sans territoire ; essai sur le concept cehésion territoriale
Editions de I'’Aube, 2002

- Actes du colloque 1998 de I'Association Europ&a-cohésion territoriale et les services
publics en EuropePresses universitaires de Limoges

- Robert SavyEmergence d’'une région. Le cas du Limousin 198&20@armattan, 2010

- Report «Mapping of the public services» can be moaded: www.ceep.eu
www.actionpublique.eandwww.europaong.org
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Second workshop: “Crises and territorial cohesion”

Geography of the crisis, geography of resilience.
What can be said two years after the 2008 events?

I. Territorial cohesion facing the crisis. How do ndicators address newly the issue?
Maria Prezioso, University Rome lI

Cohesion will influence the choices for the futumgplementation of EU 2020 priorities concerning
climate change, migration, sustainable developnientvation, environment etc.

Territorial cohesion in front of the crisis is stty linked to competitiveness and sustainable
development. Solidarity can only be reached ifrtiagket and economic competitiveness enable it.
Territorial cohesion represents an innovative ciipalio have a creative situation in social and
economic fields so as to mix the public and privsgtkeres.

Assessing territorial cohesion means also to measfiiciency and deficiency of administrative and
programming system as well as the use of fund$pmeance, improved planning and accountability
Therefore indicators are needed in order to enallgnamic vision of cohesion not limited to a rigid
vision in time and geographical scale system.

The 5" report limited the discussion to 4 topics: glosation, demography, climate change and energy
but it doesn’t present an integrated vision ofgiheblematic of cohesion.

A meta-model has been developed on the basis aft&aeriteria approach in order to assess terutori
cohesion. It involves 116 indicators.

. Crisis and our territories, first impacts
Laurent Davezies, University Paris XII

1. How to measurethe economy of aterritory?

In order to measure the impacts of the crisis entéiritories, the economic and social situatiothef
territories prior to the crisis has first to be mg@ed. The approach of “territorial base econongs h
been used to evaluate the situation of the Fregwhdries. This approach measures the income flows
entering a territory based on three types of “eanyio

- production activities

- State public salaries

- “Residential economy” including pensions, tourisavanues, incomes of people living in a

territory but working elsewhere and social transfer

2. Territoriesand crisis
There has been a combination of crises:

First, in 2006-2007 in France, there was a firsp $owards the awareness of the environmentatcrisi
Second, at the beginning of 2008, the prices of maaterials increase dramatically which questions
the relation between the companies and the taggor

Third, in fall 2008, the Lehmann Brothers disadésr to the financial crisis and the collapse of the
prices of raw materials which positively impactethsumption.

Nowadays, the prices of raw materials are incrggagain.

This combination of complex crises makes the publidicies difficult. Therefore “old school”
recovery plans were preferred to longer term adjast plans including environment questions for
example.
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3. Lessonsdrawn from previous crisis

Over the last few years, there has been a seridiff@fent crises, what lessons have been drawn?
- First that previous crises have strongly impactedropolis regions strongly characterised by

their interconnection with international trade avith a long industrial history.

- Resistance dimension: either territories impactedevable to resist to the crisis with a good
recovery afterwards: this concerns mainly the npetlis activities. Or territories stagnate and
don’t manage to re-launch growth and thereforeidecil his evolution concerns mainly some
territories characterized by more traditional intdas sectors (but not aeronautics, food sector

and car industry).

- In the three previous crises, metropolis regiongehmore suffered from crisis but their

recovery was quicker.
4. Features of the 2008-2009 crisis

In this respect, the 2008-2009 crisis was different
- Metropolis regions have less suffered than duiteggrevious crises,
- modern metropolis sectors and high added valuerselsave even kept creating jobs,
- territories with a strong “residential economy” kaesisted well,

- territories with traditional industrial activitielsave experienced one of the most important
shocks since the second World War with heavy jahucgons. These territories represent
small employment areas with few or no other altéweaand no public employment. They are

the most vulnerable and the least attractive ones,
- the crisis has therefore heavily impacted the rirasile territories.

5. Conclusions
Future evolutions of the territories will be putden stress test because of:

- the evolution of the prices of raw materials
- the public expenditure crisis (public job cuts augterity plan for public expenditure)

What has been developed in the presentation id f@liFrance but does not apply at European level

(for example the mobility is not developed and sugd in the same way in other EU countries).
Reference

Davezies L., La crise et nos territoires, premienzacts, 2010. Can be downloadeavw.adcf.org
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