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TThe efficiency of public spending has been 
an important issue throughout the course 
of history, and in the current economic and 
financial climate, the questions of on what and 
how the scarce resources available are spent, 
and what the impact of this spending is are of 
particular importance. In connection with the 
development-oriented utilisation of funds, it 
is of fundamental importance whether the use 
of public funds is justified, which areas require 
development and where the best result can 
be ensured (value for money principle). The 
issue arises, however, when examining results 
whether said examination concerns the short 
or the long-run and at what regional level. 

The question, of course, is what exactly 
we consider development. The debate on the 

concept of development has been long on-
going; it is no coincidence that we find no clear 
definitions in encyclopaedias or that various 
adjectives are used in various definitions. 
According to the classical production function 
approach, greater welfare can be achieved 
by increasing the three GDP components: 
quantity of capital and labour force, and 
total productivity. This approach also allows 
for instance the categorisation of the various 
investment interventions: infrastructural 
measures increasing state or corporate capital, 
and training and R&D interventions increasing 
employability and productivity.

Intervention logic deduces socio-economic-
environmental objectives from social needs and 
assigns tools and resources. fund utilisation 
transforms the socio-economic environment 
through outputs, results as well as intended E-mail address: nyikos.gyorgyi@uni-nke.hu
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and unintended impacts. The Eu’s cohesion 
funding basically finances state tasks.1

In Europe, at the community-level, cohesion  
policy serves as the framework for the 
development-oriented use of public funds, the 
funds of which provide a significant portion of 
community expenditures. In certain Member 
states, the rate of the development-oriented 
use of public funds depends on the level of 
development; and, though with a different 
financing rate, Eu cohesion funds make up 
the financial sources of development and with 
the narrowing of available budget resources in 
the coming period, this will become even more 
emphatic. As a result, it is certainly justified 
to examine on which areas and how these 
funds make an impact, as well as how their 
development-oriented utilisation could be 
made more efficient and effective: where and 
how these increasingly limited resources should 
be focused.

THE EcONOmIc INTERPRETaTION Of  
THE EU cOHEsION POlIcy

The point of cohesion policy has always 
been to contribute – through investments 
into structural change – to reducing socio-
economic differences in the European union 
and creating true convergence. The objective 
of cohesion policy is to increase economic 
performance in the regions, in particular with 
respect to GDP, employment, productivity, 
investments and the foreign trade equilibrium. 
Within the framework of the policy, significant 
amounts of public funds are utilised – with 
the financial resources appropriated for the 
2007–2013 period totaling EuR 347 billion, 
cohesion policy is providing significant 
support to public investments in Eu Member 
states and regions.

The regional disparities observed in 
economic performance and income level 

in the Eu are more extreme than in similar 
economies, in the us or Japan for example, 
particularly following recent expansions. The 
richest regions are eight times richer than the 
poorest. Regional income inequality in the 
Eu is primarily manifested on an East-West 
tangent, while the North-south dynamic 
is somewhat more moderate; there is also 
disequilibrium between the centre and the 
periphery both at the Eu and the national 
levels. The fundamental reason behind the 
introduction of the Eu cohesion policy was 
to facilitate a balanced economic development 
of the European community covering the 
entire European union (including all Member 
states). In order to achieve this, however, one 
must first balance out the differences between 
the levels of development of the individual 
countries and their regions in a manner that 
ensures that the conditions of long-term 
economic development are established even in 
the countries where the per capita income is 
lower. In this sense, the main task of cohesion 
policy is to accelerate and facilitate the real 
convergence process between the regions. 
The true necessity of this is proven by the 
disproportions among Member states with 
respect to per capita production; however, 
the differences are also manifested on the side 
of social development levels (life chances, 
training and social indicators, etc).

Therefore, the purpose of cohesion policy is 
to reinforce the economic, social and regional 
solidarity of the community, to ensure the 
harmonious development of the community 
as a whole, and to reduce the disparities 
between the regions in order to successfully 
combat the backwardness of the regions that 
are at more of a disadvantage. Development 
targets include both competitiveness and 
convergence, and there is an ongoing debate 
about the relationship of these to each 
other. Nevertheless, cohesion policy is a po-
licy framework that serves European-level 
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solidarity, where the structural funds and 
the cohesion fund serve as resources of 
implementation.

Recently, the economic and financial crisis 
has called everyone’s attention to cohesion 
policy within the context of speeding up 
economic recovery of the Eu. 

cohesion policy invests in the real economy. 
seventy per cent of the overall 2007–2013 
budget was allocated to implementing 
investments in four key areas of the growth and 
job creation strategy of the Eu: employment, 
enterprises, infrastructure and energy, research 
and innovation (See Table 1).

This emphasis is of the utmost importance, 
because these priorities can contribute to faster 
recovery, the improvement of competitiveness 
and helping the Eu adopt better to a low 
carbon economy. With investments geared 

towards key infrastructures, the production 
capacities of enterprises and human capital 
potential, cohesion policy can stimulate 
internal demand in the short term, while 
maintaining the direction of sustainability 
in the medium term. This allows it to play a 
significant role in restoring the faith in real 
economy.

The Eu’s cohesion policy is regional in na-
ture, i.e. it takes regions and not countries as 
territorial units (with the exception of the co-
hesion fund). This not only makes supporting 
poorer countries possible, but will also make 
it possible to support the regions of otherwise 
developed countries facing serious structural 
problems, and the centre vs. periphery dif-
ferences can be ameliorated in every Member 
state. The eligibility for the more sizeable part 
of development funds available in the various 

Table 1 

InterventIon areas: summed up under fIve tItles (as a percentage of total) 

member state

Industry  

and service  

support

Human 

resources
Infrastructure r&d

technical 

assistance

Belgium (BG) 8.36 20.89 62.50 4.67 3.58

cyprus (cy) 14.99 20.45 50.95 10.03 3.58

czech Republic (cZ) 8.39 15.56 61.09 11.58 3.58

Germany (DE) 23.12 22.43 31.07 20.83 2.56

Estonia (EE) 8.04 10.87 62.31 16.75 2.04

spain (Es) 12.10 21.54 50.47 14.74 1.15

Greece (GR) 6.83 21.53 63.52 5.69 2.42

Hungary (HU) 13.18 15.12 61.92 5.91 3.87

Italy (IT) 16.54 18.22 54.80 8.60 1.83

lithuania (lT) 8.06 13.45 62.23 13.26 3.00

latvia (lV) 4.13 11.49 67.81 14.07 2.51

malta (mT) 14.40 12.82 65.96 5.30 1.52

Poland (Pl) 7.81 13.67 63.00 11.94 3.58

Portugal (PT) 10.47 32.22 40.78 13.60 2.93

Romania (RO) 8.95 18.62 65.19 3.65 3.59

slovenia (sI) 9.01 15.82 54.42 18.65 2.09

slovakia (sK) 5.43 11.75 70.05 9.32 3.44

Source: DG EcfIN



 focus – crisis Management in the Eu 

166

funds is determined on the basis of the de-
velopment level within the NuTs2-regions2, 
and this development level is also what defines 
the support intensity3 of public grants avail-
able to enterprises under the regulatory frame-
work of the use of funds.

The development policy priorities defined 
by the Member states depend on the existing 
regional disparities as well as other factors (for 
example, social preferences, distribution of 
power within the country, nature of regional 
challenges and the available financial resourc-
es, etc.). At the same time, the polices aimed 
at eliminating the disparities have gradually 
shifted towards policies aimed at the rein-
forcement of regional and national competi-
tiveness, which focus on the exploitation of 
regional potential with a view to contributing 
to national growth. 

one of the unique features of the regional 
policy of the last ten years is that there has 

been a certain shift towards supporting en-
dogenous development4. Public investment 
policies aimed at reducing regional dispari-
ties should focus more on their effects on ef-
ficiency and economic growth as well as on 
their coherence with sectoral policy. There are 
fiscal equalisation mechanisms at work in the 
Member states, which promote the acceptable 
provision of public goods and public services 
in the country as a whole. 

At the same time, in the less developed 
Member states the ratio of public investment 
is generally higher compared to the GDP (not, 
however, to the population). That is mainly the 
result of the grants advanced through the Eu 
cohesion policy, which represent5 nearly 55 
per cent of the environmental public spend-
ing, more than 25 per cent of the transport, 
communication and energy public spending, 
and nearly 10 per cent of public spending on 
human capital development of the cohesion 

Chart 1 

publIc Investment as a sHare of gdp In coHesIon and non-coHesIon countrIes 

Source: Eurostat

Cohesion Member States Non-cohesion Member States

As a % of GDP
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countries6; secondly, the phenomenon reflects 
the relatively low supply level of infrastructure 
and, as a result, the greater need for invest-
ment compared to more developed countries. 
(See Chart 1)

In the recent period, public investments in-
creased by approximately 14 per cent in real 
value in the Eu. Growth was slightly higher in 
the cohesion countries (19 per cent) compared 
to the other countries (16 per cent), but there 
were considerable differences underlying the 
mean chart; the real value of public invest-
ments in some of the cohesion countries has 
dropped (Greece, Hungary, Malta, Portugal, 
slovakia), while in other countries it increased 
(Poland, Estonia, Romania, Lithuania, Latvia, 
Bulgaria). (See Chart 2)

Based on the data, it seems there is a nega-
tive correlation between the change of public 
investments and the rate of public debt, which 
probably indicates that the necessary drop in 

expenditures impacts public investments in 
particular. The countries where public invest-
ment in the 2000-2009 period was the high-
est compared to the GDP, also saw their per 
capita GDP charts increase to the greatest ex-
tent (Luxembourg, Ireland, and the three Bal-
tic states), although it is unclear which caused 
which.

As a result of the global financial and eco-
nomic crisis the uncertainty about the future of 
the European economy and global economy is 
high. In this context it is even more important 
to examine the extent to which community 
policies have adapted to the challenges facing 
the European regions in the coming years, and 
what role these community policies should 
play in the responses given to these challeng-
es. This situation has once again brought to 
the surface the two fundamental approaches 
to cohesion policy: is it in fact a mechanism 
of redistribution or a development tool? The 

Chart 2 

cHange In publIc Investment compared to cHange In total publIc expendIture 
(2000–2004, 2005–2009)

 Source: Eurostat, DG REGIO
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adoption of the Europe 2020 strategy7 created 
a new strategic framework for the implemen-
tation of cohesion policy. Most of the areas 
of intervention of cohesion policy are in ac-
cordance with the priorities and targets of the 
new strategy. The key issue is to determine the 
logic behind the implementation of the inter-
ventions and the added value thereof to posi-
tive socio-economic changes.

EcONOmIc THEORy aPPROacHEs TO 
THE EffEcTs Of DEVElOPmENT  
aND THE EValUaTION Of THE EffEcTs 
Of EU cOHEsION POlIcy

The commission is continuously trying to 
evaluate the utilisation of the funds used 
within the framework of cohesion policy, but 
the evaluation is exasperated by the differences 
arising from decentralised programming 
and execution and the lack of uniform 
methodologies and data. In addition, cohesion 
policy is only one factor in a complicated 
system; macro-economic developments, 
technological advances, and individual and 
corporate behaviour all have an effect on the 
economic, social and environmental processes. 

Various methodologies can be applied to 
the evaluation task in order to gain a more 
detailed picture; as a result the work of the 
commission and the Member states is aided 
by regional statistics, emission indicators, 
the analysis of control data, subsequent cost-
benefit analyses, macro-economic models8, 
the application of models displaying the 
effects of changes9, and the preparation of case 
studies10. 

The individual tools reveal important 
pieces of information – for example the out-
put results (e.g.: length of roads built) may 
appear to be a good solution to follow-up 
on the programmes, but they say nothing 
about the economic effects, their justification 

or necessity – however, they cannot in and 
of themselves present the effects of the po-
licy; therefore, it would be reasonable to 
make evaluation observations on the joint 
application of these methods. Most often 
used methodologies to evaluate the efficiency 
of development interventions: 

•  econometric impact analysis based on 
micro data,11 

•  use of models based on macro-economic 
data.

The impact of cohesion policy on economic 
performance may be assessed through the use 
of macro-economic models. Macro-economic 
models are analytical tools designed to describe 
the economic mechanisms of individual 
countries or regions. The purpose of the 
models is to examine the changes in macro-
economic variables, such as economic growth, 
employment, investments and prices. Today 
there are several model families12, which can 
be used to answer different kinds of questions. 
They can be used to map out and test theories 
of economics, and to forecast the effects of the 
changes in fiscal and monetary policies on the 
economy. Macro-economic models are more 
uncertain, but they can be used to measure 
national economy-wide effects (indirect 
effects, ripple effects, and substitutive and 
displacement effects).

The various Directorates-General of the Eu-
ropean commission employ two models for 
this: the HERMIN13 and QuEsT models.14 
It must also be added, however, that these 
models do not measure, but merely model 
the effects of the policies. If possible, the 
attributes of the models are consistent with 
the experiential data, but there are several 
presumptive scenarios that need to be applied 
to the model. The presumptive scenarios 
are always subjective, build on practical 
professional experience, and work with a 
reasonable amount of abstraction; therein 
lies both their strength and their weakness. 
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The two models start out from a different 
presumption of the operation of economic 
forces, but their joint application – if they are 
pointing in the same direction – may improve 
the reliability of the results.

In the relevant literature according to the 
projections of almost all of the theoretical 
economic growth models (beginning with 
solow’s 195615 model until the current 
endogenous and semi-endogenous growth 
models) the less developed countries converge 
on the economic directions represented by 
the more developed countries as a result of 
the faster accumulation of physical capital, 
which is funded by the rapid, above-average 
levels of return. Realistic convergence, on 
the other hand, requires the elimination of 
limitations such as the level of development of 
the basic infrastructure or the pursuit of high-
risk economic activities. Moreover, having 
regard to limited mobility, the principal of 

gradualism must apply to the adaptation 
(convergence). Therefore, the properly utilised 
funds advanced by the Eu to its economically 
less developed regions, i.e. grants that serve 
to eliminate the boundaries mentioned, to 
support the necessary infrastructure and 
moreover to stimulate private investment 
could significantly speed up the convergence 
process. (See Chart 3)

The development of the basic infrastructure, 
however, is not one of the objectives of the Eu 
2020 strategy.

The analogue convergence mechanism may 
affect the accumulation of human (labour 
force) capital.16 Professional continuing 
training is a process that will only yield results 
measureable by the whole of the economy in 
the medium or long-term (it is also influenced 
by the multi-year schooling cycle, which 
takes the employee age restriction, the most 
important element of education, into account). 

Chart 3 

coHesIon spendIng In ‘new’ member states on Infrastructure  
as a percentage of gdp and Its Impact on gdp

Source: Varga, J. in 't Veld, J. (2011), „cohesion Policy spending in the New member states of the EU in an endogenous growth model”, 

Eastern European Economics, 49(5), pp. 29–54
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Looking at it from a multi-year perspective, 
higher education costs have more of an 
effect on the labour market situation of the 
individual rather than the aggregated macro-
economic indices (GDP, unemployment rate). 
The distribution of the level and field of the 
education of the population plays a material 
role. It follows, therefore, that first of all the 
inclination to education decreases with the 
potential attainability of the next grade, and 
secondly that the potential long-term effect 
on increasing productivity levels is mostly 
related to technical/engineering and precision 
specialisations.

considering the major impact the 
differences present in the human capital and 
labour capital portfolios have in terms of 
the level of development of the individual 
areas, the use of Eu assets to develop labour 
capital could considerably speed up the 
convergence of these areas. speeding up 

investments, however, requires the restriction 
of consumption in the short term and the 
modernisation of physical capital17 may bring 
with it a loss of the up-to-dateness of a certain 
part of the labour force, which could result 
in decreasing real wages and a (potential) 
increase in unemployment. The purpose and 
task of cohesion policy is to help the poorer 
countries and regions of the Eu weather the 
transitional period of modernisation. 

The majority of the theoretical models – 
such as empirical findings – however, show 
a similarity between the accumulation of hu-
man resources and physical capital impacting 
convergence; the higher the level of develop-
ment of a region, the more difficult and less 
efficient it is to further increase investment.18 

In accordance with this, Mohl and Hagen19 
establish in their assessment of the previous 
2000-2006 period that while the payments 
made within the framework of objective 1 – 

Chart 4 

coHesIon spendIng In ‘new’ member states on Human capItal, as a percentage of 
gdp and Its Impact on gdp

Source: Varga, J., in 't Veld, J. (2011), „cohesion Policy spending in the New member states of the EU in an endogenous growth model”, 

Eastern European Economics, 49(5), pp. 29–54
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i.e. in the less developed regions – supported 
regional economic growth, payments made 
within the framework of the other objectives 
(2 and 3) – i.e. in the developed regions and 
within the framework of regional cooperation 
– did not result in any measurable, positive 
economic impacts. At the same time, the au-
thors also indicate that the impact on growth 
is not immediately apparent; rather there is a 
two to three year lag before it can be seen.  

The findings of the “fifth report on eco-
nomic, social and regional cohesion” (p. 205) 
show that there is a palpable correlation be-
tween a higher rate of growth in the regions 
under objective 1 compared to the non-ob-
jective 1 regions of the 1995–2006 period. “A 
recent academic study of the dynamics of re-
gional GDP growth in the Eu15 (see Chart 4) 
found a sharp jump between those regions in 
receipt of objective 1 funding over the period 
1995–2006 and other regions. comparing re-

gions near the cut-off for eligibility for objec-
tive 1 funding: GDP of objective 1 regions 
grew at an average of 0.6–0.9 of a percentage 
point more than similar regions above the cut-
off. This implies something like an extra 10% 
addition to GDP over the two programming 
periods concerned (1994–1999 and 2000–
2006). The scale of this effect is much larger 
than the amount of funding involved (or the 
direct stimulus to demand from this) which 
suggests that it mostly reflects a strengthen-
ing of the supply-side of the economy in the 
regions concerned” (see Chart 5).

With regard to the 2014–2020 period, ac-
cording to the commission recommendation 
36 per cent of the resources of the structural 
funds20 will be allocated to the transitional 
and advanced regions (as opposed to the pre-
vious 25 per cent), and not the less developed 
regions under objective 1.

A portion of the growth models endogenis-

Chart 5 

per capIta gdp In purcHasIng power standards (pps),  
1988–1990 average (eu-15=100), logarItHmIc scale

Source: Busillo, muccigrosso, Pellegrini, Tarola, Terrible (2010): measuring the Effects of European Regional Policy on Growth: a Regression 
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ing human capital21 operate with the as-
sumption that reaching a certain level of 
development in the educational system is a 
pre-requisite of the starting the convergence 
process, which, however, is unable to main-
tain this process in the long run. The tech-
nological dimension becomes key in the long 
term; complete convergence not only requires 
an equalisation of industrial disparities be-
tween the regions, but also makes it necessary 
to unify the applied technologies from a qual-
ity point of view.

considering the prevalent concepts of 
growth theories, technological develop-
ment is the ultimate source of long-term 
global economic growth on a global scale. 
Taking the increasingly faster convergence 
of the regions into account, the adaption 
of the innovations used by the most devel-
oped states seems to hold more significance. 
In line with the theory on the technologi-

cal gap, the financial support of the adapta-
tion process of new technologies represents, 
apart from a reduction in cost, a relative in-
crease in the price of innovation research.  
A similar effect can be achieved by adjusting 
the labour factor and the latest technologies 
to one another, which, is de facto equivalent 
to human capital investments. At the same 
time, when it comes to private investments, 
the extent of the growth effect of the inno-
vation activity on the local economy depends 
on the possibility of the developer to adapt to 
success. These possibilities may depend on the 
institutional/legal structure of the innovation 
process (for example through patents); there-
fore, the success of the intervention of the 
different countries might differ vastly. More-
over, because the boundary between actual in-
novation and the adaptation of results in the 
economy can be blurred, the actual impact of 
certain activities is difficult to prognosticate.

Chart 6 

coHesIon spendIng In ‘new’ member states on researcH and development,  
as a percentage of gdp and Its Impact on gdp

Source: Varga, J.. in 't Veld, J. (2011), ”cohesion Policy spending in the New member states of the EU in an endogenous growth model”, 

Eastern European Economics, 49(5), pp. 29–54
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The theory of the technological divide sug-
gests that if support is used for technologi-
cal progress, then the real process of conver-
gence of the poorer regions can be accelerated 
through the use of technologies developed 
elsewhere, because the adaptation or copying 
of foreign technology is cheaper than inven-
tion.22 In addition, it is generally accepted 
that research and development as well as the 
use of high technologies in industry and ser-
vices contribute to improving productivity. 
We can also observe the positive correlation 
between medium-term economic growth and 
R&D expenditures. (See Chart 6)

The new economic geography23 theory ar-
gues that the scale of network effects and ben-
efits increasing at the micro-economical level24 
could prove to be a factor limiting the struc-
tural support of private capital productivity 
and its positive impact. The structural assets 
will be allocated to areas characterised by rela-
tive poverty, a lack of large cities, an outdated 
economic sectoral structure or low general 
economic activity. Their inflow may delay the 
natural capital concentration processes in the 
centres with the greatest growth potential, at 
the same time possibly also making it more dif-
ficult to replace the existing economic structure 
with a more modern one, provided that these 
processes require a considerable agglomeration 
of economic activity. Boldrin and Canova25 ar-
gue that the utilisation of cohesion policy funds 
had a positive impact on the economic perfor-
mance and convergence process of the regions, 
while according to others26, the Eu’s regional 
policy has become more efficient in offsetting 
European productivity and income inequality; 
however, the unfavourable industrial structure 
and the absence of research and development 
hinders economic growth in poorer regions. 

A similar conclusion is that structural 
funds function efficiently in states with ap-
propriate institutional systems.27 The efficien-
cy of regional policy, however, largely depends 

on the efficiency of controlling and managing 
organisations and the quality of operation of 
the administration system in general. cor-
ruption and discrimination phenomena can 
significantly reduce efficiency. A recent study 
confirms that28 the governance and adminis-
trative quality of countries and regions also 
impacts the efficient and effective utilisation 
capacity of cohesion funds. We can conclude 
that cohesion policy works best in an environ-
ment supportive of such policy.29 

According to the analysis on the potential 
absorption problems related to the significant 
financial transfer need of cohesion funds,30 due 
to a variety of reasons (wasting of transfers, costs 
of the higher administrative needs related to 
wanting to ensure the best utilisation, behaviours 
characterised by seeking out extra income, 
leading the funds towards consumption), the 
current extent of capital investments may 
be significantly lower than if the funds were 
utilised optimally. The study also concludes that 
in certain cases the transfer of funds may even 
be detrimental to economic growth and real 
convergence,31 and the authors argue that an 
increase in the quantity of funds correlates with 
an increase in absorption problems. 

Therefore, the empirical proofs of the 
existence of the real convergence phenomenon 
are not obvious,32 but they suggest that there 
is a reduction in the time required to reduce 
the developmental disparities between certain 
countries located in relatively homogeneous 
areas or regions in individual Member states. 
The evaluation of macro-economic effect must 
start with cohesion policy expenditure and a 
distinction must be made between short and 
long-term effects. 

Both models applied by the European 
commission show the same result, i.e. that 
cohesion policy expenditures generate positive 
economic output effects; however, QuEsT 
indicates a shorter-term effect than HERMIN. 
This can be explained in part by the fact that the 
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Chart 7 

tHe estImated Impact of coHesIon polIcy on gdp, average 2000–2009 

 

Note: DE-O=Eastern Germany; mZ=mezzogiorno; HERmIN models the impact for DE-O and mZ while QUEsT shows the impact for the whole of DE and IT

Source: HERmIN, QUEsT

Chart 8 

tHe estImated Impact of tHe natIonal development plan and tHe coHesIon fund 
(2004–2006): gdp and employment surplus as a result of fundIng

Source: National Development agency

HERMIN: EU-15
HERMIN: Member State since 2004

QEST: EU-15
QEST: Member State since 2004

GDP Employment
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research focus, model type and basic premises 
of the two models differ33. (See Chart 7)

Based on the joint impact survey conduct-
ed by the National Development Agency and 
the university of Pécs, community funds 
became practically the sole driving force of 
economic growth and job creation in Hun-
gary during the general crisis. using the 
model,35 they examined what the impacts of 
fund utilisation were compared to a situation 
without Eu development funds. The calcu-
lations showed a 5.5 per cent GDP surplus 
on a yearly average compared to the scenario 
without funding. (See Charts 8 and 9)

The simulation also shows that the simulta-
neous presence of recession, slow growth and 
funding does not necessarily indicate the inef-
ficiency of funding. It is possible that without 
this funding, the given segment of the econo-
my would be much worse off.

cohesion policy, however, impacts all 
Member states, and as such all net contributors. 

on the one hand, these Member states ensure 
the financing required for policy measures 
through their contributions – by levying higher 
taxes, and on the other hand – as the economy 
of the countries in question is more developed 
– they produce a number of capital goods 
and services, which they sell on the markets 
in developing and funded countries, markets 
that have increased thanks to cohesion policy 
funding. As a result, by raising financing, they 
are able to generate greater export and create 
markets for their own companies.36

This is also supported by the HERMIN 
model, which shows that the impact is significant 
with respect to increasing export, though this 
may vary from country to country depending 
on trade relations.37 (See Chart 10)

This is the aspect examined by the study 
published by the Ministry for Development of 
Poland in December 201138, which evaluates 
the positive impacts of cohesion policy on 
old, typically net contributor Member states. 

Chart 9 

tHe estImated Impact of tHe natIonal strategIc reference framework  
(2007–2013): gdp and employment surplus as a result of fundIng

Source: National Development agency

GDP Employment
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According to the principal findings of this 
study, between 2004 and 2015, a total of EuR 
140 billion of cohesion funds will flow to V4 
countries, generating a profit of approximately 
EuR 75 billion for the Eu-15; for every euro 
spent in one of the V4 countries, direct and 
indirect profit of 61 cents is generated in old 
Member states. The study considers Eu-15 
businesses participating in the utilisation of 
cohesion funds as subcontractors as direct profit. 
According to the study, this makes up 11 per cent 
of the EuR 75 billion profit. of the old Member 
states, Germany makes the greatest direct profit 
from the cohesion projects of V4 countries (the 
subcontractors of German companies make a 
total profit of EuR 4.3 billion by taking part 
in cohesion projects implemented within the 
territories of V4 countries). spanish firms also 
profit significantly (close to EuR 1.5 billion, 
primarily through construction companies), as 
well as Austrian and french companies (around 
EuR 800 million for each of the two countries).

According to the study, the fact that Eu-
15 countries are able to export more to these 
countries due to increasing standards of living 
and import demand is indirect gain. Germany 
is the country that is able to increase its exports 
into V4 countries the most as an indirect result 
of cohesion policy (by close to EuR 32 billion 
between 2004 and 2015). Also producing a 
significant export increase is Italy (export directed 
to the region will increase by approximately 
EuR 7 billion), as well as the Netherlands and 
france (both countries will be able to export 
close to EuR 6 billion more). Great Britain will 
be able to increase its exports by EuR 5 billion. 

The analysis concludes that – with respect 
to the V4 – when comparing the rate of gains 
due to increased export with the contribution 
to cohesion policy financing by old Member 
states, gains in Ireland, Luxembourg and 
Germany far exceed contributions. 

The net impact of cohesion policy on the 
Eu economy was estimated with the QuEsT 

Chart 10 

sHare of maIn benefIcIary member states In total exports of net donor 
countrIes

Source: Eurostat, cOmEXT database
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model. The cumulative net effect of the 
expenditures of 2000–2006 programmes on 
Eu25 GDP was estimated at 0.7 per cent in 
2009 (i.e. the GDP was this much higher as 
a result of the policy). According to estimates, 
this will climb to 4 per cent by 2020. The 
cumulative net effect on GDP in the Eu-15 
in itself is estimated to be at slightly more 
than 3 per cent by 2020. (See Table 2).

Though cohesion policy is not an anti-
cyclic economic policy, the results still 
show that it does stimulate real economy 
investments. since both national and regional 
economies were rocked by the crisis, cohesion 
policy could play a crucial role in the Euro-
pean Economic Recovery Plan,39 as well as 
those extraordinary measures required – for 
a limited time – in order to help Member 
states alleviate the impacts of the crisis. 
With respect to the substantiation of the 
suitability of cohesion policy, the selection of 
economic policy tools and the effectiveness 
and efficiency of these tools – besides existing 
development-related disproportions – are 
fundamental factors.

cONclUsION

cohesion policy is one of the most frequently 
evaluated community policies in Europe. 
With several programming periods behind 
them, the commission has introduced 

increasingly sophisticated, strict and systemic 
approaches to evaluate and assess policy and 
programmes.40 There are several observable 
benefits to this process: the strengthening 
of the learning process; the identification 
of cohesion policy elements that represent 
added value; furthermore, the feedback of 
information regarding values and results 
into the shaping of the policy system leads 
to a strengthening of the impacts of quality, 
relevance and programming. Transparent, 
regular and up-to-date information provision 
on programme implementation also ensures 
the accountability and legitimacy of Eu 
funds. In truth, the evaluation is what most 
strengthens the relationship of cohesion 
policy and national aid policy, which 
relationship reinforces both policies and 
is constantly improving. still, even with 
all the aforementioned positive effects, the 
realisation of the mission of evaluation studies 
to clearly show the impacts of the utilisation 
of development funds remains to be doubtful. 
Even with the constant development of 
evaluation activity, the information on 
programme impacts is still limited, which 
makes assessing interventions and drawing 
conclusions quite difficult. The setting of 
regulations is also influenced by political 
considerations, which do not necessarily point 
towards effectiveness; furthermore, the point 
of comparison is also unclear when talking 
about effectiveness. 

Table 2

cumulatIve net effect of coHesIon polIcy on gdp – long term gaIns In Quest 

2000–2009 2000–2015 2000–2020

EU-15 0.5 1.9 3.3

EU-10 3.7 10.2 15.9

EU-25 0.7 2.4 4.0

Note: cumulated % change in the level of GDP as compared to a non cohesion Policy baseline

Source: Varga, J., in ’t Veld, J., a model-based analysis of the impact of cohesion Policy expenditure 2000–2006: simulation with the QUEsT 

III endogenous R&D model, European commission, Directorate General for Economic and financial affairs, 2010
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According to analyses and evaluations, 
within the system of these conditions, the 
impact of cohesion policy on the economic 
convergence process is analogous to the impact 
of public investments on private investments. 
The efficient channels of the medium and 
long-term impacts of Eu cohesion policy are 
the following: 

•  the funding of broadly interpreted public 
infrastructural investments;

•  the funding of private investments aimed 
at increasing the forms of modern physical 
capital accumulation;

•  the funding of human capital investments, 
i.e. increasing labour productivity;

•  the long-term funding of scientific research 
(as a result of implementing available 
innovations), in the interest of increasing 
the productivity of all production factors.

Economic theory refers to a number 
of interventions with potentially positive 
impacts, the sources of which are the structural 
funds aimed at a supported economy. It 
is essential that the tools of funding be 
directed at stimulating the economy and 
increasing productivity, such as for example 
improving the quality of human resources – 
particularly in exact and technical areas, i.e. 
the field of research and development. The 
geographical concentration of assistance is 
important depending on the objectives set. 
The conclusions drawn from the empirical 
analyses show that the greatest impact on 
the pace of convergence between Eu regions 
is made – besides the funding provided to 
economic regions by cohesion policy – by 
road investment projects and investments into 
human resources.41

In light of the above, it would be expedient to 
consider whether the thematic concentration 
objectives and eligibility provisions 
determining fund utilisation opportunities as 
stipulated in the cohesion statutory proposals 
of the European commission for the 2014–

2020 fiscal period are truly in line with the 
efficient development intervention areas 
highlighted by evaluations, and whether the 
2020 objectives are in all cases consistent with 
the development goals resulting in efficient 
and effective development corresponding 
to the specific and individual needs of given 
regions. Within the consultation process of 
draft bills, there is a necessity and opportunity 
to make adjustments. 

cohesion policy also realises objectives 
related to the labour market. In certain 
sectors, the incentives aimed at increasing 
the employment rate of the population 
and the creation of conditions that serve to 
transform sectoral employment structure 
could beneficially influence – in terms of 
per capita GDP – the increase of the pace 
of convergence as well as the increase of the 
pace of economic development for the whole 
region. Besides the impact on the pace of 
convergence, however, the economic lag of 
selected regions could also lead to the most 
mobile labour force (typically the highest 
level human resources) leaving the region 
in the interest of improving its standard of 
living. At the comprehensive level of the 
economy, this process could prove to be very 
useful as it allows for the efficient relocation 
of labour force. It could, however, also lead 
to the depopulation of poorer regions, which 
in turn could result in the further falling 
behind of those still living there, pushing 
them out to the fringes of society. 

It is a basic premise of effectively and 
efficiently functioning cohesion policy that 
targeted and complementary measure packages 
be implemented at all policy levels. Research 
until now has pointed out that the traditional 
sectoral approach handling of socio-economic 
problems leads to the fragmentation of 
policies and reduces efficiency. Integrated 
interventions must be determined by tailoring 
them to the specific conditions of the given 
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regions, as cohesion policy functions with 
significantly lower effectiveness if individual 
territorial conditions are not taken into ac-
count when implementing developments,42 

All in all, the sustainability of the impacts 
of cohesion policy can be ensured only if 
development interventions are implemented 
with a comprehensive strategic approach.43 

one of the most important observations 
of the development policy evaluation is that 
the effectiveness and efficiency of cohesion 
policy is fundamentally influenced by its 

relation with other national and European 
relevant policies. Policy coordination and the 
structural reforms to be implemented in the 
main strategic intervention areas of the public 
sector must jointly determine the success of 
cohesion policy.

It seems clear that effective response to the 
various challenges must be systemic in nature. 
It is a basic issue of the thinking related to 
the coming period how the limited resources 
available could be used most efficiently and in 
a sustainable manner. 
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