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 The “Long March” of the 
territorial dimension

 The Cohesion Policy remains 
confronted with continuous 
threats of various natures

 A true spatial planning policy is 
missing in Europe



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

 The legal framework

 Treaty of Rome (1957): reduction of disparities 
between regions

 Agricultural Directive (1975): mountainous and less-
favored areas

 The Single Act (1986): social and economic cohesion 
+ declining rural areas

 Annex of the Maastricht (1992): Ultra-peripheral 
regions

 Treaty of Amsterdam (1997): Islands + General 
Interest Services contribute to territorial cohesion 

 Treaty of Lisbon (2007): territorial cohesion + 
enlarged list of specific areas



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

 The multiplication of territorial financial 
instruments

 Funds:  2 structural funds (ERDF, ESF) + EAGGF -
guidance + Fishery Fund + Cohesion Fund  5 ESIF

 Community Initiative Programs: LEADER, 
URBAN,INTERREG, PESCA

 EGTC: cross-border cooperation

 Local development support:

 ITI in urban areas:

 Macro-regional strategies: Baltic Sea, Danube Basin, 
Alpine Space, Adriatic-Ionian Seas



Cross-border cooperation



Transnational cooperation



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

 An increasing share of the EU Budget 

 1989-1993: 69 Bn Ecus  (16%  31% EU budget)

 1994-1999: 168 Bn Ecus (~ 30% EU budget)

 2000-2006: 213 Bn euros (33% EU budget)

 2007-2013: 347 Bn euros(~ 35% EU budget)

 2014-2020: 340 Bn euros (~ 30% EU budget) + 84 
Bn euros for EAFRD + 6,6 Bn euros for EFFMA



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

 An important role in sustaining public 
investment, especially in times of crisis

 At EU level, 2,1% of the public investment in 2007, 
18,1% in 2013

 At national level, between 2010 and 2013: 14% of 
the capital public investment expenditures, 85% in 
SK, 80% in LTV, 74% in HG, 72% in BU. Between 
2014 and 2016: 50-80% in PT, CRO, the Baltic 
States, HG, SK, BU, RO and PL.



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

Programming periods Part of the EU Funds 
allocated to the less-
developed regions

1988-1993 64%

1994-1999 68%

2000-2006 71%

2007-2013 81,5%

2014-2020 72,8%



Categories of regions (2014-2020)

Less-developed regions 

Regions in transition 

More developed regions 



1 - The “Long March” of the 

territorial dimension

 Cities and the urban challenges 
progressively taken into account

 EU solidarity to tackle urban problems (social 
exclusion, crime, air pollution, homelessness, traffic 
congestion …)

 Cities as cultural, green, smart champions

 A recent urban “vision” : Cities of Romorrow Report 
in 2011, Urban Agenda in 2014

 For 2014-2020: cities and urban issues are more 
visible  DG REGIO changed its name



2 - Continuous threats of various 

natures

 Latent conflict between territorial and 
sectoral approaches, ended by a defeat in 
2013

 The debate between place-based and place-blind 
policies 

 Preeminence of the EU 2020 Strategy

 ESIF programs aligned on 11 thematic objectives

 Regional performance assessed according to the 5 
sectoral targets (employment, R & D, renewable 
energy and CO² emissions, education, poverty)



2 - Continuous threats of various 

natures

 The economic governance favors a 
centralized approach

 European Semester puts an end to the social and 
territorial policies autonomy

 “Better spending”  a long list of “conditions” 
imposed to regions (ex-ante conditionality, 
performance reserve, macro-economic 
conditionality)



2 - Continuous threats of various 

natures

 The competition of new financial 
instruments

 Repayable loans instead of subsidies

 EFSI (Juncker Plan), as a booster for private 
investment, but only for excellent projects 
regardless of the place



2 - Continuous threats of various 

natures

 The cohesion policy increasingly “à la 
carte”

 Too many “options” offered to Member States and 
regions 

 Weak provisions for strategic coordination / strong 
means for accounting coordination and technical 
control

 National policies do not take over



3 - A true spatial planning policy is 

missing in Europe

 A long lasting opposition of several 
Member States

 Forward looking studies failed to establish an EU 
policy, because of the subsidiarity principle

 Territorial cohesion not easy to implement 



3 - A true spatial planning policy is 

missing in Europe

 The shaping vision is still subject to the  
debate

 Convergence, only?

 Solidarity versus competitiveness 

 New democratic, environmental, and digital 
challenges to be tackled?
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