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The ideological debate currently under way within the European Commission and Member States, which is 
tending to consider certain sectoral policies as being the most effective in addressing the challenges faced by 
the EU, relegates cohesion policy to the rank of adjustment variable. While such a political choice might be 
understandable in entities where disparities in development between Regions are low (e.g. in the USA where 
the ratio is 1:2.5), it would be damaging in Europe where, owing to much higher regional disparities (1:8), it 
would lead to geographic concentration preventing many Regions from developing their competitiveness. 

With just a few months to go before negotiations kick off on the basis of the European Commission’s 
regulation proposals, the peripheral maritime Regions fail to believe how such an approach could be 
seriously endorsed. They defend a different process of reasoning based on the 5 points set out below: 

1. The European and global economic context justifies maintaining a cohesion policy for all European 
Regions 

According to Eurostat data, 55% of Europe’s Regions had a GDP below the Community average in 2006. 
This figure highlights the lack of competitiveness of European Regions on an EU-wide level. This 
underperformance is also true at global level: according to OECD data, the GDP of European Regions is 
on average significantly lower than its direct competitors, especially in the US. This puts into perspective 
the notion of “rich Region” put forward by those who advocate redistributive approaches. The crisis, 
which has hit Europe’s Regions hard and to varying degrees, is likely to affect this state of play even 
more.  

The CPMR therefore believes that it is essential to maintain European structural support throughout the 
EU territory to allow each Region to withstand the blow by developing a new strategic model based on 
an environmentally friendly, low carbon knowledge society and on changes to the employment and 
training systems required to support this. They ask the European leaders to take this reality into 
consideration when it comes to the financial discussion on cohesion policy. 

2. Cohesion policy needs to be coherent with the Europe 2020 Strategy but must maintain its own 
mission. 

The Europe 2020 Strategy is a necessity shared by all European actors, and the CPMR has already 
expressed support for its strategic goals. In order to meet these goals, all EU policies, including cohesion 
policy, need to fall coherently within this overall vision.  
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However, the peripheral maritime Regions believe that cohesion policy cannot just be reduced to 
becoming the financial instrument for this strategy for growth. Firstly, from an institutional and political 
point of view, the Lisbon Treaty makes reducing disparities in development between European Regions 
the main aim of this policy. Any action led under cohesion policy to foster European growth must not 
therefore breach the requirement of economic, social and territorial cohesion. Secondly, from an 
economic point of view, an increase in interregional disparities would cause setbacks to achieving the 
actual aims of the Strategy. 

Moreover, the regional dimension inherent to cohesion policy makes governance just as determining a 
factor in ensuring its effectiveness as its budgetary dimension. This complementarity needs to be more 
clearly accepted and promoted than may be inferred at present from the Europe 2020 Strategy if we 
want to maximise the results and benefits of it. 

3. The regional dimension needs to remain at the core of cohesion policy. 

The actual legal basis of cohesion policy makes it an allocation type policy and forbids any form of re-
nationalisation that would turn it into no more than an instrument for redistributing the budget between 
States, without any set of conditions or guarantee of results. 

Because of the economic circumstances of the European Regions and the pressures imposed on all public 
budgets, the peripheral maritime Regions support, as of 2014, an architecture based on the status quo 
but with additional features designed to take on board these constraints. In practical terms: 

- Substantial priority financial aid for Regions with a GDP below 75% of the EU27 average; 

- Specific aid for intermediate Regions phasing out from the convergence objective; 

- Aid for all Regions whose GDP is higher than 75% of the EU average. Among these, those Regions 
whose GDP is below the EU average and which are all experiencing structural difficulties in 
adapting, should be eligible for specific aid. The financial amount of this aid, which is insufficient in 
the current context, should be re-evaluated so as to help consolidate their competitive assets as 
effectively as possible; 

- Increased support for territorial cooperation, which needs to be considered as a basic factor of 
regional development, drawing especially on implementing multiregional cross-border Operational 
Programmes, drafting macro-regional strategies in relation with the mainstream and strengthening 
an interregional cooperation instrument for more small-scale cooperation actions. 

Such arrangements will need to be implemented under a single regional programming scheme which 
includes specific infra-regional characteristics (urban, rural, etc.) and natural and physical features 
(islands/small island states, sparsely-populated areas in the extreme north and mountain territories, as 
well as Ceuta and Melilla, OMRs, etc) and takes these properly into account by virtue of the principle of 
territorial cohesion. This should not be an alternative to the regional dimension of cohesion policy, but 
rather a complementary dimension based on solidarity and fair access to the basic freedoms as set out in 
the Treaty for all Regions and all citizens. 

4. Stepping up conditionality is necessary for greater transparency and efficiency… 

When it is the subject of a genuine contract, subsidiarity creates Community added value. For this 
reason we are prepared to accept greater conditionality for regional policy within a framework of the 
right method of governance. 

The peripheral maritime Regions are firmly opposed to any macro-economic conditionality as proposed 
by the Commission to strengthen the economic governance of the Union, since such a measure would 
eliminate the regional dimension and programme-based approach intrinsic to cohesion policy. 
Moreover, it would be counterproductive, since for the States and Regions concerned it would cut off 
part of the resources designed to re-establish a satisfactory macro-economic situation. 

On the other hand, they believe it would be preferable and beneficial to step up conditionality related to 
the actual nature of cohesion policy, notably: 
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- Maintain a level of financial concentration equivalent to the current level so as to keep a certain 
degree of flexibility for all Regions in order to take into account certain socio-economic 
circumstances; 

- In addition to financial concentration, there should be thematic focusing inversely proportionate to 
the regional financial allocation. In other words, the smaller the regional allocation, the more the 
Region should focus its actions on a limited number of priorities (3 priorities maximum for Regions 
with a GDP greater than 75% of the EU27 average, and 2 for Regions with a GDP greater than the EU 
average). One alternative would consist in leaving free access to the 5 priorities set out in EU2020 but 
to concentrate part of the funding on one of them. This thematic targeting should be the 
responsibility of the Regions and be based on an objective diagnosis of regional characteristics. 

- Grant a bonus (e.g. in terms of levels of co-financing) to Regions that accept to concentrate more 
than the minimum imposed by the regulation.  

- Make it mandatory for the Regions to indicate the territorial distribution (NUTS3 level) of actions 
financed by the structural funds, as part of an integrated regional programming scheme. 

- Increase regional responsibility in terms of delivering results on the one hand (political 
accountability to the Commission) and financial management and audit in partnership with the 
national authorities on the other (financial accountability to the control bodies), within the 
framework of a simplified and single monitoring and audit system designed to limit red tape. 

Moreover, the actual implementation of the existing additionality principle should be guaranteed to 
foster the leverage effect of structural aid and the innovative nature of the co-financed actions. This 
would be highlighted within the Regional Operational Programmes that the European Commission 
would be responsible for validating. 

5. … but must go hand in hand with an adjusted method of governance based on integration and 
contractualisation. 

In order to be effective, this conditionality must be applied to an integrated regionalised programme. In 
this context, the ERDF and ESF must work together coherently, since the community added value of the 
ESF will only arise from the tight link between structural action and action to promote employment. The 
same is true of economic and social diversification measures led under EAFRD. These are similar on all 
counts to ERDF action and need to come under the framework of cohesion policy. 

Furthermore, in order to be widely accepted by national and regional officials, at the same time as 
introducing this conditionality the European Commission must refocus its mission on providing 
strategic guidance for cohesion policy in relation with the Europe 2020 Strategy, leaving national and 
regional authorities in charge of the delivery and financial management. To this end, we urge for a truly 
contractualised cohesion policy (bi- or tri-partite depending on the institutional situations of the Member 
States) to be introduced as of 2014.  

 


