University of Plymouth

PEARL https://pearl.plymouth.ac.uk
04 University of Plymouth Research Theses 01 Research Theses Main Collection
1988

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY REGIONAL
POLICY: A STUDY OF THE
EUROPEAN REGIONAL
DEVELOPMENT FUND AND THE
EUROPEAN SOCIAL FUND IN THE
UNITED KINGDOM.

CROXFORD, GREGORY JOHN

http://hdl.handle.net/10026.1/608

http://dx.doi.org/10.24382/4864
University of Plymouth

All content in PEARL is protected by copyright law. Author manuscripts are made available in accordance with
publisher policies. Please cite only the published version using the details provided on the item record or
document. In the absence of an open licence (e.g. Creative Commons), permissions for further reuse of content

should be sought from the publisher or author.



THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EUROPEAN COMMUNITY REGIONAL
POLICY: A STUDY OF THE EUROPEAN REGIONAL

DEVELOPMENT FUND AND THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL FUND
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM.

GREGORY JOHN CROXFORD B.Sc.

Submitted to the Council for National Academic Awards in
partial fulfilment for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy.

September 1988

Sponsoring establishment: PLYMOUTH POLYTECHNIC.

DEPARTMENT OF GEOGRAPHICAL SCIENCES.

Collaborating establishment: EXETER UNIVERSITY.



ABSTRACT

THE IMPLEMENTATION OF EUROPEAN COMMUNi{TY REGIONAL POLICY:
A STUDY OF THE EUROPEAN REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT FUND AND
THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL FUND IN THE UNITED KINGDOM

by

Gregory John Croxford

This thesis develops the argument that research on the
European Community (EC) could be enriched by studies of how
Community policles are implemented. The processes by which
EC policies are formulated have been the subject of a great
deal of research. However, the way in which these policies
are subsequently put into practice and whether or not their
objectives are achieved has received very little attention.
Yet these processes may be highly complex, involving a large
variety of institutions and actors at Community, national and
regional levels. The complexity of implementation and of the
Community’s political system offers scope for a significant
"implementation gap" between policy objectives and outcomes.

This study is therefore about the implementation of EC

regional policy. More specifically, 1t focuse¢s - on the
operation in the United Kingdom of two Community Funds with
regional objectives; namely, the European Regional

Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund (ESF).
In particular, the activities of the two Funds in South West
England are examined. The research also assesses the roles
in implementation of the European Commission and national
government departments in the UK.

The research shows that the UK government 1s able to
influence many aspects of the implementation process by means
of its pivotal role 1in decision-making and its ability to
control many financial aspects of the provision of EC grants.
As a result, the objectives of the ERDF and ESF may be

overwhelmed by the entirely national objectives of
government. On the other hand, this study demonstrates
that the European Commission can exert some control in order
to pursue the Funds'’ "Community" objectives. The
organisations at regional level which actually apply for EC
grants are also shown to be of importance. Their involvement
is determined by factors such as government restrictions on
expenditure, assisted area status, the availability of
information, local iniciative and the efficiency of

organisational structurcs.

The research, which coincided with a period in which EC
regional policy 1s being reformed, calls for more explicit
concern in the future with how the Community’s increasingly
prominent regional development objectives are put into

practice. Moreover, it asserts that studying how Community

policies operate can help to shed more light on the nature of
the EC’s political system.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION: POLICY IMPLEMENTATION AND THE
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY.

1.1, THE SCOPE OF THE STUDY AND THE RESEARCH OBJECTIVES.

This thesis is about the implementation of European
Community (EC) regional policy. It examines the processes
which translate a Community policy into action on the ground
and the ways 1in which these processes affect the attainment
of the policy’s objectives. More specifically, the study
focuses on the operation of two financial instruments of
Community regional policy, namely the European Regional
Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund
(ESF).

The ERDF was chosen because it has the specific role
of providing assistance to Europe’s problem regions and is
most directly concerned with delivering EC regional
objectives. However, other Funds, such as the ESF, the
Guidance section of the Agricultural Fund, the assistance

available from the European Coal and Steel Community and the

European Investment Bank, are also expected to contribute
towards these goals, although they are not primarily
conceived as instruments of regional ©policy. Ideally, it

would be advantageous to examine the activities of all of

these other Funds in order to assess whether, in practice,

they do in fact conform with regional objectives. However,
time constraints made such a comprehensive approach
impossible. The ESF was studied because of its

comparability with the ERDF in terms of the participating

organisations.

The theme of policy implementation has in recent



yvears attracted growing interest in the academic community,
principally from researchers in political science and public
administration (Barratt and Fudge, 1981; Lewis and Wallace,
1984). In contrast, political geographers have Dbeen
surprisingly slow to appreciate that the results of spatial
programmes can often be strongly influenced by the means
through which they are put into effect. Research in other
fields has shown that it 1is common for apparently
well-conceived public policies of all kinds to fail to meet
their full objectives when put into practice. The existence
of such an "implementation gap"” (Dunsire, 1978) between aims
and outcomes has often been explained from a "top-down"
perspective as the result of ambiguous objectives or the
inability of policy makers to control the actions of those
responsible for carrying out policy (Pressman and Wildavsky,
1973; Sabatier and Mazmanian, 1979). Other scholars
adopt a "bottom-up” view which stresses that policies can
evolve whilst being implemented and that objectives may
effectively be changed as a result of conditions prevalent
"on the ground” . This perspective suggests that
implementation is a process of negotiation and bargaining
between participating organisations (Barrett and Fudge,
1981; Hjern, 1982; Stringer and Williamson, 1987).

In the European Community field, research on policy

formulation is again in plentiful supply (Wise, 1977,
1984; Talbot, 1977 Wallace, Wallace and Webb, 1983;
George, 1985). However, studies of how policies actually

operate are much less abundant, although some scholars have
made a start (Laffan, 1983; Coates and Wallace, 1984;

Glasson and McGee, 1984, Preston, 1985). This is again



surprising since the implementation of EC policies often
involves a large number of actors in public and private
organisations at regional, national and Community levels.
Hence, they provide very fertile ground for the study of
what 1s clearly an important aspect of the policy process.

Implementation is therefore the major focus of this

thesis. The study provides a critique of how the ERDF and
ESF are allocated in the United Kingdom and the impact of
these processes on the achievement of certain policy
objectives.

Having completed this primary analysis, the research
also examines two other related, but secondary issues.
Firstly, it contributes to the debate on the role of the
EC 1in regional policy. In this context, the research has
been undertaken at a particularly apposite time, since the
Community’s three Structural Funds (including the ERDF and
ESF) are currently (August, 1988) undergoing reforms which
will mean important changes to the ways in which they
operate. Secondly, an effort is also made to relate this
particular detailed case-study to the wider debate about the
nature of the EC. It is important to examine how one policy
among the many which are formulated and implemented by the
Community fits into the broader picture.

At this early stage an important terminological note
should be stressed. The overall goal of EC regional policy
1s to reduce regional disparities. This thesis is not
explicitly concerned with examining the extent to which
Community regional policy is effective in reducing the
inequalities between rich and poor regions. Instead, the

research identifies what will henceforth be referred to as



the "operational” objectives of Community regional policy
and examines whether these are being successfully
implemented. These objectives are the mechanisms which a
policy adopts in order to achieve 1its overall goals. They
include the aim that EC funds should add to national
expenditure on regional development rather than act as a
replacement for national spending and the objective of
concentrating resources on the neediest areas. Figure 1.1
illustrates the relationship between policy instruments,

"operational"” objectives and overall goals.

FIGURE 1.1, THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POLICY INSTRUMENTS
OBJECTIVES AND OVERALL GOALS.

Operational Overall
Policy objectives goal

- Additionality

- Geographical TS |
concentration Reduce regional

- Programmes — disparities

///'
\\\\- Small and medium

firms
- Young People a//'r
under 25

Regional policy
(ERDF + ESF etc)

The research focus¢egs on the operation of the ERDF
and ESF in the United Kingdom. It examines the roles 1in
the implementation process and in the delivery of the Funds’
operational objectives of the European Commission, the
national government and the recipients of Community grants
at the local 1level. The significance of local initiative
and organisation 18 examined by means of case-studies of
the operation of the two Funds in South West England.
This region was chosen primarily for logistical regions.

The research was based in Plymouth and scarce resources

4



precluded frequent long-distance travel. Neverthless, South
West England is a very suitable area for a study of this
kind. The region has a number of designated assisted areas
and 1is therefore eligible for ERDF aid. Moreover, it 1s
characterised by marked inequalities between a relatively
affluent "near South West" centred on Bristol, and a
relatively deprived, peripheral "far South West" consisting
of Devon and Cornwall (see Chapter 5).

The work involved carrying out a series of interviews
with actors in local organisations applying for grants, 1in
national government departments and in the European
Commission. This unravelling of a highly complex process
was an important and original aim of the research (Appendix
1).

In this overall context, this research has a number
of specific, inter-related objectives. The primary aims are:

1. to unravel the processes by which the ERDF and ESF

are implemented in the United Kingdom (partly by
means of the case-study of South West England);

2. to examine whether the implementation process

facilitates the delivery of the two Funds’
"operational” objectives.

The secondary aims of this study are:
3. to provide a critique of EC regional policy in the
light of the findings of this research;

4., to relate briefly the findings of this study to
the w1dendebate about the nature of the EC.

4"

The remainder of this Chapter presents a review of
the literature on policy implementation, followed by an
introduction to the institutional structure of the EC and
the ways 1in which the Community implements its policies.
Furthermore, 1t sets out the research methods and data
sources which were employed in the course of the study.

The second chapter discusses the development and overall



goals of EC regional policy. Subsequently, Chapter
Three outlines the specific operational objectives of the
ERDF and examines the role of the European Commission in
the achievement of the Fund’s operational objectives.
Chapter Four focuses attention on the implementation of the

ERDF in the United Kingdom and outlines the role of the

national government. Chapter Five then concentrates on the
applicants and recipients of ERDF grants in South West
England, examining the spatial and sectoral patterns of

spending and the processes by which applications are

initiated. Chapters Six, Seven and Eight then carry out
similar analyses at Community, national and local 1levels of

the operation of the ESF.

The final Chapter brings together the various
themes of the thesis in a broad discussion of how
Community grants are allocated 1in relation to wider
conceptualisations of the implementation process. More
specifically, Chapter Nine will: summarise the main

empirical findings; assess the relevance of models of policy
implementation to understanding the operation of the ERDF
and ESF; briefly examine how the findings of this research
contribute to the wider debate about the nature of the EC:
and provide a critique of EC involvement in regional policy
in the light of both this research on the implementation of

the ERDF and ESF and the reforms of Community regional

policy which have been taking place during 1988:



1.2. THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PUBLIC POLICIES.

This section examines a variety of concepts arising
from the extensive literature on policy implementation which
will help to shed light on the ways in which Community Funds
are put into operation.

1.2.1 The Development of implementation research.

The study of a phenomenon known as "implementation"”
has only emerged relatively recently as a branch of acadenmic
endeavour. In 1973, an extensive literature search by

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) found no mention of the term

"implementation" in the abstracts of published research
papers. As a result, they concluded that no previous
literature existed on the subject. However, others have

argued that the study of policy implementation had existed
before in the guise of research in the field of public
administration. Van Meter and Van Horn (1975) and Dunsire
(1978) pointed to various studies pre-dating the work of
Pressman and Wildavsky that were at least implicitly
concerned with the means by which policies are executed.
However, the previous literature tended to look at
"politics” and "administration” as two separate and
unrelated entities. The latter was regarded as essentially a
de-politicized, mechanistic process that was unlikely to
cause major problems (Williams, 1980; Hyder, 1984). However,
the failure of some of the major social programs of the
Johnson era 1n the United States 1led to an increased
awareness among practitioners and academics alike that major

policies could fail to achieve their targets because of the

discontinuity between policy formulation and practice

|



(Bardach, 1977). The term "implementation” was coined to
describe the processes involved in the "missing 1link”
between politics and administration (Hargrove, 1975).

The research by Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) 1is often
regarded as the seminal work on implementation. Their study

was concerned with how a job creation scheme designed 1in
Washington failed when implemented in Oakland. This study
attempted to 1dentify the "decision-points" where the
program went wrong and concluded that reducing the number of
these potential stumbling blocks would facilitate simpler
and more effective implementation.

1.2.2. The "top-down" perspective.

The work of Pressman and Wildavsky paved the way for
subsequent research that dealt specifically with
implementation as a distinct phenomenon. Many of these
studies took what has since been termed a "top-down"”
perspective. In other words, they studied the execution of
policies from the point of view of policy makers trying to
put policy into effect. Such research invariably began by
examining the objectives of a policy and assessing the
extent to which these objectives had been achieved., If this
process led to the identification of an "implementation

gap  (Dunsire, 1978) between policy objectives and outcomes
then study of the processes by which policies were
implemented would facilitate the identification of the
points where policy went wrong and why. Top-down studies
tended to explain policy failure in terms of the inability
of policy makers to control those responsible for

implementation or the failure of policy makers to stress

clear objectives,



The work of Van Meter and Van Horn (1975),
Hargrove (1975), Rodgers and Bullock (1976), Montjoy
and O’Toole (1979) and Nakamura and Smallwood (1980)
belonged to this school of implementation research. Van
Meter and Van Horn, for example, argued that "policy
implementation encompasses those actions by public and
private individuals (or groups) that are directed at the

achievement of objectives set ' forth in prior policy

decisions” (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975, p447). At this
time, researchers were at pains to identify the inherent
limits on implementation. Dunsire (1978), for example,

suggested that there were certain bureaucratic 1limits to
hierarchical control within organisations and that those at
the top of these hierarchies attempting to control
implementation would automatically be confronted by these
limits.

Among the leading proponents of the top-down approach
to studying implementation were two American scholars -
Sabatier and Mazmanian (1979, 1980 and 1983). These authors
set out a framework for implementation which suggested
that three sets of independent variables have significant
impacts on how implementation proceeds in practice (Figure

1.2), namely:

1. the tractability of the problem being addressed
(its complexity and how easily it can be managed):

2. the ways in which a policy directive can constrain
the implementation process;

J. the external variables affecting policy
implementation (for example, media attention,

public and political support, other socio-economic
variables) (Mazmanian and Sabatier, 1983).

Sabatier and Mazmanian developed their framework from

research on the implementation of coastal conservation
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policy in California and it has since been applied applied
succesfully by other scholars to other policy problems
(Bullock, 1981; Sabatier and Klosterman, 1981; Goodwin and
Moen, 1981). This "top-down" conceptual framework would seem
potentially to provide a useful tool for examining the

implementation of EC policies and 1is discussed in more

detail in relation to the findings of this research 1n
Chapter Nine.

In the late 1970s and early 1980s the top-down view
became the subject of considerable criticism. It was at this
time that European researchers began to show an interest in
an area of study that had previously been almost exclusively
North American. Among the leading exponents of this European
research were Barrett with Fudge (1981) and with Hill
(1984), Hill et al (1979) and Hjern with his colleagues
Porter (1981) and Hull (1982).

These authors pointed out that hierarchical control
of implementation was often weak and that there are liﬁits
on the ability of central policy makers to control the
behaviour of target groups and local 1implementors
(Weatherley and Lipsky, 1977; Hanf and Scharpf, 1978;
Barrett and Fudge, 1981). In the "real world", it was
argued, implementation "involves loosely connected networks
of organisations from various levels of Government, none of
which [is] pre-eminent” (Hjern and Porter, 1981, p212).
Moreover, the frequent absence of strong hierarchical
control and the complexity of the environment within which
policies are carried out means that they should not be
regarded as fixed entities ready for implementation.

Instead, they are often flexible and can undergo changes 1n

11



response to local conditions whilst being implemented.

A second related criticism is that the concern with
analysing the achievement of policy objectives is misplaced
since in reality these are rarely clearly expressed or

capable of achieving unanimous support (Majone and

Wildavsky, 1978; Barrett and Fudge, 1981;: Barrett and

Hill, 1984; Stringer and Williamson, 1987). In many cases
the policy-making system involves a variety of individuals
and organisations with varying aims as regards particular
areas of policy. Eventual 1legislation reflects this
diversity of interests and has objectives that are often
vague and contradictory. Moreover, Barratt and Hill (1984)
argued that the same factors which give rise to compromise
in policy making continue to influence and shape its
implementation. Consequently, policy making and policy
implementatiom are different aspects of the same continuum
and research should not assume them to be separate or
distinct. As a result of these criticisms a new approach to
the study of implementation emerged.

1.2.3. The "bottom-up" perspective.,

Authors such as those mentioned above have adopted a
"bottom-up"” view of implementation in reaction to what they
considered were significant flaws in the top-down
approach. These researchers focussed on the actions of local
participants in implementation and argued that much activity
originates at this 1level rather than being instigated by
top-down policy makers developing policy and attempting to
put it into effect. 1Instead of beginning with an
identifiable policy decision, the bottom-up approach starts

with an analysis of the actors which interact at the local
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level on a particular problem or issue. The focus is on the
srategies pursued by various organisations in the pursuit of
their own objectives rather than those of a policy imposed
from above. Implicit in this approach is the notion that
policies are best formulated by actors at the local level
rather than controlled by central decision-makers removed
from the needs of particular localities and the consequences
of policies "on the ground”.

This approach recognised that the interactions
between the policy formulation and implementation processes
produced a "policy [that] evolved as it was being
implemented” (Stringer and Williamson, 1887, p36). One of
the first studies of this kind was that by Majone and
Wildavsky (1978) who conceptualised the implementation
process as one of "evolution". They argued that as policy
is enacted it is automatically changed as resources are
altered or problems arise. Majone and Wildavsky concluded
that "implementation will always be evolutionary; 1t will
inevitably reformulate as well as carry out policy” (Majone
and Wildavsky, 1987, pll16). Other authors have echoed this
theme of policy being changed during implementation (Hill et
al, 1979; Barratt and Fudge, 1981; Stringer and Williamson,
1987).

A number of scholars have emphasised that policies
evove during implementation because of a process of
bargaining and compromise between more or 1less autonomous
actors and organisations (Bardach, 1977: Barrett and Fudge,
1981; Hanf, 1982; Scharpf (1982). As Barrett and Fudge
argue, "without total control over resources, agencies and

the whole implementation environment, +those wanting to do
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something may be forced to compromise their original
intentions 1in order to get any action at all”
(Barratt and Fudge, 1981, pl6). According to Barratt and
Hill "the process of implementation 1is essentially a
political process characterised by negotiation, bargaining

and compromise between those groups seeking to influence the

actions of others and those upon whom action depends"”
(Barratt and Hill, 1984, p220). In this study of EC funds
there 1s a great deal of scope for negotiation and
compromise between Community institutions, national
governments and local organisations, all of whom
participate in putting EC policies into operation.

A key problem identified by the bottom-up approach is
how to define what is meant by policy. A bolitician may view
a relatively vague political intention in a Party Manifesto
as policy. Others may see only the very detailed legislation
as the policy. Clearly, whichever view the student of
implementation adopts will affect what is actually studied.
If the former view is taken then the processes leading up to
the framing of detailed regulations must also be regarded as
implementation. Hill et al suggest that "the distinction
between policy-making and implementation (rests) upon the
identification of decision points at which a ©policy is
deemed to be made ready for implementation, like a commodity
which is manufactured and ready for selling"” (Hill et al,
1979, pll). The bottom-up approach assumes either that
these decision points cannot easily be identified or that
making this distinction in the first place is inappropriate
since the two stages are so closely related and

interlinked. Hence, proponents of the bottom-up approach
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argue that the analyst cannot readily understand

implementation without also looking at how policy 1is
formulated.
These kinds of views, however, have not gone

unchallenged. Sabatier (1986), for example, argued that
these bottom-up perspectives often fail to identify the
external social, economic and legal constraints limiting the
discretion of participants in a particular area of policy.
The bottom-up approach, Sabatier suggested, takes as given
the institutional framework within which actors operate,
without enquiring 1into the ability of others to structure
this framework and so influence the rules of the game. He
argued that the removal of the distinction between policy
formulation and implementation is likely to have significant
costs. Firstly, it makes it difficult to assess the relative
influence of elected officials and civil servants,
preventing analysis of important issues such as democratic
accountability and bureaucratic discretion (an 1mportant
consideration in a study of EC policies where a major actor,
the European Commission, is unelected). Secondly, the lack
of a distinction precludes policy evaluation since it seems
to assume that there is no distinct policy to evaluate.
How can the success of activity taking place in a particular
policy arena be judged without relating it to overall policy
objectives? The bottom-up approach tends to play down the
fact that much action 1is generated by policies handed down
from above and that all activity takes place within a broad
policy-legal framework.

Sabatier also argued that, contrary to the views of

bottom-up scholars, it is both possible and justifiable to
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identify the point at which a policy is completed and ready
for implementation. In the present research, for example,
the Regulations controlling the ERDF and ESF are obvious
starting points for studying implementation.

The ideas of "top down" and "bottom up"”, as well
as being advocated approaches to studying implementation,
can also be used as models of how the implementation process
operates. They describe the ways in which particular
policies are put into effect. As such, the differences
between them reflect the fact that different policies may
operate in different ways - sSome are imposed from above
while others are more adaptive to local needs and
conditions. Chapter Two will show that EC regional policy
was initially conceived 1in a top-down fashion. Proposals
from the Commission were considered and agreed upon by the
Council of Ministers with only marginal input from potential
beneficiaries of Community grants at local and regional

levels. Consequently, the initial approach of this study

is also "top-down"”". The policy’s operational objectives,
as decided at the "top", are examined and assessments are
made of whether or not they are delivered in the UK,

Subsequently, however, the importance of initiative at the
"bottom" is also highlighted

There are obvious parallels between this discussion
of "top-down"” versus "bottom-up"” models/perspectives and the
long-standing debates on the appropriateness of "rational"
and "incremental” models of decision-making. The classical
rational models outlined by Braybrooke and Lindblom (1963)
and Lindblom (1968), assume that actors have clearly

defined policy goals and that decision-making is essentially
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concerned with evaluating the alternative strategies which
could be adopted in order to achieve these objectives. Many
"real-world" case studies, however, have shown that this
model may be far removed from what happens 1in practice.
Often decision-making is characterised by "disjointed

incrementalism” (Braybrooke and Lindblom, 1963) involving

small "satisficing"” decisions (Simon, 1959) as the plethora
of actors involved 1in policy formulation bargain and
compromise their way towards mutually acceptable solutions.
The implementation of decisions and policies 1is often
similarly characterised by a "quest for rational control"”

which can never be satisfied because of real-world
complexities (Hill, 1981).

1.2.4. Suggested syntheses of top-down and bottom-up
perspectives.

In recent yvears academics have become more aware that
bottom-up and top-down views can both have valid uses and
that the approach adopted may depend on the policy or
policies which are being examined (Sabatier, 1986).
Moreover, both approaches/models can shed light on different
aspects of the same policy. Indeed, according to Hanf and
Toonen (1985) the two approaches are often studying
different aspects of the same thing. There have also been,
stretching back over a period of years, attempts to

synthesise the two perspectives and to formulate a model

which takes account of the fact that both hierarchical
control and 1local 1initiative may be equally important
aspects of policy implementation.

Hyder (1984) and Lewis and Wallace (1984)

produced a model which took this into account. They
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supported the "bottom-uppers"” who argued that policy evolves
because of what happens during implementation. However, they
also recognised that these changes often occur because of
re-evaluations carried out by those attempting to put policy
into practice from the "top". Hyder’s initial model was
formulated as follows:
P, - H,-I,—~-E,~P,

where: P,is the problemn,

Hyis the policy (hypothesis),

I,is the implementation stage,

E1is the evaluation and correction stage,

pzis the re-evaluated policy and is followed by H,

and so on.

The subsequent policies (HN) are, according to Hyder, not
necessarily superior to earlier versions but are "a
response either to the process of implementation acting on
the environment, or to changes in the environment {within
which policy is formulated and enacted]”. There are once
again obvious parallels here with rational and incremental
models of the policy process. Hyder himself anticipated that
his evolutionary model could be construed as a simple
restatement of the classical "incrementalist” view of the
policy process. However, he went on to argue that his model
in no way implies that decisions to amend or develop

policies need be small or gradual in the way that the
incrementalist view suggests, but that changes can be both
major and discontinuous. Furthermore, he pointed out that
some rational evaluation does take place as policy is
revised in the light of experience gained from a period of
implementation. Hyder concluded that his "evolutionary model
could be regarded as an attempt to bridge the gap between

incrementalist and rational views of the policy process”
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(Hyder, 1984, pl6). This model will be referred to again in
the context of our discussion of the development of EC
regional policy in Chapter Two.

The theme of conceptualising implementation in ways
which synthesise top-down and bottom-up perspectives has
occupied a number of other scholars. A prominent example of
this approach 1is the 1idea of "implementation structure"
developed by Hjern and Porter (1981) and subsequently
adopted by, among others, Hanf (1982), Wittrock et al
(1982), Thrasher (1983), Toonen (1985). Hjern and Porter
argued that "a multiorganizational unit of analysis, an
implementation structure, should be used when describing and
evaluating the implementation of programs” (Hjern and
Porter, 1981, p211). This idea was 1initially a reaction
against the earlier top-down approach but in practice it
actually "bridges the (perhaps) false polarization of
'top-down’ versus ’'bottom-up’ perspectives” (Barrett and
Fudge, 1981, p37). This model describes the entire
implementation system without making assumptions about where
lnitiative lies and also permits the identification of
elements of "top-down" control which may influence the
implementation process. Hjern and Porter suggested that,
from the point of view of those who are part of the
implementation structure, the network of contacts and
interactions involved in a particular policy area may be
more 1important than the actual institutions in which they

are formally employed. They argued that many implementation

structures are not designed but evolve from the initiative

of individuals in response to a particular policy; that 1is

by what Hjern and Porter refer to as "self-selection"”. In

13



other words, involvement with a particular policy is often
the result of choices made by individuals within
organisation operating "on the ground"”. They concluded that
there is a potential "pool of organisations”" from which an
implementation structure is formed. One concern of this
thesis will be to identify the "pool of organisations" in
the EC’s "implementation structure".

On a related theme, Toonen (1985) argued that the
underlying framework of institutions, and the relationships
between and power bases among these institutions, will be
crucial in determining how policy is 1implemented. He
focussed, in particular, on the differences between federal
and wunitary systems of Government and the implementation
structures that develop under these systems. Both Toonen and
Elmore (1985) suggested that federal structures are likely
to consist of a wide variety of relatively autonomous
organisations, whereas unitary structures are often simpler
and more uniform, answering to one ultimate source of
authority. In the words of Toonen:

A federalist structure seems to provide the more

difficult and complex cases, entailing all sorts of

problems in terms of co-ordination, enforcement,
pursuasion and control. A unitary structure seems to
provide a more generous setting for implementing
nation-wide policies. The asymmetry of the state
seems to favour the centre (Toonen, 1985, pl62).

Others may disagree with this assertion. Barrett and
Fudge (1981) for example, provided a variety of case studies
of implementation in the United Kingdom - a unitary state
- which highlight difficulties posed by implementation in a
unitary structure. Toonen himself went on to admit that the

amount of "federalism" or "unitarism" within political

systems can vary greatly across a variety of policies and
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that 1implementation structures need not be obviously
"federal"” or "unitary"” in the respective systems. For the
purposes of the present study a key point to note is that
the unique institutional structure of the European Community
is a particuledy interesting framework within which to study
policy 1implementation. The existence of supranational
institutions such as the European Commission and the
European Court of Justice gives the Community some of the
attributes of a federal structure. On the other hand, the
member states are enmeshed at all levels of the Community’s
policy-making and policy implementation systems, thereby
distinguishing the Community from a normal federal system.

1.3. POLICY MAKING AND POLICY TMPLEMENTATION IN THE
EUROPEAN COMMUNITY.,

This section is divided into three parts. The first
outlines the wider institutional structure of the EC within
which policies are formulated. The second provides a general
introductory discussion of how Community policies are put
into practice. These reviews provide a context for the more
specific and detailed studies of the ERDF and ESF presented
in subsequent Chapters. The third section outlines a number
of conceptual views of the Community’s political system
which will be assessed in the light of the findings of this
research in the study’s final Chapter.

1.3.1. Policy-making in the European Community.

The processes by which Community decisions are made
and policies formulated are, at their simplest, the result
of 1interactions between two major institutions, namely the
Council of Ministers and the European Commission. These

ingtitutions are "supranational" in character. 1In other
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words, they are responsible for formulating policies and
laws which are binding on the member states and which take
precedence over national laws. The Commission is responsible
for making proposals for European policies which the Council
of Ministers then accepts, rejects or returns to the

Commission for amendment. However, other institutions,

notably the European Parliament, the European Court of
Justice and, to a much lesser extent, the Economic and
Social Committee, also impinge on the policy-making process.
The European Commission.

The Commission of the European Community is headed by
a group of Commissioners appointed by the member states.
Despite their backgrounds as national politicians, the
Commissioners are supposed to renounce their national
connections and act as servants of the "Community interest”.
However, it is generally accepted that 1n practice
Commissioners retain some links with their country of origin
and are one means of injecting national viewpoints into the
deliberations of the Commission.

There are currently seventeen Commissioners - two
from the United Kingdom, West Germany, France, Italy and
Spain, together with one from each of the seven smaller
countries. Each Commissioner is assigned the portfolios for
one or more areas of policy. For example, at the time of
writing (August 1988), the Commissioners for Regional Policy
(including the ERDF) and Social Policy (ESF) are Alois
Pfeiffer (a German ) and Manuel Marin (a Spaniard)

respectively. The work of policy formulation and management

is carried out within the framework of twenty-two

Directorates General (DGs) each headed by a Director General
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of different nationality from the Commissioner with

responsibility for that policy sector.

The Commission has three main roles: to act as
initiator of policy; to ensure that Community law 1s
respected; and to administer policies and legislation which

has been agreed by the Council of Ministers. The Commission
does have certain powers of decision in areas gpecified by
the Treaty or designated by the Council. An example of the
latter is the ability of the Commission to award ERDF and
ESF grants (subject in the case of the ERDF to the approval
of a management committee on which the member governments
are represented and within the terms of legislation made by
the Council). The main power of the Commission 1s 1its
ability to devise proposals for the Council. In fact, the
Council of Ministers can usually only act on the basis of a
proposal from the Commission. In formulating these
proposals, the Commission is supposed to promote the "common
European interest"” and/or seek compromise solutions which
all member states can accept.

The staff of the Commission do not work in isolation
in drawing up proposals. They carry out extensive
consultation with national governments, interest groups and
"experts"” of various kinds. The Commission also participates

fully in the network of committees linking the main

Community institutions.

The Council of Ministers.

The final decisions producing EC 1legislation and
policy are made by the Council of Ministers. The Council is

composed of ministers delegated by the twelve member states,

but its precise composition is dependent on the matter under
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discussion. For example, if agriculture is being considered
then those present will be the member states’ respective
ministers for agriculture.

The process by which the Council of Ministers makes
decisions is complex. The Treaty of Rome, which created the
European Economic Community in 1957, required "qualified
majority voting". According to this system, each member
state would be allocated a number of votes based very
roughly on population size, although the larger states have
far fewer votes and the smaller ones far more than si:ze
alone would dictate. This method was 1intended to apply
to many Community decisions, whereas others considered
particularly important would be taken by unanimous voting.
In the enlarged Community of twelve these shares are as
follows:

West Germany, United Kingdom, France and Italy - 10

votes

Spain - 8 votes

Greece, Netherlands, Belgium and Portugal - 5 votes
Ireland and Denmark - 3 votes

Luxembourg - 2 votes.

Total votes available - 76.

A total of 54 votes are required to achieve what is known as
a "qualified majority". As a result the five largest sgtates
are unable to muster sufficient votes to overcome the seven
smaller countries. The Single European Act (Commission,
1986a), a package of significant institutional reforms which
came 1nto operation 1in July 1987, extended qualified
majority voting to a number of policy areas which had

previously required unanimity. These include, those

concerned with the completion of the Community’s common

internal market and with the Community’s "economic and
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social cohesion" (including regional and social policies).
Majority voting was intended to allow Community
decisions to be taken by the Council without undue delay.
However, since 1966 the reality of the national veto has
generally been accepted. At that time, President De Gaulle
had taken France out of the Community’s decision-making
processes for six months. This was a result of French belief

in the principle that member states should not be outvoted

on matters where important national interests were at stake.

The so-called "Luxembourg Compromise” of 1966 ended the
French boycott but also allowed governments to prevent
decisions being taken by claiming that an 1issue concerned
their "vital national interests”. Since then, member states
have been able to slow down the decision-making by arguing
that many issues threaten these important 1interests. One
problem is that this term cannot be clearly defined and is
therefore difficult to challenge. The Single European Act
does not remove this obstacle to speedier decision-making
and national governments are likely to continue to resist
threats to what they consider to be their vital interests.
In the process of negotiation about particular
policies and decisions, the Council 1is aided by the
Committee of Permanent Representatives (COREPER), which
1s composed of permanent ambassadors to the Community
appointed by the member states. This body prepares the
ground for Council meetings and in practice the Council
often simply "rubber-stamps” many minor or procedural

decisions which have already effectively been taken by

COREPER. Below COREPER is a myriad of other committees which

prepare COREPER and Council of Ministers’ meetings. These
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committees, which sketch out the bases of agreements and
identify the main points of conflict, are composed of
national civil servants and representatives of the
Commission. Uncontroversial matters are effectively settled
by these Committees.

In recent years, the European Council, which 18
made up of the Heads of Government of the twelve member
states, has evolved into the institution which takes the
major decisions regarding the future of the Community. For
example, the negotiations of 1987 and 1988 on the financing
of the Community budget and reform of the CAP have taken
place at this European Council 1level. The Council was
institutionalised following the 1974 Summit of EC leaders

in Paris and meets twice per year (Bulmer, 1985).

The European Parliament.

The original architects of the European Community
intended that the European Parliament would provide an
element of democratic control over the activities of the
Commission and the Council. However, it was not until 1979
that the first direct elections to the Parliament were held;
previously its members had been appointed from among the
members of national parliaments.

The Parliament’s main role is consultative. It does
have the power to dismiss the Commission (but not to appoint
another one) and has some control over the Community’s
overall budget. However, in most other policy areas it has
only been able to give 1ts opinion on Commission proposals
and thus has often been peripheral to the more crucial
dialogue between the Commission, the Council of Ministers

and the national governments. The Single European Act,
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however, incorporates the European Parliament more firmly
into the decision-making process. The Council of Ministers
must make decisions "in co-operation with the European
Parliament”. In practice, this allows the Parliament to
block decisions taken by the Council with which it disagrees
and to force the Commission to re-examine its proposals. A
revised proposal from the Commission must then be adopted
unanimously by the Council. However, Parliament’s opinion
remains non-binding and need not necessarily be incorporated
into the final decision. Nevertheless, the power to
interrupt decision making may in future mean that
Parliament’s opinion is taken more fully into account.

The European Court of Justice.

A further important Community institution 1s the
European Court of Justice, which 1is responsible for giving
final legal judgement on interpretations of the Paris and
Rome Treaties and on the operation of Community legislation.
Private 1individuals, firms, hlocal authorities, national
governments or the Commission can appeal to the Court
(which consists of judges appointed by the member states)
when they consider that Community legislation is not being
implemented as intended.

Other institutions.

Finally it is briefly worth mentioning two other
Community institutions. The Court of Auditors exists as a
watchdog for Community revenue and expenditure. It has
powers to enquire 1nto how Community money 1is being spent
and is particularly interested in the activities of the

various Community financial instruments. The Economic and

Social Committee (ECOSOC) has a somewhat peripheral
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advisory role. It was established to inject an element of

"public opinion" into the Community’s decision-making
process and provide another "expert" source of advice.
ECOSOC consists of representatives of unions, employers

and other general interest groups and its members are

proposed by the member states. It is divided into a number
of specialist sub-committees which give opinions on
Commission proposals. However, its influence on

decision-making is minimal.
1.3.2. Policy implementation in the European Community.

Having outlined the institutional structure within
which European Community policies are formulated, the
discussion now proceeds to consider how these decisions and
policies are put into practice.

Implementation of Community policies takes a number
of forms depending on the 1legal status of the particular
legislation. There are five types of legal instrument:h
Regulations, Directives, Decisions, Recommendations and
Opinions. The 1latter two have no binding force and do not
arise during this study. However, the first three, which are
legally binding to varying degrees, are of importance in
the current context and are implemented in different ways.
Regulations have direct effect on member states and must be
applied in the same way as national laws, over which they
take precedence. Directives are also legally binding as
regards the aims to be achieved but it is left to national
governments to decide exactly how they should be put into
effect. Finally, Decisions are concerned with gspecific
problems and are binding on those whom they effect, whether

they be governments, private organisations or individuals.
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In most policy sectors member states are primarily
responsible for the implementation of Community legislation.
However, the European Commission may also be involved in a
variety of different ways. In the majority of cases this
role 1is restricted to supervising and monitoring the
implementation by national governments of Regulations and
Directives, On the other hand, in a limited number of cases
such as common policies for agriculture and the steel
industry, the managerial role of the Commission is a more
central component of the implementation process. In some
areas, management committees have been created to increase
collaboration between responsible national authorities and
the Commission. The major examples of these are the
committees which supervise the production and marketing of
agricultural products and those which participate 1n the
operation of the ERDF and ESF (see Chapters 3 and 6).

In one of the few previous studies concerned
explicitly with the implementation of Community
policies, Coates (1984) concluded that in the development of
common food standards the uncontroversial nature of
legislation led to the creation of a relatively small
"policy community" allowing the 1legislation to be almost
"self-implementing”, uninhibited by pressure for radical
change within a complex institutional structure.

In other areas the picture may be somewhat different.

Some policies are carried out much more in the "public

L4

eye" and hence are likely to encounter greater problems as

they are put into practice. This examination of the
ERDF and ESF will amply illustrate that policies which

concern the potentially emotive issue of allocating
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financial assistance may extend the number of organisations
involved in the Community process. In spite of this, few
studies have been made of how, where and on what Community
money is spent. A brief study of the implementation of
Community funds by Coates and Wallace is one of the few
examples. They concluded that "implementation in the United
Kingdom has been administratively efficient ... technically
the formal requirements of implementation have been largely
fulfilled"” (Coates and Wallace, 1984, pl180). They went on to
say that there is evidence of limited EC influences "seeping
through the filters which continue to separate Community and

national officials, but there is no new policy community yet

emerging to transcend the boundary between the two" (Coates

and Wallace, 1984, pl80).

A modest number of other studies have also focussed

implicitly on how Community funds, including the ERDF and
ESF, are operated. Glasson and McGee (1984), for example,
carried out a survey of all local authorities 1n Great
Britain to examine the reasons for varying local responses
to the opportunities provided by all forms of EC aid. They
concluded that in 1982, when the research took place,
counties in the assisted areas of England and Wales and some
Scottish regional councils were very aware of the
availability of Community financial assistance and were well
organised to gain access to it. On the other hand, many
authorities outside assisted areas regarded the EC as a
"shadowy spectre 1irrelevant to our situation” (district
council officer quoted‘by Glasson and McGee, p27). Their

research emphasised the importance of information and the

initiative of 1individuals 1in determining how involved
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authorities were with the EC (McGee, 1982; Glasson and
McGee, 1984).

A more detailed case-study by Preston (1985 and 13986)
concentrated on local-authority responses to the ERDF in the
County of Humberside. This research pointed to a variety of
external and intra-organisational factors which determined
local-authority responses to the ERDF opportunity.
Preston’s external factors included the availability of
advice and assistance and central Government controls on
capital expenditure. Those factors which were internal to
the organisation included 1local political beliefs and
individual initiative.

The ESF has received less attention than the ERDF.
However, Collins (1983) provided a general‘survey of the
operation of the Fund in the UK prior to its most recent
reform in 1983. Her study is the most wuseful secondary
source on the ESF before 1its reform. Furthermore, Laffan
(1983) produced a paper concerned more explicitly with the
implementation of the ESF prior to the 1983 reforms. She
concluded that:

the implementation process is best viewed from the

bottom up with low central control. The Commission

.+« 18 heavily dependent on national bureaucracies to

operationalise the Fund (Laffan, 1983, p407).

This thesis will demonstrate that Laffan’s conceptualisation
of national government involvement as "bottom-up" seriously
misrepresents the position of the member states in the EC’s
institutional hi«g2 rarchy. The national governments are also

able to exert significant control over the implementation

process and are therefore in no sense subordinate to the

supranational Commission.
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1.3.3. The European Community: supra-national or
intergovernmental decision making.

The main purpose of this section is to place this
study of the implementation of specific Community policy
instruments into the broader debate about the nature of the
EC. The ideas outlined 1in brief here will subsequently
contribute to our understanding of how Community policies
are implemented and whether policy objectives are achieved.
At the same time, these findings may shed some light on the
nature of the Community’s institutional structure.

One aim of the original architects of the European
Communities in the 1950s was that "supranational"
institutions "above" the level of the nation states should
be given decision-making powers to create policies and pass
laws which would be binding on member states and would take
precedence over national laws. The Treaty of Rome created a
number of supranational institutions. These 1included: the
Council of Ministers; the European Commission; the Court of
Justice; and the European Parliament. It was often argued
that European integration would involve the gradual transfer
of national sovereignty over economic and political matters
to these higher authorities (Haas, 196%; Lindberg, 1963).
Others have questioned the desireability of such a goal.
Holland (1980) argued forcibly that the move towards
supranationalism would lead to the marginalisation of
national parliaments in favour of the crucial dialogue
between the Commission and the Council of Ministers.
Moreover, Holland was particularly suspicious of the idea of
majority voting, which he felt would "relegate whole nation

states and major regions to minority status" (Holland, 1980,
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pl27).

However, a series of institutional innovations in
the 1960s and 1970s mean that Holland’s arguments appear
overstated. Many observers argued, firstly, that
soverelgnty was not being transferred to a supranational
level of authority and, secondly, that national governments
not only had remained the dominant actors in the EC’s
policy-making process but had retained a large degree of
independence from supranational institutions (Wallace, 1973:
Webb, 1977; Wallace, 1982; Taylor, 1983;). Foremost among
these developments was the crisis of 1965/66 which led to
the "Luxembourg Compromise" and the assertion of the primacy
of "national interests" as defined by governments.,
Moreover, the development of COREPER and the emergence of
the European Council (George, 1985; Bulmer, 1985) were also
regarded as evidence of a decline in supranational authority
in favour of "intergovernmental" decision-making forums in
which national governments were the dominant actors. As
early as 1966, Hoffman emphasised the importance of national
governments in determining the pace of integration. He
viewed them as the "gatekeepers" between domestic political
systems and the Community. Furthermore, William Wallace
(1983) argued that:

the conceptual mistake of the most enthusistic

supranationalists was to assume that the Community

would succeed in entirely displacing the actions and

authority of national governments, and that it would

displace their actions over a steadily widening range
of issues (W.Wallace, 1983, p420).

The 1intergovernmental approach regarded governments

as independent, cohesive units able to identify and defend a
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set of general interests and priorities which can be defined
as the "national inperest“ (H.Wallace, 1973; Taylor, 1983).
Furthermore, the approach assumed that sovereignty 1is an
intrinsic element of nation states and is best kept 1n
national government hands.

However, the intergovernmental perspective has also
been criticised for a number of reasons. Firstly, national
governments are by no means coherent, monolithic structures
(Webb, 1983). On the contrary, they are responsive to a
whole range of domestic political and economic interests.
The intergovernmental view neglects the mechanisms by which
domestic policy-making environments affect the negotiating
positions of - governments within the Community’s
decision-making system (Bulmer, 1984; W.Wallace, 1982). John
Pinder (1981) argued that attention should be focussed on
political decisions and strategies within member states. It
is these processes which determine the capacity of member
states to transfer policy instruments to supranational
authorities. Moreover, these conflicting domestic pressures
may lead to a lack of coherence between different national
ministries. In this regard, Bulmer (1983) cites the
long-standing conflict between the desire of successive
German Finance Ministers to control Community spending and

phe desire of German Agriculture Ministers to maintain the

incomes of German farmers by means of high guaranteed

prices.

A second problem associated with the
intergovernmental view 1is that it overlooks the many
contacts between ministries in different national
governments. The consensus-building mechanisms between
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member states on various policy issues are a crucial aspect
of the Community’s policy-making system. The term

"transgovernmentalism” has been used to characterise these

processes (Webb, 1983).

In common with the idea of "transgovernmentalism”,
other authors have stressed the "interdependence”" of nation
states in the Western economic system. Keohane and Nye
(1975), for example, emphasised that economic and political
power has become diffused among "transgovernmental
coalitions" and that individual governments have lost much

of the power to determine their own economic destinies.

However, they also argue that supranational institutions in
the EC have not, as yet, eclipsed the power of member
governments. Keohane and Nye describe the EC as an

"international regime"” and play down the role of both the

Community institutions and the EC’s legal framework.
Puchala (1975) also minimalised the role of Community
institutions. He describes the Community as a "system of

managed interdependence’.

The "interdependence" perspective can be criticised,
however, for wunder-estimating the role of the Community'’s
legal and institutional framework (George, 1985). The

Commission does have the power to make proposals and can
make certain decisions designated by the Treaties or the
Council of Ministers. Furthermore, the Council is in many
ways a 'supranational” institution. Although member
governments try to protect their interests within this

framework (and often succeed), the decisions which the

Council does frequently make (often by qualified majority

voting) are based on compromises which take both varying

§35



national viewpoints and the "Community" considerations of
the Commission into account. Indeed, recent developments,
particularly the entry into force of the Single European
Act, may have served to extend the process of majority
voting. Arguably, therefore, there are continuing and
perhaps increasing elements of ‘“"supranationalism” in the
way in which the Community operates and therefore renewed
fears for those such as Holland who seriously question the
desira bility of supranational decision-making. William
Wallace (1983) supported this view, arguing that the
Community is "more than an international regime”. No

perspective accounts for all variations in policy processes

and aspects of each may be relevant. Webb suggested that
the EC is a "multi-level political system which lacks a
clearly defined and universally acceptable hverarchy for

policy making" (Webb, 1983, p38).

One broad, secondary aim of this thesis 1s to see
what light this specific case study of policy implementation
sheds on these larger encompassing perspectives about the
nature of the EC. Although our ambitions are strictly
limited, just as researchers such as Wallace, Wallace and
Webb (1977 and 1983) have tried to relate analyses of policy
making to these broader themes, so0o this study will see what
insights policy implementation studies might provide.

The remainder of Chapter One examines the methods and

sources used to carry out this analysis.

METHODS.

The methods and sources employed in this study were
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designed to tackle two related themes. Firstly, in order to
examine the extent to which a variety of the Funds'’
"operational" objectives are being achieved, use was made of
data on the allocation of ERDF and ESF expenditure in
the UK. Secondly, the research was concerned to obtain data
and information on the processes by which the two funds are
allocated so that the impact of the implementation process
on the achievement of policy objectives could be assessed.
1.4.1. The allocation of the ERDF and ESF: sources and

methods.

Data on the allocation of the ERDF and ESF were
obtained from a variety of published and unpublished
gources. The main sources available at the Community, UK

national and South West England levels are outlined in Table

1.1. Additional economic and unemployment data have been

obtained from a variety of other sources. These include the

Statistical Office of the European Community which
publishes economic, unemployment and other data on a
Community-wide basis. Other sources include the

unemployment statistics published by the Department of
Employment in "Employment Gazette” and data on
local-authority expenditure published by the Chartered
Institute of Public Finance and Accountancy (CIPFA). These
data have been used to measure, firstly, the "need"” of areas
for European Community assistance and, secondly, the
relative success areas have had in attracting Community

grants.

1.4.2. The implementation of the ERDF and ESF: sources and
methods. '

The complexity of the processes involved in the
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implementation of Community funds does not make research
easy. Many important decisions and interactions are
undocumented. Moreover, material that is readily available
often does little to 1illuminate the detailed mechanisms by
which funds are allocated. Consequently, this study made use

not only of the limited documentary evidence but also (and
more importantly) of data derived from interviews and
questibnnaires.

Documentary sources.

There 1is very little published documentary evidence
available on how the ERDF and ESF are put into effect.
Almost the only material that is available is that produced
by the European Commission. The most useful sources are the
Annual Reports of the ERDF and ESF. These contain
interesting data on the applications submitted and the
grants that ére made broken down to the regional level. The

Annual Reports also provide helpful comment on the problems

that are being encountered from the point of view of the
Commission. A second somewhat less wuseful source of
information from the Commission 1is the series of COM
documents which set out the ideas and working practices of
the Commission over the whole spectrum of Community
policies. From time to time and in an ad hoc manner, these
COM documents provide snippets of information which are of
use in analysing the implementation of Community regional
policy.

From the viewpoint of the academic analyst neither
the COM documents nor the Annual Reports provide

sufficiently detailed insight into the processes at work.

The unpublished and often confidential documentation
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generated within the Commission for internal use may provide
a richer source. However, the time and financial resources
necessary to gain access to this material were beyond the
scope of this study, concerned as it is to adopt an holistic
view of the whole implementation system rather than to focus

explicitly on the role of the Commission.

At the national level documentary evidence isg 1in
even shorter supply. The United Kingdom Government
produces very little written material for external

consumption on how the ERDF and ESF are implemented within
the UK. The only exceptions are the Notes for Guidance
produced by the Department of the Environment (DoE) and the
Department of Employment (DE) for potential applicants for
ERDF and ESF grants respectively. However, these are of
little use in understanding in detail the role of the UK
Government in the decision-making process.

At the local or regional level, written evidence is
again very scarce. Within South West England, Devon and

Cornwall County Councils produce annual policy documents

which set out all their ma jor policies and programmes
and include very brief accounts of the use made of
Community funds (Cornwall County Council, 1986:; Devon

County Council, 1987). Of greater interest to the researcher
are the files which are invariably kept by organisations
regarding their involvement with Community funds. Cornwall
County Council, for example, holds voluminous files
containing all manner of documents, correspondence and
minutes of megtings which could be a highly profitable
source of information for a more detailed study of the

activities of a single 1local authority. Although some use
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was made of the information contained in such files, the
overall view taken of the implementation system involved
extracting information from sSuch a large variety of
organisations. Therefore, no detailed or systematic study
of files could be carried out.

One published secondary source of information which
has been used frequently in the course of this research is
the European Information Service (EIS) bulletin published
each month by the British Sections of the International
Union of Local Authorities/ Council of European
Municipalities and Regions (IULA/CEMR). This publication
provides useful information on discussions held between
officials of the Commission, the United Kingdom Government
and local authorities to which the researcher would not
otherwise be able to gain access. It also provides
information derived from the daily communiques released
by Agence Europe, a news agency based 1in Brussels which
is primarily concerned with the activities of the EC.

The absence or inaccessibility of detailed
documentary evidence on the operation of the ERDF and ESF
means that a fundamentally different approach to the
gathering of detailed data was required; namely the use of
personal interviews and questionnaires. These are tried and
tested methods of social science research and there 1is a
large volume of literature on their usage. There is no need
to review this material in any detail (see for example
Dexter, 1370; Bulmer, 1978; Young and Mills, 1979;
Oppenheim, 1986). Nevertheless, it is necessary briefly to

discuss those methods which were employed during the current

research and to explain and justify their use.
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Interviews.

The major information-gathering tool of this research
was a series of 50 interviews carried out with actors in
organisations involved in applying for and allocating ERDF
and ESF grants. These interviews can be divided into three
categories: interviews with the appropriate Directorates
General- o©f the European Commission in Brussels; with
representatives of the United Kingdom Government Departments
concerned with administering applications; and with actors
in organisations which apply for Community grants. A summary
of these interviews is given 1in Table 1.2 and a more
detailed list 1is given in Appendix One. The details of the
interviews carried out at each of these three levels will be
examined more thoroughly in Chapters Three to Eight which
form the major original empirical contribution of this
thesis. Nevertheless, at this juncture it 1is necessary to
elaborate somewhat on the ways in which potential
interviewees were identified and selected.

In most cases the relevant actors were identified by
the use of key informants in particular organisations who
were able to point to the actors 1in other institutions
involved in applying for and administering Community grants.
In this way it was possible to identify the network of
individuals and organisations (the "pool of organisations")
involved in the process of implementing the two funds. This
was paralleled by a search for the most appropriate sample
of organisations in which to interview. At the national and
Community levels it was clearly necessary to interview those
actors directly concerned with administering the Funds and

making decisions on their allocation and therefore no
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sampling as such was carried out. In addition, 1interviews
were essential in nationally-based organisation such as the
Manpower Services Commission and the Engineering Industry
Training Board which are involved in applying for and
administering ESF grants.

At the South West regional level the large variety of
organisations involved, together with differences in the
operation of the two Funds meant that it was appropriate to
adopt two different approaches. 1In the case of the ERDF,
interviews were carried out with recipients of grants in the
region. These included most of the eligible 1local
authorities and public utilities as well as a number of
other organisations which have been awarded ERDF grants.
Those ERDF recipients which were not interviewed were those
which had made very 1little use of the Fund. However, these
organisations were contacted by telephone in order to obtain
a relatively small amount of information. The ESF, on the
other hand, provided a number of different problems because
of the much larger number and more disparate nature of the
applicants for grants. As a result, a combination of
interviews and questionnaires was used to obtain the
necessary information. Interviews were carried out with all
local-authority recipients of ESF grants in the South West.
However, in the case of ESF recipients in the private and
voluntary sectors, postal questionnaires were deemed to be
the most appropriate means of extracting information (see

below) .

The research used semi-structured interviews to
elicit the required information from respondents. In this

type of interview the researcher has a 1list of questions
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and topics to discuss, but the way the interview is
directed and the precise questions asked are dependent on
both the researcher’s discretion and to some extent of
course on priorities and attitudes of the interviewees.
However, a number of basic questions were asked of all
respondents. This type of interview, as opposed to those
which are more structured, produces few data which c¢an be
quantified and analysed statistically. Nonetheless, it was
believed that a standardised questionnaire designed to
produce statistical precision could only scratch the surface
of the complex processes operating in a variety of different
organisations. However, Chapters Five and Eight do make
some effort to compare interviewees’ responses to certain
common questions. The interview schedules wused for 1local
authorities, public utilities and Central Government are
set out in Appendices Two and Three. The variety of
different organisations and differences between the two
funds meant that the questions asked 1n particular
interviews inevitably varied. The three interview schedules

are therefore only indicative of the questions which were

asked.

Questionnaires.

Two modest ©postal questionnaires were carried out:
one with ESF recipients in the private sector and one with
those 1in the voluntary sector (Appendix 4). These were
intended to produce some information on how these
organisations 1initiate applications for ESF aid and the
problems encountered when applying. Questionnaires were
sent to all organisations which have received ESF grants

over the study period adopted for the ESF (1984-1987) .
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Questionnaires were chosen instead of interviewing a sample
of the recipients for two related reasons. Firstly, the
moderate amount of information required could be adequately
elicited, despite any problems of low response rates, from a
simple questionnaire of this kind. Furthermore, the desired
information was not sufficiently detailed or central to the

project to warrant the expense of travelling the length and

breadth of South West England 1in order to carry out
interviews.

In conclusion, this first chapter has set out the
general scope of this research and its objectives. The
reader has been introduced to the literature on
public-policy implementation and its relevance to the EC, as
well as the wider issue of the nature of the Community. In
addition, the methods and sources which have been wused to
tackle the aims of the study have been outlined. The
following Chapter introduces the central subject of this
thesis; namely European Community regional policy and, in
particular, the European Regional Development Fund and the

European Social Fund.
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CHAPTER 2: THE DEVELOPMENT AND OVERALL GOALS OF EUROPEAN
COMMUNITY REGIONAL POLICY: THE ROLES OF THE EUROPEAN
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT FUND AND THE EUROPEAN SOCIAL
FUND.,

2.1. INTRODUCTION.

This chapter examines the development and overall
goals of European Community regional policy and the roles of
the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), which is the
major policy instrument, and the European Social Fund (ESF),
which also has important regional objectives. The discussion
provides a necessary background for chapters Three to Eight
which examine in detail the specific "operational”
objectives of the two funds and how they are implemented in
the United Kingdom. This Chapter also looks briefly at the
changes in the Community’s regional policy heralded by the
adoption of the Single European Act in July 1987.

The difficulty identified in Chapter One of
distinguishing between policy-making and policy
implementation is not ignored here. The view that these two
stages of the policy process are indistinguishable (Hill et
al, 1979; Barratt and Hill, 1984) does not apply to these
case-studies. The Council of Ministers Regulations and
Decisions controlling the ERDF and ESF (Council Regulation
(EEC) 1787/84, Council Decision 83/516/EEC, Council
Regulation (EEC) 2950/83) are clearly identifiable as the
points at which policies are ready to be put into effect.
Therefore, +this study starts by taking the completion of
these Regulations as the di;iding line between policy and

implementation, thus supporting Sabatier’s view (1986) that
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i1t is both possible and desirable to make such a clear
conceptual distinction. However, the analysis outlines a
number of changes made to these Regulations over time
which suggest that the further development of policy is
indeed influenced by the process of implementation (Hyder,
1984). This analysis is a crucial background to the study
of implementation, since many of the factors influencing
policy formulation are likely to be of equal importance
during i1mplementation.

Before discussing the development of EC regional
policy, 1t 1is necessary, first, to outline briefly the
extent of spatial disparities in the Community and, second,
to place the EC’s regional development efforts in the

context of national attempts to reduce these inequalities.

2.2. REGIONAL DISPARITIES IN THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY.

European Community regional policy has developed in
response to the perceived existence of wide disparities in
socio-economic welfare among the countries and regions of
the Community. However, the extent of these disparities has
altered over time in response to both changes in the
European economy and an increase in the number of Community

member states to twelve.

When the Treaty of Rome, which created the
European Economic Community, was signed in 1957 only the
Mezzogiorno of Southern 1Italy was suffering from serious
economic problems. Of the other member states, only the

rural areas of southern, central and western France France

were significantly less-developed. Moreover, it was
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believed by many at the time that the creation of the Common
Market would itself be sufficient to reduce disparities
between rich and poor regions (Talbot, 1977; Wallace, 1977).

During the 1960s it seemed as if this belief would
prove to be correct. In this period there was a marked
convergence of Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita
between member states (Commission, 1987b). Moreover, the
gap between the richest and poorest regions 1n terms of
GDP per capita narrowed from a ratio of 4:1 in 1965 to 2.9:1
in 1970 (Commission, 1973a). This period was characterised
by high overall growth rates in most of the six member
states.

Following the economic crisis of the mid 1970s,
overall growth rates declined substantially and regional
disparities began to widen once more. By 1977 the ratio
between the richest and poorest regions had again reached
4:1. Following the accession of Greece to the EC in 1981, it
increased to 5:1 (George, 1983). By 1985, GDP per capita 1in
the Community’s richest region around Groningen in Holland
was more than five and a half times that of the poorest,
namely Thrace in Greece (Commission, 1987b).

The most recent comprehensive review of regional
problems in the EC 1is the Commission’s "Third Periodic
Report on the Social and Economic Situation and Development
of the Regions of the Community"” which was published 1in
1987 (Commission, 1987b). This report, which followed the
enlargement of the EC in 1986 to include Spain and Portugal,
pointed out that regional inequalities are partly the result

of differences between member states and partly of those

within countries.
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Figure 2.1 i1llustrates the main differences in levels
of wealth and employment between member states. This shows
that the ratio between the richest and poorest countries is
of the order of 2.4:1. Moreover, the three most recent
members of the Community - Greece, Portugal and Spain - are
all well below the EC average. As regards unemployment,
disparities between states are again wide. In Spain,
unemployment in 1985 stood at 21.5% compared with just 2.5%
in Luxembourg. Furthermore, the three most affluent
countries all have unemployment rates below the Community
average. However, the two weakest member states in terms of
per capita GDP (Greece and Portugal) have comparatively low
unemployment rates. This is caused by the predominance of
underemployment, particularly in agriculture, which means
that many people are gainfully employed only part-time, but
are excluded from official unemployment figures.

There are thus clear disparities between member
states in terms of per capita GDP and unemployment. However,
inequalities also exist within countries. In Italy, for
example, unemployment in 1986 ranged from 19.3% in Sardinia
to just 4.6% in Valle d’Aosta in the North West. Moreover,
per capita GDP in Lombardy, the region around Milan in the
North, was more than double that of Calabria in the South.
In Spain, there 1is a clear prosperity gradient from North
East to South West. Per capita GDP in the Basque region, for
example, is more than twice that of Extremadura (Commission,
1987b).

These 1intranational disparities are also found in

countries where overall levels of GDP and employment are

relatively high, demonstrating that regional problems are
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not confined to the less-developed member states. In the UK,

for example, unemployment rates range from 6.1% 1in the

Buckinghamshire/ Oxfordshire area to 17.6% in Cleveland/

Durham and 18.7% in Northern Ireland. In France, there are
also large variations in both GDP and unemployment. The
Ile-de-France around Paris, for example, is +twice as

affluent as Corsica (Commission, 1987bh).

These wide disparities between countries and regions
are a major Justification for EC involvement in regional
policy. It has frequently been argued (Commission,
1977b, 1381a, 1987b, Pinder, 1983) that persistent
inequalities threaten the achievement of European union and
the concept of a genuine common market. In response to the
inequalities within states, all Community member countries
have pursued their own regional policies. In order to put
the EC’s efforts into perspective, it 1is necessary briefly
to dwell on the main characteristics of these national

policies.

2.3. NATIONAL REGIONAL POLICIES.

There is a wide body of literature on the development
and objectives of regional ecomomic ©policy in the UK
(Armstrong and Taylor, 1985; Damesick and Wood, 1987: Moore,
Rhodes and Tyler, 1980) and in the other countries of
Community Europe (Yuill, Allen and Hull, 1980: Hudson and

Lewis, 1382; ECOSOC, 1985; Clout, 1987). It is not

appropriate to review these in any detail here. However, it
1s worth pointing out the major characteristics of these

national policies in order to place the Community’s role
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into context. Because this research is especially concerned
with the UK, the following comments are also based primarily
on the British experience.

Until the economic crisis of the mid-1970s and the
subsequent onset of recession, regional policies enjoyed a
period in which their utility was not generally questioned.
However, the latter half of the 1970s witnessed a breakdown
in the existing consensus on the role of regional policy.
Traditional regional policy, which was primarily concerned
with encouraging firms to move from areas of low
unemployment to the regions where unemployment was high,
became the target of a variety of criticisms. For example,
the automatic nature of regional grants was criticised for
providing aid to schemes which had no locational choice and
would have gone ahead in an assisted area in any case.
Furthermore, aid schemes were criticised for concentrating

on the declining manufacturing sector rather than on the

service sector where the opportunities for growth may have

been much greater (Damesick, 1987).

Armstrong and Taylor (1985) complained about the lack
of clarity of regional policy objectives in the UK. They
argued that regional policy aims should be more specific and
should be quantified in order to allow their effectiveness
to be measured. However, as Chapter One showed, a lack of
clear objectives 1is a éommon failing of public policies in
general and is likely +to cause problems for both policy

implementation and attempts to measure policy

effectiveness.

In response to these sorts of criticisms, regional

policies in the 1980s have been undergoing a number of
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significant changes. For example, there have been
substantial reductions in total spending on regional aid
schemes. In the UK, aid provided by the Department of
Trade and Industry (DTI) fell from a peak of £1300 million

in 1975/76 to just £350 million in 1985/86 (Armstrong and

Taylor, 1987). Reductions in regional aid budgets are also
apparent in other EC member states (Allen, Yuill and
Bachtler, 1987). These spending cuts have been paralleled

by more explicit targetting of aid on the neediest areas.
In the UK, for example, the map of assisted areas has been
reduced substantially since 1979 and most recently in 1984.
In Britain and elsewhere, policy makers and others
have argued in favour of a variety of new directions for
regional policy (Allen, Yuill and Bachtler, 1987; Armstrong
and Taylor, 1987: DTI, UK Regional Development Programme
1986-90; Secretary of State for Trade and Industry, White
Paper, 1988; European Parliament, 1986a). Tnese 1include,
firstly, a general change from automatic to discretionary

grants., The 1988 reforms in the UK abandoned entirely the

system of automaiic Regional Development Grants. In other
countries there has been a similar, albeit less radical,
move away from automatic incentives in favour of

discretionary schemes which target the most needy projects

(Yuill and Allen, 1987). Secondly, increasing emphasis is

being placed on aiding the service sector and on assisting
small firms in order to utilise the indigenous resources of
problem regions to create economic growth in sectors such as
tourism and services (Damesick, 1987: Allen, Yuill and
Bachtler, 1987; Martin, 1987). According to the DTI’s

Regional Development Programme for 1986 to 1990, which forms
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the framework for EC regional aid in the UK:
devising means by which new and small firms can be

encouraged in the Assisted Areas is one of the major
challenges of regional policy (DTI, 1986, para 2.18).

The 1988 reforms in the UK created two new types of

incentive which aim to assist the small-firm sector; namely

"Innovation Grants” for firms employing less than
twenty~-five people and "New Enterprise Initiatives” for
helping with the costs of setting-up small-business

consultancy services (Secretary of State for Trade and
Industry, White Paper, 1988).

These are the major characteristics of recent
developments in the national regional policy arena. It
should be emphasised, at this juncture, that spending on
economic development in problem areas is not the exclusive
domain of central government regional aid schemes.
Armstrong and Taylor (1987) point out that, in the UK, a
large variety of organisations have become active in trying
to stimulate economic development in the assisted areas. In
Britain, assistance to private firms is now available from
local authorities; English Estates, the Highlands and
Islands Development Board; the Mid-Wales Development Board
and the Development Commission. In fact, Armstrong and
Taylor calculate that, in 1983/84, ‘"spatial industrial
policies” of one sort or another amounted to approximately
£1.4 billion. Of this total, only about 35% was provided by
the DTI’s regional incentive schemes. A further
increasingly important component of total public spending 1in
problem regions is the assistance provided by the EC.

Having outlined national attempts to reduce

disparities, we can now examine the development of Community
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regional policy and the roles of the European Regional
Development Fund and the European Social Fund.

2.4. ORIGINS OF EUROPEAN COMMUNITY REGIONAL POLICY.

The Treaty of Rome contained a number of references
to helping problem regions, albeit these did not add up to a
coherent regional policy. The preamble of the Treaty
declared that its signatories were:

anxious to strengthen the unity of their economies

and to ensure their harmonious development by

reducing the differences existing between the various

regions and the backwardness of the less-favoured

regions (Preamble of Treaty of Rome, 1957).
However, other sections of the Treaty simply set out
various general regional aims ° without providing the
mechanisms to achieve them. Among these Treaty provisions
are articles concerned with reducing disparities between
agricultural regions; avoiding threats to employment in
the regions; assisting transport concerns in under-developed
areas; and (in the Chapter on competition policy)
permitting state aids in areas of high unemployment or low
standards of living.

The Treaty did create one institution designed to

play a more positive part 1in aiding problem regions.

One of the objectives of the European Investment Bank (EIB)

was to provide 1loans to "help finance projects for
developing less-developed regions”" (Treaty of Rome, 1957,
Article 130). The EIB was intended to be of particular

use in helping the Italian Mezzogiorno.

Another source of financial assistance created by

the Treaty of Rome was the European Social Fund (ESF).

Initially the Fund was designed to "improve employment
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opportunities for workers in the Common Market and to
contribute thereby to raising the standard of 1living"
(Treaty of Rome, 1957, Article 123). However, 1t was not
explicitly regional in nature. The ESF is a major focus of
this thesis and 1its subsequent development and growing
importance as an instrument of regional policy are discussed
in greater detail in section 2.6,

The regional provisions of the Treaty of Rome,
together with the inherent bias in favour of declining
coal and steel regions of the grants provided by the
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC) created by the
Treaty of Paris in 1952, could not be regarded as a coherent
regional policy. What was lacking was, firstly, any means
to co-ordinate these disparate instruments i1nto a genuine
Community policy and, secondly, a Community Fund concerned
exclusively with regional development.

It was not until the creation in 1967 of a new
Directorate General for Regional Policy (DG XVI) that the
Community had the means to create these policy
pre-requisites. The President of the Commission, Jean Rey,
soon displayed the Commission’s determination to create a
more genuine regional policy when he stated that regional
policy in the EC "should be as the heart in the human body
. o [aiming] to re-animate economic life in regions which
have been denied it" (quoted in Wallace, Wallace and Webb,
1977, pl140). In, 1969 DG XVI issued a Memorandum on
Regional Policy which suggested that continuing disparities
among the regions held back the successful implementation
of other Community policies (Commission, 1969). This

Memorandum therefore proposed that a Regional Development
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Fund and a Regional Development Committee should be created.
These suggestions met with a lukewarm response from most
member states. Only 1Italy was clearly committed to a
Community regional policy. Other member states preferred to
retain national control over their own policies and avoid
Community interference. At this stage, no consensus existed
on the role of the Community in the regional policy arena.
Nevertheless, regional policy was soon to assume a
much higher position in the list of Community priorities.
Wallace (1977) suggested two reasons why this was so. T<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>