UNIVERSITY OF SHEFFIELD

Europeanisation and domestic change: the effects of EU

regional policy in Bulgaria

Alexander Yanakiev

Submitted for the degree of PhD

September 2009



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCGCTION. ..t i ittt it terrasesseeetsssssssesssnsnasssessssssssannsrans ]
1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK.......cooiiiiiiiiii ittt s eeen s 6
INT RODUCTION. ..ttt triiie ettt etteiaanesesseasansessteessssssssetesesesrasnsnnens 6
| 04 81 230 13 07N\ V7. N B 0.\ PP 6
New institutionalism and the Europeanization research... ................cocevvee ee vennnn 8
Utilization of the Europeanization concept in this study..............ccccvvvviiviiinnns 10
Identification of the EU processes expected to provoke domestic change........ 10
Degree of compatibility between national and the EU level............c.ccooeevvnnnnnn. 11
MediAling fACIOTS.......covviiiinnnineeiiiiiiiiiiiiiinieiettrtrsensrieemisiessssssesssssnnnessses 12
Multiple Veto POINES......oovvuuiiiineiiiiiiiiiitiiiiiiiiirieeeiietiiiieessannseccssarsasennnns 12
Mediating formal iNSHIULIONS ..........ooieeiiiiiiiiieiiiseertarsrrerssesenasserensssnnsen 12
Political and organizationQl CUltUFe. ...........ovvuriiiiiiieiiiiiieiriiiiinsrasienaenns 12
Differential empowerment of the domestic actors... ................ccoveeveevvevrnninn. 13
Uploading of policy preferences to the EU level...............ccccvveeveiriiiiiiineninnns 14
TYPES OF DOMESTIC RESPONSE. ..o ciceeaniirrnesenaeaesn 16
WRAL IS CRANZINEZ?... oo oottt trtttssseseessessannnssseessssssnnssssissssssns 17
What are the MmeChANISMS Of CRARGE? ......uuuvevveeveeeeerereseeseessesssssesssssssssssssssssssssassasssssans 18
MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE (MLG).....ouriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiereesnensasssstoseenes 23
Introduction of the partnership principle.................c.ccoooiviiiiiieeriisarsriciesnn 23
The MLG CONCEPL.......coovviiiiinntniiiiieiiiiiiiiirataseesistesseeeesssssssssssssssnsossnnnns 24
CON CLUSION . ..ottt iiiiiitiiertttttetteeannasenttesesssesssesssssstsosssssssssssssrssnssosssssansaos 235
2. METHODOLOGY
I N 230 01 0100 N 10\ P PP 26
QUALITATIVE CASE STUDIES..... ..o cisennerensesassnnaneaes 26
The case StUAIES QPPIOACH . ............uenniiiiieeeeeeeueeeerensssssasessssssssesssssssssnes 27
JRECIVICWING ittt iiietteeteeterenseessasssesossssssatesesssnssssssssssnsnesss 29
ODBSCIVALION .« o oenniieiiiiiiiittitiittttetieresesesnessesessessssssosssssasasssssssssassnanasss 32
DOCUMENE FESCATCR. ... covvnnvniiniiiiiiiiiieiitiiitiieeiestessrssesessessnaniesnesasensnens 33
SELECTION OF METHODS FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY......covieveeen 35
Availability of data..................o..oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieraserassreensannsnssnes 35
TrianQUIALIOR . ........c.ocvvinnonniiiiiiiiiiiiii it sesessaeasesntentensasssonsasnnrnssans 35
BULGARIAAND THE RESTOF THE EU.........coiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiinennernrarsssnennssnes 36

CONCLUSION. .o i e et ee e seasaenerssasnsnsansasases 38



3. EUROPEAN COHESIONPOLICY ...ttt ieiii i eneaecnaeees 39

INTRODUCGCTION. i it it cte ittt eetteeeessaseseaaneaeaaanaernenns 39
ORIGINS OF THE EUROPEAN REGIONAL POLICY....uuuuiiiiiiiiiiienienenaees 39
1988 Reform of the structural funds....................oniiiiiiiiiiiiiiniiiiiinnnnnnn. 43
Nomenclature Units for Territorial Statistics (NUTS)....cuviiiiiiiiiiiinaennnienennns 44
Programming....... ... eeoiiiiiiiiietiiiiiiieieeteteteeseessrestesssssssssnsenssssenssnssnn 43
) 10 4773 2 /17 7 B 46
THE 2000-2006 STRUCTURAL FUNDS CYCLE........ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiinens 49
2007-2013 PROGRAMMING PERIOD..... ..ottt e eenn, ceeenens 51
00 20 (03 51017 (0 ) S 34
4. EU REGIONAL POLICY IN THE EUIS MEMBER STATES......ccccoevvvnunenn. 33
I N 23001 D104 B (0 )\ PO 55
REGIONAL POLICY IN THE EUILS . . i iiiiiiietieenssesiosssensess 535
The effects of EU regional policy on the member states — Ireland................... 56
The effects of EU regional policy in Greece..............oveuuvveensirrenseeeesnnennn. 61
CONCLUSITON...ccrreenttetteititieieenieeseresieressssssssssssssessessesessessassssssssssssssesssssssssssssans 70
5. EU REGIONAL POLICY AND FIFTH ENLARGEMENT........oocoovevnneeeeeeennn. 72
INTRODUCGTION . ittt ittt e ttesisessanrssssossssnnnsasansessonns 72
THE FALL OF COMMUNIS M . L. iiiiiiiiiiiiiiiirettenrensesssssesssssesssssesnnnn 72
RETURN TO THE EUROPEAN FAMILY AND THE ROLE OF THE EU IN THE
PROCGESS . ... oo eetereertetemnriieiintnsnieniiesienessenesseeessesssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssasssssssssssssssssenss 73
Partnership and asSOCIALION Q@TECHICHILS.................eeeeeeeveessseeessessssssesssssssssssssasssnes 74
EU regional policy and the accession CORAUtIONALILY..................uveeeeevereesscssirisssns 76
CONCLUSION...uiitiiiiiiiiiinimmnencitiisiimssmimsetteessssesssessissessessssessssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssntsssss 90
6. BULGARIAN TERRITORIAL GOVERNANCE AND THE POLITICAL
INVOLVMENT WITH THE EU..........eeiciieeesieenesneessssssesssrasssesssssssssses 93
INTRODUCGTION.......inntinterctenieesiseceeesressseeessessessssessssossesossssssesssssssasesstsases 93
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND..........iieeeririiinseicssisssssesssssesssesssssssssssssasssssosssessss 94
LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND ADMINISTRATIVE SUBDIVISION DURING THE
COMMUNIST REGIME......iiiiiintiieneeieeessrressssecsssssssessssessssesssssssssesssssssssssassssans 96
The role Of the ‘Pasto..............nneeereeireeieeeeecisseeseeesessesssessessssssseasssssssssanss 99
BULGARIA AND THE EU......uuaeectceecesereesseesssssssssessasssssssssssessassasesses 100
The QCCESSION NEGOLALIONS..............cuvcueeeeerrereereeereseereessessessessesssossessessassessssssesteons 106



EU accession negotiations and the advent of coalition politics in Bulgaria.......112

Reforms of the EU affairs coordination.....................ueeeeevreerecrcnssoriesscsssssssnnns 113
Reforms in the preparations for implementation of the EU regional policy........ 114
Final pre-accession years (2003-2000)..............uuuueeeirvviiiiriviinnnnnnniereniserissssssannn 116
CONCLUSION.....ccccrcccrrerceeeserseeiresesssresssssssssssssssrassssssssssnnesssssnnesssssssssssssssasssssersans 121
7. THE EUROPEANIZATION OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY IN
BULGARIA - THE ROLE OF CENTRAL GOVERNMENT.........ccccccveremieicennenee. 123
INTRODUC GTION......cooeeeieeteternnrerestressiessrssessrsessssssstssssssssisssssmssnmsstsnmesssssssssssasassssssosssssses 123
BULGARIAN CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND THE EUROPEANIZATION
CONC CEPT ... i ereeettereeisseesieesesesseesssssesstssssssssessnssssssssssssssssssssassessssasessssssssssassssaessaens 123

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT AND THE REGIONS —~ HISTORICAL OVERVIEW..125

Accession negotiations under Chapter 21 Regional Policy and Structural

THSIPURERLS .....oaneeneiriiiieiniiiinniieerieiisiceitesetsntsnssasssissesssstnserserssssssssesssssrssssassessesssesansen 129
MINISTRY OF FINANCOCE......oortrrreereenieraiesresiessiesmssssissssssessissesssssssssssssssssssnens 130
National Strategic Reference Framework................uueeeeveieiiirvernnncssesisnsennenessenens 133
Building of the administrative capacity at local level..................uueeeeieeriviiiiirnnnnnne, 134
The Ministry of Finance and the partnership principle...............cccoercnnveeeereeeiernene 138
THE MINISTRY OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AND PUBLIC WORKS......... 140
The regional development operational programme......................ccvssveeereeeerseionananes 143
The Ministry of Regional Development and the partnership principle.................. 145
THE MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT AND WATERS - AN EXAMPLE OF
WORKING PARTNERSHIP...... ..ttt eetretseessssn s nssssassssessssssssessasasans 147
The working partnership example.................ceuuiieeeireenieeneerrennssiiisessssssssessesssssnens 149
OTHER MINISTRIES AND IMPLEMENTING AGENCIES........ciiinennne 150
The Ministry of Transport and the Transport OP...................coouumeeiererssesassesisasns 150
The Competition OP.................ereiieeiiiiniinenieneenenseeeeeens eevesvseresesssantescsnesretreransnses 151
The Administrative CAPACILY OP............uu.eeueeeeeeerissereresesssserssssssssssssssrsssssssassssssssans 152
THE DEPUTY PRIME MINISTER IN CHARGE OF THE EU STRUCTURAL
FUNDS .ottt tssitteeteteseannesestasssssesssssssssssessssasessssensnsenatesssssbassssssssssssssnns 152
CONCLUSION: THE MANAGEMENT OF CHANGE...........ccccctnmrienniiiinsamnressencses 154

8. THE EUROPEANIZATION OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY IN
BULGARIA - THE ROLE OF THE LOCAL AUTHORITIES..........cccccceeneiennes 156




THE LOCAL GOVERNMENT IN BULGARIA......... i eererreertereienceeenrenseessesessens 158

MURICIDAL BUABELS ...........aeeeeeeeeeeieiiieierireerieeessssssisseressssssssassassessssissessssssssssseeses 159
Associations of the 10CAl QUIROTTHES.............uuuueeeeenoreeeeennnnriiirierrennssssieraeesressesssesses 161
National Association of Municipalities in the Republic of Bulgaria....................... 162
Foundation for 10Cal GOVErNMERE FEfOIM..........ceeeeeeeeeeeecercrrrevsareeeseesessssssssnssessseeses 163
Bulgarian local authorities and the EU accession negotiations......................... 163
CAPACITY TO IMPLEMENT EU REGIONAL POLICY AT LOCAL LEVEL...166
AdMIRISIFAUYVE CAPACILY......nnennnaaeaaaaanneneenieiiiersrreeieeeeeeerseessssesssssssesssesessssssssssasssasss 167
BUILDING OF THE LOCAL LEVEL CAPACITY .....eeeeecceicreennteeeeesceneenesnns 169
Capacity to implement the EU regional policy at local level................................. 171
FINQRNCIAL CAPACILY....cveiiinnrnrrnreineeneerieeertesssissssssssssessssssassessstssssssessssssssssssssssssssnse 171
LOCAL AUTHORITIES AND THE IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PARTNERSHIP
PRINCIPLE. .....cooooiiiiiiiiiiiiiicircrreeeieirerrreietssteesetssessssesssssessesssesssssssssassesssssesssssesssssses 173
CONCLUSION. . criiritiinnninnniicnieeeriersceeeeessssasssessssssssassssssssssssssssssssssssssssssnssssaseses 178
From policy networks to multi-level 20Vernance...................eueeeeeeeeveeevseseenssessssossss 180
9. THE EUROPEANIZATION OF REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT POLICY IN
BULGARIA — THE NON-STATE ACTORS.........reeereiernerissnesesressssessssasessens 182
INTRODUCGTION. .t nctienttnnteeccreeiaeseesecscsessessesesssessssesssssstssassssssssrensasassasens 182
HISTORICAL OVERVIEW. ...t ctetennreiesecssssssesssesssssessssssnsssssssssnnsnssss 182
BULGARIAN CIVIL SOCIETY DURING THE TRANSITION PERIOD.............. 185
Non-state actors in Bulgaria — an attempt for classification.................ccoeeeeveeen. 186
Regional associations of municipalities and regional development agencies......187
Regional Associations of MuniCipQlIties............uueevervueeeeeeerssnvesssssseeessssssessesscssssess 188
The Bulgarian Association of Regional Development AGencies.........evvesssssacrsennas 189
The Law on Non-economic LeQal ENLIties.........uuueeeeeeeeeeeeseessssssssmessesssssssssssssssessnns 189
PARTNERSHIPS AND CIVIL SOCIETY ORGANIZATIONS......ccceeeerurreeessonsecnss 190
Non-state actors and EU regional policy implementation in Bulgaria................ 192
Non-state actors and the European infegration.....................ueeeeeeeerveseveresssssossses 194
Participation In the PIANINING DrOCESSES..............eeeeeeeeeeeserscrereessssssesssssssssnsassssssenss 197
Cooperation with the local, regional and central government.............ccevesseeseseens 198
Cooperation Within QNA DEIWeEeR the SECIOTS...uu.euvvesreresrsesssesssssessssessssesssasassssssss 199
BULGARIAN UNIVERSITIES AND THE REGIONAL POLICY......ccovereeeveneenes 201

CONCLUSION: DEMOCRATIZATION OR EUROPEANIZATION?......cccceenmeenne 202



10. CONC CLUSION . o iiiiiititietetiettesaetencaesssssrsstsssssassssasannasssssssssssessassssnasnnes 2035

INTRODUGCGTION. ... coeeteeeeetiererseesssaresressessessssssssssssssnsstssssssssssssssssanssassssssssssssssssssssans 205
THE CONCEPT OF EUROPEANIZATION.......coiritntrnnnnenesnssscssesisiee, 205
The external incentives MOAel..................cccoveivirriiiiieiiiiennennimesse 207
The social learning model.....................ueeeeiviiviirierissiiiiniininnesiiessnienissssseee 209
THE PARTNERSHIP PRINCIPLE.......... o erttiiericcccremmeetssnssncasisrenneessssesssssnsnsessassses 210
BULGARIA AND THE REST OF THE EU..........iiiiinnnnnicieiinnennnmeniiiesies 212
Ordering from the Irish Meni...................oueinicnvinniinrienicrinenasesnseesssesss e 212
Bulgaria Qnd GreeCe...........oeeeeevnririiiitiininninieeieesaessessssssisssssstasinsssssassssnissnnes 213
The role of time in the ACCESSION PPOCESS............coueeerecriensversireniiissnsessissatsssisaanee, 216
THE PROCESS OF CHANGE ......... e eiimtettttiesessssssrensnsesessonstessseessssssssssnsasanss 217
WHAL IS CHANGING?D .........eeneeeieirvniicirrenisiisssnsiesssarsssssisesssssssstesssssansssssssasasssssssnassssses 219
MEAIALING ACIOTS......nnnneeeeeeeircnnrreiieiirirnieiisiessiiiessiessssssssreraissssssssasaaserssssssnsassesssssses 223
Mediating formal iNSHIULIONS ......veeevrviiinneciisiiiiniieeiniariisesssssssssssnssssssesssssaasesnes 223
MUlLIDIE VELO POINLS cauuveereirsenrinsrrireisinnnniiisiniinnisnisesieesssssinsessesassssssssssesasssnsasasssses 223
Political and organizational CUlUT.............eeeeeeevisirircisineiriiniiniineiessesssssiniiansseans. 224
WHAT ARE THE MECHANISMS OF CHANGE?.........inieennseetiieseies 225
Identification of the MUS[IULS...............vievivniineiiniiieeeeisrsensisssnissssesssases 225
ACHUAL CHANGE......nnnnnaeeoanennneeiiriiiiiinreeeriiisirisetniiissssteteissssssanarasaasssssssssistssssossrssseness 225
Evaluation of changes and payment of rewards..................ueeeveeereciiississsronnneenianes 226
IS IT POSSIBLE TO CLASSIFY THE CHANGES AS MULTI-LEVEL
GOVERNANG CE? ... ccteereetteecenssssessssnstessesesssssssssssssassssssssssssossssssansanssassssssssssssnsssses 227
THE DEGREE OF CHANGE......... o eieiteteeeerccccceevveeneeessseessssssssssnssasassastsssssssssessss 227
THE CONTRIBUTION OF THIS STUDY AND FURTHER AREAS OF
RESEARCH......coicettiiiiiiereressssrennssesssssesttessteeesseesssssssssanssssssssessssssesssssssssssssssnsnassanasasnasesssossss 230
EU enlargement and the accession conditionalify..................uuuereeeesserooeresnseissssanes 230
Europeanization and multi-level GOVErRANCE..................uueeevuiecrsrssiirisenisseissinnesnnes 230

CONCLUSTON..cottttsitianiteereienie e sisiesissseissosssssesssssssssssssssrssssnnssstssansassttasasasaees 232



Abstract

Based on the Europeanization and the misfit concepts, the study is looking on the transformation
of the Bulgarian governance and policy in the field of regional development, resulting from the
EU accession conditionality and the EU regional development policy (after the country became a
member of the EU). The study is looking to answer three main questions. What is changing as a
result of the adaptation pressures coming from the EU? What are the mechanisms of change? Is
it possible to describe the change as multi-level governance? In order to give a detailed answer to
the questions the study is looking at the changing role of three sets of actors — the central
government, the local authorities and the non-state actors in order to find out how the adaptation
pressures coming from the EU are leading to changes in each of these levels, as well as in their
role in the implementation of the EU regional policy in Bulgaria. The study is also comparing
Bulgaria with two similar EU-15 countries (Greece and Ireland) and the central and East-
European countries that joined the EU in 2004.

The study argues that even though Bulgaria had to undergo significant changes in order to
respond to the requirements of the Copenhagen criteria in the field of the EU regional policy,
these changes have 1n fact strengthened the control of the Bulgarian central government over the
policy formulation and implementation process, despite the initial attempts of the European
Commission to promote decentralization and multi-level governance in the candidate countries

of the fifth enlargement.



INTRODUCTION

The pre-accession period of most of the countries that joined the EU in the past 25 years was
usually a time of significant reforms aimed at the incorporation of the EU policies, rules and
practices into the national systems of governance. In many cases this meant that the countries
had to draft entirely new national level policies and legislation governing these as well as to
reform the institutional structure designed to implement the national level policies. Needless
to say this was always a costly exercise for the candidate countries. The exercise was
particularly costly for the countries from the Fifth Enlargement of the EU like Bulgaria since
they had to radically reform their systems of governance in order to prepare for
implementation of the EU level policies. Nevertheless the countries from the Fifth
Enlargement had significant motivation to undergo these reforms. This motivation was based
on the perspectives for ‘Return to the European Family’ (see Chapter 5) and the access to the
Common Market of the EU, which was expected to replace the access to the vast markets of
the former Soviet Union, as well as on the perspectives for financial support of the candidate
countries from the EU structural funds. In order to make its contribution to the huge body of
literature on EU governance and Europeanization, this study looks at the impact of one of
these ‘rewards’, namely the EU regional policy and the potential access to the EU structural
funds', has had on the Bulgarian political life and the system of governance during the pre-
accession period and the first two years of EU membership.

EU regional policy came into existence in 1975 and was transformed from providing
side-payments to the member states budgets into a Community-level policy, following the
Single European Act (1986) and the 1988 reform of the structural funds (see Chapter 3). The
main purpose of the policy was to assist the regions of the Union that were lagging behind 1n
their economic development in order to achieve successful completion of the Common
Market.

From the point of view of an academic study of the Europeanization of a recent EU
member state, the EU regional policy has several features of particular interest. First, unlike
other Community-level policies (i.e. the Common Transport Policy or the Customs Union),
the EU regional policy acquis provides only general guidelines for the implementation of the

policy by the member states, which leaves ample room for nation-specific arrangements

' The term EU regional policy refers to the governing rules of financial instruments, and particularly the
European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), that appeared in the second half of the 1970s in order to help the
Community regions that were lagging behind in their development. From the 1988 reform, the term ‘structural
policy’ was commonly used to describe the principles governing the implementation of ERDF and other funds
that had been brought together for the first time (see Chapter 3).



related to the policy planning and implementation in Bulgaria. Second, being the ‘breeding
ground’ of the multi-level governance concept (see Chapter 1), the EU regional policy
planning and implementation processes have distinctive horizontal and vertical dimensions,
unlike for instance the Customs Union, which has only vertical dimension and an extremely
limited number of actors that are entering into horizontal interactions with the central
government. Last, but by no means least, the existence of distinct horizontal and vertical
dimension of the EU regional policy implementation arrangements included three big groups
of actors in Bulganan governance and politics — the central government, the local authorities
and the non-state actors.

The literature on Europeanization offers a well-tested approach for modeling of the
impact of the EU-level policies, rules and standards on the individual member states and the
candidate countries. This approach is based on three mediating factors — mediating formal
institutions, political and organizational culture and multiple veto points. Each of the three
factors has impact on the transformation of the adaptation pressures generated by the misfit
between the national and the EU level into domestic changes. The approach taken is described
in detail in Chapter 1. However, a study applying this approach on a country like Bulgaria,
which has rich traditions of centralized governance, faces the risk of turning into a description
of various aspects of the work of the Bulgarian central government. The central government is
an important actor, which took active part in the transformation of adaptation pressures into
domestic changes, but it 1s not the only actor. The local authorities and the non-state actors
also took part in the adaptation process, albeit to a lesser extent and mostly in the role of
beneficiaries. Therefore in order to provide a detailed explanation of the processes of
transformation of the adaptation pressures generated by the preparations for implementation
of the EU regional policy, this study adopted a different approach. Instead of looking at the
impact of the mediating factors mentioned above, this study is looking at the changes of the
institutional architecture and the role in the regional policy planning and implementation
process of the three main groups of actors, namely the central government, the local

authorities. Below is a chapter outline of this study.

Chapter 1 Conceptual Framework

Here I provide information on the two main theoretical concepts I am employing for this
study — Europeanization and multi-level governance. The chapter explains the types of misfits
between the EU and the national level and the mechanism of transformation of adaptation

pressures, caused by the different misfits into a domestic change. The chapter contains



explanation of the external incentives model, which this study uses in order to explain the

transforming power of EU conditionality. Here the main research questions are raised.

Chapter 2 Methodology
The chapter provides detailed information on the qualitative data gathering and analysis

methods used for the purpose of this study.

Chapter 3 European regional policy

This chapter gives background information on EU regional policy developments since 1988
until the last wave of the Fifth Enlargement in 2007. 1988 is selected because of the
introduction of principles of the structural funds that are central to the study here. The task
fulfilled by this and the next chapter is to show where the misfits between the EU policies and
the Bulgarian policies are. The purpose of this chapter is to develop understanding of the

Bulgarian response to adaptation pressures during the first years of membership in the EU.

Chapter 4 EU regional policy in the EU15 member states

Together with the information provided in chapters 5 to 9, this chapter helps to properly
identify the Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures generated by the need to
implement EU regional policy towards accession and to place it in the classification of
domestic responses formulated by Borzel and Risse (see Chapter 1). Besides classification of
the Bulgarian domestic response, this chapter also helps to reveal (in the conclusion of this
study) various aspects of the impact of time over the accession negotiations preceding the

Fifth Enlargement and the adaptation pressures Bulgaria had to deal with.

Chapter 5 Cohesion Policy in the 2004 CEECs

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the EU accession conditionality in the field of
regional policy, as well as its evolution during the negotiation process (1997-2003 for the first
wave of the Fifth Enlargement and 1997-2006 for the second wave) and the transition in the
Commission’s approach towards the candidate countries from the attempt to promote
decentralization and multi-level governance to the efforts for ensuring of efficient
implementation of the EU regional policy after the candidate countries joined the EU.
Another objective of this chapter is to describe the differences in the way candidate countries
responded to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU on the basis of their political

traditions prior to the introduction of the communist regimes in the late 1940s.



Chapter 6 Bulgarian regional development policy

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the Bulgarian approach towards regionalization, the
evolution of the administrative and territorial subdivision of the country since 1878 in order to
use these to inform the Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures from the EU on the
basis of the pre-communist political culture. The chapter also discusses the national system

for coordination of EU affairs and its evolution during the pre-accession period and the

accession negotiations under Chapter 21 (Regional Policy and Structural Instruments).

Chapter 7 The Central Government

Based on the assumption that if the adaptation pressures generated at the EU level are to lead
to a domestic change, somebody (institution, actor or a group of actors) must be able to
respond to the adaptation pressures from the EU level, the chapter assesses the role of the
central government 1n the national mechanisms for dealing with the EU. The chapter explores
the role of the key central government ministries that are taking part in the implementation of
the EU regional policy in order to reveal how the Bulgarian governments during the pre-

accession period responded to the adaptation pressures from the European Commission.

Chapter 8 Local government

Like the previous chapter, this one is dedicated to the role a group of national actors that are
engaged in the planning and implementation of the EU regional policy in Bulgaria — the local
authorities. The chapter explores the development of the Bulgarian regionalization debate
since 1989, when the communist regime was abolished, as well as the response of the
Bulgarian local authorities to the gatekeeping practices of the central government and the
contacts between the Bulgarian local authorities, the EU institutions and the local authorities
from the rest of the EU. The chapter also presents the organizations of local authorities
formed in order to promote their common interests, since they are one of the main form of

participation of the local authorities in the national decision-making process.

Chapter 9 Non-state actors
This chapter deals with the role of the non-state actors in the implementation of the EU

regional policy in Bulgaria. The main goal of the chapter is to answer the question ‘what 1S
changing in the role of the Bulgarian non state actors as a result of the Europeanization

pressures coming from the EU level?’. The chapter focuses on the role of the NGOs, the



business organizations and the regional development agencies in the planning of the EU
regional policy implementation during the pre-accession period and on the role of the non-
state actors in the work of the managing authorities of the National Strategic Reference
Framework (NSRF) and the Operational Programs during the first two years of the EU

membership.

Chapter 10 Conclusion

This chapter draws the general conclusion of the study. The chapter re-addresses the
theoretical framework of the study on the basis of the empirical findings and provides answers
of the three core research questions of this study set out in chapter 1 — what is changing?;
what are the mechanisms of change?; and is it possible to describe the changes as the creation

of multi-level governance in Bulgaria?



I. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

INTRODUCTION

This is the opening chapter of this study. Its main purpose is twofold: to introduce the reader
to the concepts of Europeanization and multi-level governance and to explain how these
concepts are utilized in this study. The chapter also introduces the reader to the qualitative
research methods used in order to investigate the answer to the core research questions of this
study (‘What is changing?’, ‘What are the mechanisms of change?’ and ‘Is it possible to
describe the changes as the development of multi-level governance?’).

The chapter provides a detailled overview of the Europeanization and Multi-level
governance concepts and describes the main approach towards the modelling of
Europeanization processes on the basis of the mediating factors (see below) formulated by
Coles, Caporaso and Risse (2001). The chapter also explains why the approach is different
from the approach based on mediating factors and what the merits are of taking of a research
approach based on the role of three main groups of actors involved in the transformation of

adaptation pressures from the EU into domestic change.

EUROPEANIZATION

The first theoretical concept that this research employs is the one of Europeanization. Driven
by the creation of the Single Market, the strengthening of the supranational institutions of the
EU in the second half of the 1980s, the creation of the Economic and Monetary Union, the
Fifth Enlargement of the EU, Europeanization became a growing and constantly developing
field of study. One of the first attempts to define the term was made by Robert Ladrech in
1994, who described 1t as ‘an incremental process reorienting the direction and shape of
politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics become part of the national
politics and policy-making’ (Ladrech 1994, p. 69). Ladrech argues that Europeanization leads
to reorientation of the organizational logic of the national politics and policy making.
According to him Europeanization differs from terms such as globalization, first of all
because of the geographic delimitation and second, because of the pre-existing national
networks that mediate the national level changes aimed at the adapting to the EU
requirements. Ladrech also pointed to the nation-specific response to the adaptation pressures
originating from the EU (Ladrech 1994, p. 71). Numerous subsequent studies identified a

similar pattern of national adaptation to the EU (e.g. Cowles, Caporaso and Risse 2001,

Hughes, Sasse and Gordon 2004).



If the starting point of the early research was to understand the Europeanization as a
process of transferring of rules, norms and values, from the EU to the states, subsequent
research revealed that even in the case of the candidate countries from the Fifth Enlargement,
the relations between EU and the member states were not exclusively top-down. Instead of
simply downloading policies from the EU, member states seek to influence the process of
creating EU-level policies in order to decrease the cost of adapting to the EU requirements
and to increase the degree of fit between the national and the EU level. In some cases, the
inability of candidate countries to meet the requirements for accession to the EU in time also
led to limited uploading of their preferences to the EU level (see Chapter 9 for details).

Another attempt to define Europeanization was made by Olsen (2002), who identified
five meanings of the term. According to him, first of all, Europeanization was used in
connection with ‘changes of external boundaries’. An obvious example of such a change of
the external boundaries was the Fifth Enlargement of the EU. Secondly, the term defines
‘development of institutions at the EU level’. This usage relates to the development of
governance capacity on the EU level with implications of constraints and opportunities on
national level. Thirdly, Europeanization is used to mean ‘central penetration of the national
systems of governance’. This 1s the core usage of the term and covers adaptation of the lower
levels of the multi-level European system, with regards to institutions, policy, patterns of
political behaviour, etc. The fourth usage of Europeanization identifies ‘exporting forms of
political organization’. This might mean exporting of political values through international
agreements such as the Lome conventions, but might also mean the exporting of one member
state values and political preferences to other member states using the EU. The final usage of
the term Europeanization is about a ‘political unification project’. Like the second definition,
this one is about development of capacity at the EU level.

According to Bulmer, if one is to simplify Olsen’s typology, the principal distinction 1s
between two understandings of Europeanization:
- The transfer of policy, institutional arrangements, rules, beliefs and norms from

‘Europe’ to other jurisdictions (the member states and the candidate countries)

- Building of governance capacity on the EU level (Bulmer 2007).
Even though Europeanization has been increasingly viewed as a two-way process, according
to Bache (2008, p. 11) the key approach to empirical research on domestic effects of the EU

remains top-down. Here, the three step approach developed by Risse, Cowles and Caporaso

(2001, p.6) has been prominent.



The first step of the three-step approach is to identify a process at EU level (e.g. a
Community level policy) that implies some domestic change. The second step is to identify
compatibility or the ‘goodness to fit’ between the EU level process and the national
arrangements. A big misfit between the identified EU level process and the national
arrangements implies bigger adaptation pressures. The third step suggests that the extent to
which adaptation pressures lead to domestic changes depends on three factors: veto points in
the domestic structure, institutions facilitating the change and the political and organisational
culture (Risse, Cowles and Caporaso 2001). This top-down model is also extremely helpful if
one 1s to explain the impact of the EU over candidate countries from the Fifth Enlargement
the since these were not able upload their preferences to the EU level because they were not
able to take part 1n the decision making processes on the supranational level.

In order to summarise, the term Europeanization is mostly about the impact of the EU on
1ts member states and candidate countries. While Europeanization is increasingly viewed by
the researchers as a two-way relationship, it is researched primarily as a top-down transfer
from the EU to states. According to Bache (2008), there is also a consensus on the need to
understand the force of what 1s “‘coming down’ from the EU (e.g. acquis) and how it ‘fits’ and
is mediated by the domestic factors. The effect can then be categorized according to the
nature and the degree of change that takes place. The types of domestic response are

described in detail 1n this chapter.

New institutionalism and the Europeanization research

A great part of the Europeanization literature is based on the new institutionalisms ( Radaelli
2003, Borzel 1999, Knill 2001, etc.). According to Bulmer (2007, p. 50), ‘an awareness of
new institutionalisms 1s indispensable for understanding how Europeanization is theorized’.
The reason for this 1s related to the fact that institutions, both national and supranational, are
at the centre of domestic policy and governance change caused by the adaptation pressures
from the EU. Over time, Europeanization research has utilized more differentiated
institutionalism approaches. A specific distinction is to be made between the rational choice,
historical and sociological institutionalisms and particularly between the logic of
consequentiality and the logic of appropriateness (Borzel and Risse 2003, Hix and Goetz

2000).

Understanding of the new institutionalisms is particularly helpful when 1t comes to the
understanding of the relationship between Europeanization and the multi-level governance,

through EU cohesion policy, which is the main subject of this study. When it comes to the
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partnership principle of the EU cohesion policy there are two main views (Bache 2008).
Proponents of the rational choice approach emphasize partnership as a mechanism for
creating new opportunities for strategic interaction. Sociological approaches suggest that
partnership provides potential for a deeper transformation of the actor behaviour and
preferences. Rational choice institutionalism views power as a zero-sum process and
perceives Europeanization as a result of the redistribution of power resources between the
domestic actors as a result of the EU membership. The alternative position, associated with
Beate Kohler-Koch (1996) and her collaborators is that the EU is producing transformation of
the European governance. Having this in mind, the regular interaction promoted by the
partnership principle is expected to generate trust through socialization and promote problem
solving, rather than bargaining as a decision making style.

Thus, rationalists ascribes the multi-level governance to the redistribution of power
resources brought by the EU policies. On other hand, a sociological perspective would assume
power to be positive sum and expect actors to change their preferences through socialization
in a changing environment and ascribe multi-level governance to a learning process. While
the differences between rationalist and sociological approaches are relatively clear, these do

not take into account the historical institutionalism — a key component of the Europeanization
research (Bache 2008).

According to Pierson (1996, p. 131) historical institutionalism cuts across the rational
choice and sociological approaches, drawing on both traditions and emphasizing on the
importance of the historical processes. He also notes that member states seek to control the
institutions (both national and supranational). According to Pierson, in the field of politics, the
temporal dimension raises specific problems. Political actors know that the continuous control
of the institutions is not possible. The lack of possibilities for continuous control has its
implications on the institutional design and the prospects for change of already created
institutions. Political institutions are often ‘sticky’ ~ specially designed to make any reforms
and changes harder and path dependent. This is especially true for the national level
institutions of the candidate countries.

Pierson (2000, p. 263) also pointed out that, whenever there is a path dependent process at
work, the political life is quite likely to be marked by four features:
- Multiple equilibrium: Under a set of initial conditions, multiple outcomes are possible;

- Contingency. Relatively small events, if they occur at the right time, can have large

and enduring consequences;



- A critical role of timing and sequencing: it is important when the event occurs. An
event that occurs ‘too late’ might have no effect, even though it might have greater
consequences if the timing was different;

- Inertia: Once an increasing return process is established, positive feedback may lead
to single equilibrium.

Pierson also suggests that assuming that institutions exist in order to serve some useful
purpose poses ‘large dangers’. According to him ‘rather than assume relative efficiency as an
explanation, we have to go back and look.’(Pierson 2000, p. 264). In other words, a possibility

for path dependence requires a study of history, even in order to confirm the assumption that

institutions serve some useful purpose.
Even though historical institutionalism is useful in order to explain responses to
adaptation pressures approximating to inertia, this approach expects ‘seismic events that

punctuate the pre-existing equilibrium’ (Bulmer 2007, p. 50). In the case of former candidate

countries from the Fifth Enlargement of the EU, such ‘seismic event’ was the fall of the

communist regimes in late 1980s and early 1990s.

Utilization of the Europeanization concept in this study

This study is to take the existing Europeanization research further in order to examine the
impact of the EU over one of the former candidate countries from the Fifth Enlargement—
Bulgaria. The study 1s looking at the changes provoked by the EU impact on Bulgaria
between 1997 and the end of 2008.

Like the pre-existing Europeanization literature, the study relies mostly on the top-
down approach towards the modelling of Bulgarian Europeanization. Domination of the top-
down approach is further reinforced by the fact that during most of the period covered,
Bulgaria was a candidate country and had no possibilities to influence the creation of rules
and policies that were downloaded from the EU level. However, like the pre-existing
Europeanization research (Ladrech 1994, Borzel 2002, Olsen 2002, etc.), this study is looking
for any possibilities for bottom-up interactions between Bulgaria and the EU, however limited

these may be.

Identification of the EU processes expected to provoke domestic change
It would be more correct to identify a set of EU-level processes instead of a single process
that implies a degree of domestic change. This set of processes is in fact the Fifth

Enlargement of the EU. If one is to use the Olsen’s typology of Europeanization (2002), 1t 1s

10



easy to see that the Fifth Enlargement of the EU represents a set of penetrations of the
national systems of governance by the regulations, standards and rules created at the EU level.

These penetrations implied some degree of change in virtually every policy field of the
candidate countries in order for the latter to comply with the Copenhagen criteria for EU
membership (see Chapter 3). This particular study is looking at the impact of the preparations
for implementation of the EU regional policy that were made in Bulgaria during the pre-

accession period and the first two years of EU membership.

Degree of compatibility between national and the EU level

If involvement with the EU 1s to provoke some form of domestic change, there must be some
incompatibility (or "misfit’) between the identified EU-level process (see above) and the
national level policies and practices. The ‘misfit’ concept is particularly useful for the
Europeanization research, whenever there is a clear set of rules and requirements at the EU
level. This is the case with the Fifth Enlargement of the EU and the EU regional policy (see
Chapter 3 for details).

Borzel and Risse (2000, 2003), identified two types of misfits — policy misfits and
institutional misfits. Policy misfits equal compliance problems. European policies might lead
to a change of the national policy goals, regulatory standards, instruments and techniques used
to achieve the policy goals. Policy misfits exert adaptation pressures on the national
institutions. EU level processes might also cause institutional misfits. European rules might
challenge pre-existing domestic rules and procedures. For instance EU rules might give the
central government privileged decision powers over other domestic actors or grant the
regional governments autonomous decision making powers (Borzel and Risse 2003, pp. 61-
62). According to this study, especially during the early years of the pre-accession period, the
degree of fit between the national level policies in Bulgaria and the EU regional policy was
insignificant. The most important reason for this is that by that time in Bulgaria, the national
level policies were mostly sectoral (see Chapters 4 and 5 for further details). These sectoral
policies were formulated mostly by the central government, with little or no participation of
the local and the regional authorities and the non-state actors. Furthermore, these sectoral
policies were planned on a year-by-year basis.

As a result of that, the study expects significant pressures for change coming from the
EU in order for Bulgaria to formulate a new domestic regional policy and to reform its
legislation and institutional framework in order to respond to the requirements of the

Copenhagen criteria (see Chapter 3). However, the misfit is a required but not sufficient
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prerequisite for changes on the domestic level: there must also be someone (an institution,

actor or a group of actors) to facilitate the transformation of adaptation pressures into

domestic change.

Mediating factors
Cowles, Caporaso and Risse (2001 pp.9- 12) identified three factors that might enable or
block changes in response to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU: multiple veto

points in the domestic structure, facilitating institutions, political and organizational culture.

Multiple veto points

According to the literature (Cowles, Caporaso and Risse 2001, Bé6rzel and Risse 2003, etc.),
the more power is dispersed across the political system and the more actors have a say in the
national decision-making process the more difficult is to achieve the domestic consensus
needed for the introduction of changes in response to the adaptation pressures generated by
EU level processes. In fact, multiple veto points in the country’s institutional structure can

effectively empower actors to resist the adaptation pressures from the EU level.

Mediating formal institutions

Facilitating formal institutions provide actors with the resources needed to induce domestic
change. Such resources are the contacts with the EU, the competence to initiate general
national level changes (e.g. draft new legislation and pass it through the Parliament),
information, etc. During the pre-accession period, these resources were available mostly to the
Bulgarian central government and to a very limited extent to the local authorities and their
associations (see chapters 5 and 6). As a result of that, the central government was the key

mediating institution during the pre-accession period.

Political and organizational culture

Political and organizational cultures and the collective understanding of the appropriate
behaviour embedded in them. These also affect the way domestic actors use the adaptation
pressures resulting from the involvement with the EU in order to initiate domestic changes.
Ever since the creation of the new Bulgarian state in 1878, most of the national level players
perceived the Bulgarian central government as the key actor who has the power to initiate
structural change. Long before the country was involved with the EU, the Bulgarian monarchs

never initiated structural changes directly (see Chapter 7 for details). It was always done via
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the central government. The situation remained the same during the communist regime.
Consequently the central government remained the key actor who had the power to induce
domestic change during the pre-accession period.

However, the study is not based on the mediating factors approach. As explained in
the introduction, this approach has a major deficiency when applied to a country with a very
long tradition of centralism like Bulgaria. A study based on the mediating factor approach
would inevitably turn into a detailed account of the work of the central government in the
transformation of the EU adaptation pressures into domestic change. Although, as it will
become clear in the later chapters of this study, the central government was very important
actor, it was not the only actor that took part in the transformation of the EU regional policy
generated adaptation pressures into domestic change. Local authorities and the NGOs also
took part in the policy planning process related to the EU regional policy implementation after
accession. The local authorities were also expected to take active part in the policy
implementation after Bulgarna joined the EU. Therefore in order to reveal the role of the local
authorities and the NGOs in the transformation of the adaptation pressures into domestic
change, this study is based on an approach revealing the role of each of the three main groups
of actors that took part in the transformation of the EU adaptation pressures into domestic
change (e.g. central government, local authorities and the NGO’s) and the changing relations
between them as a result for the preparations for implementation of the EU regional policy

upon accession.

Differential empowerment of the domestic actors
Structural changes lead to a redistribution of power capacities among the relevant actors in the
political, social and economic systems (Cowles, Caporaso and Risse 2001, p. 11). During the
pre-accession period the situation in the target country closely resembled the argument of
Moravcsik (1994) that the national executives have powerful resources (e.g. initiative,
institutions, information and ideas) that enable them to alter the domestic balance in their
favour. Marks (1993), Sandholtz (1996) and V. Schmidt (1997) have claimed that subnational
actors gain new resources through the process of Europeanization, since the EU enables them
to circumvent the national executives. However, during the period covered by this study these
processes in Bulgaria were just beginning to unfold (during the second half of 2008).

The authors of the three-step approach used above defined Europeanization as
‘emergence and development on European level of distinct structures of governance that 1s of

political, legal and social institutions associated with political problem-solving that formalizes
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interaction among actors and of policy networks specializing in the creation of authorntative
rules.” (Cowles, Caporaso and Risse 2001, p.6). However this definition closely resembles the
concept of European integration and is not taking into account domestic changes as a key
component of Europeanization (Bache 2008). Therefore, for the purpose of this study,
Europeanization is being defined as ‘processes of construction, diffusion and
institutionalization of formal and informal rules, procedures, policy paradigms, styles, “ways
of doing things” and shared beliefs and norms which are first defined and consolidated in the
making of EU public policy and politics and incorporated in the logic of domestic discourse,

identities, political structures and public policies’ (Radaelli 2003, p. 30).

Uploading of policy preferences to the EU level
Borzel identified three distinct strategies used by the member states in order to decrease their
adaptation costs — ‘pace setting’, ‘foot dragging’ and ‘fence sitting’ (Borzel 2002).

Pace setter countries are usually those having strict and highly regulated policy sectors
that are supplemented with highly differentiated state implementation engagements (Borzel
2002). Such states are usually seeking to upload their policy preferences to the EU level for
different reasons. First, since they have highly developed regulatory systems, if they manage
to distribute their political preferences and priorities to the EU level, subsequent costs of
adaptation to the EU policy will be low. A second reason for uploading of policy preferences
might be for seeking a competitive preference for the national business. In the case of regional
policy, if a highly regulated country manages to export its policy preferences to EU level, it
will most probably open up a market niche for its consulting companies. Third, a highly
regulated state may have bigger costs if they need to incorporate a ‘foreign’ element into a
well organized regulatory system with historical traditions. In general, the pace setting not
only requires highly regulated domestic legal system and specific policies, but also an ability
to push national political preferences through the EU decision making mechanism. The latter
often happens in competition with other countries (Bérzel 2002). Successful pace setting does
not depend only on the voting power of the pace setter within the different formats of the
Council of Ministers, especially since in most of the policy sectors decisions are taken by
qualified majority. Much better techniques for uploading of policy preferences are for
instance providing of expertise to the EC in the earliest possible stage of drafting of policy
proposals or sending of national experts to Brussels within the practice of the Commission to

employ national experts on a temporary basis. From what we have said so far about pace
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setting, it 1s more than obvious that a recent member state is not going to be an effective pace-
setter.

Governments employing foot dragging strategies are usually trying to delay or avoid
introduction of certain policy. Foot dragging is seldom ever able to completely block the
introduction of certain policy. Therefore foot dragging is usually aimed at getting
compensations in the form of side payments and other concessions, or delay the introduction
of unwanted policies (e.g. until a blocking minority is formed). Such compensations might not
always cover the costs for the introduction of a new policy.

Member states employing foot dragging policies usually have a simpler and less
demanding regulatory system. Due to this it is usually more expensive to build an extensive
regulatory structure, than to incorporate an EU policy into the existing regulatory system.
Foot dragging is usually employed by countries that have no policies to upload on the EU
level. Due to specifics related to accession negotiations and the desire to show that they are
not only benefiting from various aid instruments and the common market conditions, but also
are ‘contributing’ to the Community, new member states are also highly unlikely to assume

the role of a foot dragger.

The third possible policy uploading strategy is ‘fence sitting’. Fence sitting is a probable

policy strategy in the following cases:

- If the member states do not anticipate a significant cost resulting from attempts of
others to shape the EU policy, because they are implementing similar domestic
policies;

- Fence sitters might be miscalculating the costs of subsequent downloading from EU of
others preferences or might give a low priority to the issue;

- Fence sitters might want to be seen as ‘contributing’ to the Community policies, not as
the recently acceded obstructer of the common policies. This will most probably be a
driving force for Bulgaria and Romania;

- Fence sitters might be hoping to achieve certain results on the domestic level, which
were otherwise impossible due to various constrains. It is much easier to justify

unpopular policy decisions if the blame for that is shifted to Brussels (Borzel 2002).

These are only general strategies used by countries for uploading their political preferences

into the EU decision making mechanism.

The actual behaviour of countries varies from policy sector to policy sector and even

from issue to issue (Borzel 2002). Moreover a country can undergo a transition from a foot
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dragger and fence sitter to active pace setter. The UK is one such example. In some policy
areas like telecommunications, environment and transport the country developed from a foot
dragger and fence sitter to an active pace setting (Heritier 1996). On the other hand, due
partially to the large cost of reunification, Germany is moving away from the position of a
motor of the European locomotive (Borzel 2002).

Even though in theory the candidate countries had no possibilities to upload their
policy preferences to the EU level in order to avoid adaptation costs, some of the Bulgarian
responses to the adaptation pressures had the effect of uploading of policy preferences. If one
is to use the categories provided by Borzel, one might see some similarities between the foot
dragging and the approach used by the candidate countries. When it comes to the EU regional
policy, although the Bulgarian government was not deliberately ‘dragging their feet’ in order
to extract some concessions from the European Commission, some of the reforms were not
happening quick enough and on all levels (national, regional and local). And in order to
continue with the enlargement process, the European Commission had to switch its priorities
from regionalization and introduction of multi-level governance to efficient absorption of the

EU structural funds (See chapters 7, 8 and 10 for detatls).

TYPES OF DOMESTIC RESPONSE

The purpose of this section is to present a typology of the possible domestic responses to the

EU adaptation pressures in order latter in this study to place the Bulgarian response to the EU

adaptation pressures within this typology. Borzel and Risse (2003) have identified three types

of member states response to the adaptation pressures generated by the EU level processes:

e Absorption: Member states are able to absorb European policies and ideas and readjust
their policies and institutions accordingly, without making substantial changes in the

domestic policy process. The degree of domestic change in this case is low.

e Accommodation: Member states accommodate Europeanization pressures by adapting
their policy processes and institutions without changing significant features. This is done
by ‘patching-up’ of existing policies and institutions without changing them (Heritier
2001). Domestic change is modest.

e Transformation: member states replace existing policies and processes by new,
substantially different ones, or significantly alter existing ones. The degree of domestic
change is significant. Transformation also describes domestic changes provoked by the

adaptation pressure of the EU conditionality (set of conditions for full membership in the

EU) in candidate countries.
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In order to measure the domestic change and examine how the policy and institutional misfits
between national and the EU level are leading to domestic changes in the regional
development policy of Bulgaria, this study is looking to answer three basic questions:

e What is changing as a result of the adaptation pressures from the EU?

e How can it be explained (what are the mechanisms of change?)

e (Can the changes evident be described as multi-level governance?

In order to answer the question about the mechanisms of transforming adaptation pressure
into a change this study is adopting an updated version of the external incentive model used
by Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier (2005) in order to give a general explanation of the

transformative powers of the conditions for membership (conditionality) in the EU.

What is changing?

The question about what is actually changing in Bulgaria as a result of Europeanization has
one very straightforward answer — ‘everything’. Though such an answer would bear a great
degree of truth, I will delve a bit deeper into what is actually changing, by describing where
this research will look for changes and what changes are actually anticipated to surface.

As result of pressure from the EU to build an institutional capacity for administration
of regional/cohesion policy, one of the key changes the research will be looking for is actually
building of such capacity. This will most probably include specification of NUTS regions (sce
Chapter 3 on EU regional development policy for a detailed explanation of the NUTS
concept), which were not existent in Bulgaria prior to engagement with EU regional policy; a
redistribution of responsibilities'; and the creation of regional structures of central
government to manage the implementation and monitoring of the regional policy. Even
though central government in Bulgaria had regional structures before the start of the pressure
to ‘Europeanize’, these were virtually a ‘Jack of all trades’ and had no capacity and power to
implement and oversee the regional/structural policy. What is also expected to surface as a
result of the research is a change of planning practices: before its engagement with the EU,
Bulgaria never had a multi-annual policy planning and programming framework (national
development plans — strategic reference framework — operational programs) like the one that

was been negotiated with the EC in the last days prior to accession (see Chapter 6).

' In this case responsibilities are heavily interconnected with overall influence over policy implementation
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Speaking about the subnational actors, the study is looking to explain how the
preparations for EU regional policy implementation had changed their role in the policy
planning and implementation processes. The study is also looking to explain at whether and
how subnational actors are trying to increase their access to the EU level in order to influence
the process of EU regional policy implementation in Bulgaria.

Specific forms of organization of subnational actors that this study is looking at, are
the associations of local authorities and the regional development agencies. The process of
creation of these associations started prior to 2000, when the formal accession negotiations
between Bulgania and the EU started. Initially these associations were created in order to
improve provision of services by the local authorities and to tackle issues that are going
beyond the particular terntory. Once the implementation of the EU regional policy became a
viable perspective, preparations for the EU regional policy implementation became part of

their activities (see Chapters 8 and 9 for greater details).

What are the mechanisms of change?

The analytical toolkit selected in order to answer this question is the external incentives model
(Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005, pp.10-18). In short, the external incentives model is a
rationalist actor centred bargaining model based on the idea that adoption of the EU rules by
the candidate countries depends on the ‘rewards’ paid by the EU. Besides the external
incentives model (explained below 1n detail for the purpose of this study), Schimmelfennig
and Sedelmeier offer two more alternative explanations of the impact of the EU accession
conditionality over the candidate countries — social learning and lesson-drawing models.

The social learning model 1s based on the logic of appropriateness. The main
proposition of this model is that governments adopt the EU rules if they are persuaded of the
appropriateness of the rule. The EU can persuade the target government or other national
actors of the rule appropriateness. The EU persuasive power depends on the following factors:
legitimacy, identity and resonance. The best empirical example that can illustrate the logic of
appropriateness is the debate on the ‘return to the European family’ that took place in the
former communist countries in the early 1990s (see Chapter 5).

Generally speaking, the likelihood for adoption of an EU rule according to the social
learning model increases if:

- Legitimacy of the EU rules increases with the clarity of rules, adherence to a rule

hierarchy based on the constitutive values and norms of the community, their degree

of acceptance and legitimacy of the rulemaking procedures;
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- Decreases if there are special rules of non-member states or they are not accepted and

applied in all member states;

- Increases with the deliberative quality of the process of rule transfer;

- Increases with international rule consensus;

- Increases if the target government and society identify themselves with the community
that has established the rule;

- Increases with domestic resonance of the rule (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier 2005
pp. 18-19).

The social learning model partially overlaps with the external incentives models since the

persuading factor for the target government to adopt a rule that is considered appropriate can

be an external incentive from the EU.

Another alternative explanation for the adoption of the EU rules by the candidate
countries offered by Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier is the lesson-drawing model. According
to the lesson-drawing model, non-member states are most likely to adopt EU rules when there
is domestic dissatisfaction with the policy status quo, interactions with epistemic communities
promoting the EU rules are dense, the transferability is high and veto players are few. If rules
are adopted according to the lesson-drawing mechanism, adoption is behavioural rather than
formal or discursive. As the motivation in rule adoption is to redress domestic policy failures,
governments have a keen interest in adoption of the rules. In fact this model also does not
contradict the external incentive one, since external incentives can perfectly co-exist with the
need to redress domestic political failure. The external incentive can act as an additional
motivation for a rule adoption.

Why was the external incentives model the most appropriate tool for this study? The
first reason for the selection of this model was that it is specifically oriented towards the
impact of the EU accession conditionality over the post-communist candidate countries. The
second reason for the selection of this model is related to the fact that, during most of the
timeframe covered by this study, Bulgaria was a candidate country and most of the domestic
transformations related to the formulation of a new domestic regional policy were a result of
the willingness of the country to become a member of the EU. This makes a rational choice
based approach more appropriate. An approach that is looking for socialization of the partners
within the changing environment would be feasible once the EU regional policy
implementation in Bulgaria progresses (probably even after the end of the 2007-2013
structural funds cycle), since processes of socialization and learning take some time in order

to unveil.
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According to Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier, the external incentives model is an
actor centred, rationalist bargaining model. The outcome of bargaining process depends on
the bargaining power of actors. In this case the bargaining power asymmetry in favour of the
EU can very easily be seen. According to the model, the EU sets adoption of its rules as a
condition for receipt of certain rewards by the acceding country. The EU can offer two types
of rewards: assistance and institutional ties. In our case the latter type are association
agreements and full membership. Under this model, the EU mainly follows a strategy of
reinforcement by reward. The reward 1s usually paid if the target government complies with
the conditions set by the Community. The central governments of the candidate countries
were not able to rely on the fact that the need (for expert assistance or markets) will get them
the rewards. If the target governments did not comply the reward was withheld. The EU did
not however resort to enforcement by punishment (e.g. by inflicting extra costs) or
reinforcement by support (e.g. by offering an extra reward).

Usually, the starting point of the bargaining process was the misfit between the
domestic status quo, and the EU level rules and standards. In the case of regional development
policy, this usually means a wide range of misfits starting from the lack of NUTS regions in
the targeted country, through lack of respective central/regional structural/cohesion funds
management capacity to usage of domestic regional development expenditures as an
instrument for achievement of domestic political purposes (Schimmelfennig and Sedelmeier
2005, p. 11).

The status quo is usually upset by the EU conditionality, which introduces additional
incentives for compliance with EU rules. EU conditionality usually works in two different
ways. First it impacts directly the targeted government, which calculates if the cost of
compliance with EU rules is being outweighed by the rewards offered by EU. The target
government can then decide on the mechanism of adoption of the EU rule. Second, at least 1n
theory, conditionality may empower certain domestic actors, who have the incentive to
independently adopt EU rules, in generally by increasing the influence of these actors in the
political system. Needless to say, this is only a theoretical opportunity having in mind the fact
that most of Central and Eastern European Countries (CEEC), have inherited from their
communist past and even pre-WWII political traditions, a highly centralized system of
governance, and the non-state actors, who were able to independently adopt EU rules in order
to increase their influence in the political system are virtually non-existent. Generally, the

external incentives model suggests — given the status quo — which adoption of rules will be
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absent if this is not a condition for reward by EU. In addition, the ‘determinacy’ of rules set
by the EU enhances the likelihood of their adoption by candidate countries.

Determinacy concerns both clarity and formality of the rules. The clearer the results of
the rule adoption, and the more ‘legalized’ and binding are the rules, the higher 1s 1its
determinacy. Determinacy works in two ways. First of all it bears information about what
needs to be done by the government of a candidate country, in order to get the EU reward.
Second, the clearer and the more legalized (e.g. containing detailed implementation
mechanism) is the rule, the stronger is the message to candidate countries that the rule is not
to be manipulated in their favour and shall be adopted and implemented in the specified way.
The other key factor influencing adoption of rules is the size and speed of reward. Usually the
longer the period between payments of rewards, the lower is the incentive to adopt the rules.
For instance, since full membership is a much greater reward than an association agreement;
willingness to comply with EU rules is most probably going to be much greater at the later
stage of negotiations, when the membership is a clearly visible perspective.

Again, if we take the case of Bulgaria, we will see that the period of fastest changes in
various policy sectors (e.g. regional development and administration of EU funds, and
freedom, justice and home affairs, to name few of the touchiest sectors) was between 25 April
2005 (the signing of the Accession Treaty) and late August 2006 (the final deadline for the
provision of information on Bulgarian contribution towards fulfilment of membership
criteria), when the final Monitoring report on the progress of Bulgaria and Romania towards
fulfilment of membership criteria has been prepared by the European Commission, since these
were the months in which final decision on Bulgarian membership was actually taken
(European Commission, September 2006).

Another set of factors on which the adoption of rules depends, is the credibility of the
EU threat to withhold award if the conditions are not being fulfilled. In other words, rule
adoption requires superior bargaining powers of the actor, who sets the rules. This 1is
particularly true with the bargaining between EU and acceding CEECs, since the
interdependence is heavily asymmetrical in favour of EU. While the enlargement was not of a
vital importance for the EU, CEECs badly needed motivation for the unpopular post-
communist reforms as well as access to new markets and the know-how needed in order to
make the reforms required. By the time of the beginning of the accession negotiations, the
only source of all three in Europe was the EU (see Chapter 5). Particularly when 1t comes to

regional development and cohesion policy, acceding countries like Bulgaria depend heavily
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on EU funds in order to improve their infrastructure, economy and standard of living in
general.

On other hand, in order for the EU rewards to be credible the Union has to be able to
pay them — preferably with a lower cost for itself. In the case of the Eastern enlargement,
payment of the ultimate reward — the full membership — bears a significant cost for the EU;
though the cost is far from being impossible to bear it might well exceed marginal benefits for
most of the member states. Such costs usually take the form of institutional reforms needed in
order to ensure successful functioning and decision making of the Union of 25 and
subsequently 27 countries. On the other hand the cost is being compensated by the fact that a
market of more than 100 million people is being opened to the EU companies as a result of
full membership of CEEC:s.

Usually the credibility of rewards is much greater with the opening of accession
negotiations since the fact of their opening suggests that EU is willing to conclude them. Even
if not all the acceding countries are admitted at once (the case with Fifth Enlargement), the
fact that part of them become members bears a positive message for the remaining part (in
this case Bulgaria and Romania, who joined the EU 2.5 years later).

Credibility of rewards also depends on availability of outside sources for the rewards
offered by the EU. If for instance there were other sources for regional development funds, or
there was another vast market to which the access is relatively easy and not that costly,
accession countries would have been reluctant to comply with EU rules. Credibility of
conditionality is usually reduced by the asymmetries in information. For instance, if the
European Commission (as an institution with principal role in administration of the
enlargement process), has no possibility to monitor compliance of target states, with the EU
rules, the credibility of conditionality is weakened.

However, the external incentives model and the social learning model do not explain
why the candidate countries react to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU 1n a
particular manner. The models also fail to explain if the changes that are observed are not a
result of the transition from the state controlled economy and single party rule during the
communist regime (see Chapter 10 for details). In order to overcome this deficiency, the study
also looks at the pre-communist experience of Bulgaria in order to identify the specifics of the
Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU.

In order to answer that challenge in CEECs, the Commission required accession
countries like Bulgaria to set up a sophisticated monitoring and information gathering

mechanism, on all levels of central government. Even though the Commission does not
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actively monitor the compliance of member states with the acquis, a huge part of central
government administrations of acceding CEECs has been kept busy for years filling
monitoring tables, ‘harmonigrams’, drafting extensive screening and progress reports and
delivering a lengthily presentations in virtually every policy sector in front of representatives
of DG Enlargement teams responsible for the respective country.

To summarize the external incentives model, conditionality will be most effective
when rules and conditions are determinate; conditional rewards are certain and quickly paid;

threats to withhold these are credible; adoption costs are small and veto players are few.
MULTI-LEVEL GOVYERNANCE (MLG)

Introduction of the partnership principle

Going down from general theoretical explanation to the specific national level transformations
in response to the adaptation pressures from the EU in the field of regional development
policy, one specific transformation needs to be noted — the gradual bringing of other social
and economic partners to the decision making process on the national level in response to the
pressure from the EU for all supranational, national and subnational actors to act as partners
in achievement of a common goal.

The reasons for the introduction of the partnership principle (and the entire 1988
reform of the EU regional policy) can be traced back to the Single European Act (SEA) and
the role this document played in the strengthening of the supranational dimension, and namely
the role of the European Commission. This, together with several experiments on integrated
management of the EU structural funds made creation of a regional policy that 1s not
European only by name. The pre-1988 experience showed that it was unlikely for the member
states governments to implement a regional policy that was oriented towards the achievement
of the Community goals. Therefore if the European Commission wanted to comply with the
requirements of Article 130b-d of the SEA, it had to rely on other partners besides the central
governments.

The multi-level decision making that the EU was secking to introduce in the field of
structural policies was not rejecting the state-centric claim that national governments are the
most important players of the European decision making process. In fact, even though
collective decision making on the EU policies and priorities involves in theory a loss of
control of governments of member states over the policy outcome, in practice even in a multi-

level environment, governments still retain some degree of control over the decision making
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EU level due to intergovernmental nature of one of the key EU institutions — the Council of
Ministers. At least in theory, the decision making competencies (on both national and EU
level) are shared between different levels of government (Hooghe and Marks 2001). In
practice, on national level governments are still to a greater extent employing the ‘give
something in order to get more’ principle and are keeping effective control over decision
making on national level. For instance in the field of regional development policy, provision
of different services is being delegated to the local authorities, but the funds for provisions of
such services still come from the central budget, and the respective treasury departments are
effectively controlling their provision. On the EU level however, shared competences suggest
that the supranational institutions — above all, the European Parliament, the Commission and

the European Court of Justice have an independent influence not derived from the

competencies of the member state governments.

The MLG concept

In order to explain the above described 1988 development in the EU structural policy, Gary
Marks (1993) used for the first time the term ‘multi-level governance’(MLG). Marks defined
MLG as “a system of continuous negotiation among nested governments at several territorial
tiers’. Marks developed his concept further in order to explain how ‘supranational, national,
regional and local governments are intermeshed in territorially overarching networks’ (Marks
and Hooghe 2004). 1988 was a cornerstone in the history of EC regional policy. In the context
of 1981 (Greece) and 1986 (Spain and Portugal) enlargements, when three underdeveloped
countries with big regional disparities had joined the Community, and the moves to complete
the Common market on the other, financial allocations to the poorer regions of the European
Community was doubled and the administration of structural funds and community action
programs in the field of regional development has been centred around four principles:
partnership, additionality, concentration and programming. The partnership, additionality
principles are central to the MLG concept. If one gets back to the definition of MLG given by
Marks it is easy to see that without both horizontal and vertical partnerships, instead of “a
system of continuous negotiation among nested governments’ one is going to have a system

of policy formulation, where the central government adopts the policies and forwards them to

other national and subnational actors for implementation.
Marks and Hooghe (2004) have identified two types of MLG. In the case of the first
one (referred to as Type I), jurisdictions are dispersed at limited number of levels. These

jurisdictions — international, national, regional and local are general purpose. Second type 1S
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(Type II) is distinctly different. It conceives specialized jurisdictions, for example provision

of specific local service (Marks and Hooghe 2004)

Table 1.1 Types of MLG (Adapted from Marks and Hooghe 2004)

Type | Type 11
General purpose jurisdiction Task specific jurisdiction
Non-intersecting memberships Intersecting memberships
Limited levels of jurisdiction No limit to the levels of jurisdiction
System wide architecture Flexible design

This study is going to examine what kind of multi-level decision making environment is being
promoted in Bulgaria due to the engagement with regional development and cohesion policies

of the EU, in particular through the EU partnership requirement.

CONCLUSION

As already explained in the Introduction to this study and opening section of this chapter, the
purpose of this chapter was to introduce the reader to the concepts of Europeanization and
multi-level governance, and more specifically to the ‘three-step approach’ for modelling of
Europeanization processes formulated by Cowles, Caporaso and Risse (2001). However as
already explained in the Introduction, the study is taking a step away from the traditional
three-step approach and takes a look at the role of the three main actor groups involved in the
preparations for implementation of the EU regional policy — the Bulgarian central
government, the local authorities and the non-state actors.

In order to examine the change of the role of these three groups of actors, the study
seeks to answer three core research questions — ‘What is changing?’, ‘What are the
mechanisms of change?’ and ‘Is it possible to classify the changes as multi-level
governance?’ The study provides answers to these questions on the basis of data gathered
through elite interviews and documents analysis. The reasons for selection of these methods

and their application in this study are described in detail in the next chapter.
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II. METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the reader to the methods used in order to answer
to the key research questions of this study. The chapter begins with an outline of the
qualitative case study approach and provides detailed information on the data gathering
methods used in the qualitative case studies. The chapter then outlines the merits as well as
the deficiencies of each one for the purpose of the study and explains in details how and why
each method was used (or not used) in order to gather data for this particular study. The
chapter ends up with a section on the usage of triangulation of methods in order to overcome
the deficiencies of each of the individual qualitative data gathering methods (interviews,

document analysis and participant observation).

QUALITATIVE CASE STUDIES

As already explained above, the three main research questions are ‘What is changing as a
result of the country’s political involvement with the EU’, ‘what are the mechanisms of
change’ and ‘can the change be described as multi-level governance’. Answering of questions
about governance, policy formulation, policy planning and implementation processes, basis
of quantitative research approach is not easy. According to Bryman (2004, p. 78), qualitative
research ‘fails to distinguish people and social institutions from the world of nature’. From
the point of view of this study, this means that a quantitative approach might come upon
difficulties, when it comes to the quantification of certain particularities of the interactions
between the EU, the candidate countries governments and other subnational actors. Another
critique of quantitative research methods formulated by Blumer (1956, p. 685) is that it omits
‘the process of interpretation or definition’. From the point of view of this study it means that
an approach based on quantitative research would not be able identify the mechanism of
domestic changes as a result of the adaptation pressures coming from the EU.

It is also hard to properly quantify relationships such as the relations between core
executive, subnational actors and supranational level of governance. Difficulties 1n
quantification of these relations arise from the fact that such relationships are inherently
subjective (Silverman 1993). Other problem related to applying of a quantitative approach 1s
related to the availability of data for analysis. The only quantitative data related to the EU
regional policy are the country allocations and their subdivision between the national
operational programs as well as the national absorption rates of the structural funds. Analysis

of such data tells little about the governance arrangements and the national response to the
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EU adaptation pressures. Therefore, since it is not possible to measure in quantitative terms
changes such as improvements of planning practices, ‘regionalization’ (creation of planning
regions and policy implementation structures), etc. aimed at the improvement of ‘degree of
fit" between Bulgarian regional development policy practices and the EU regional
development policy, this study relies on a more qualitative and descriptive approach in order
to answer its main questions — What is changing? Can it be described as multi-level
governance? How can i1t be explained (what is the mechanism of change?) due to the
involvement of a country (in our case with Bulgaria) with the European Union and the

payment of ultimate reward according to the external incentives model (Schimelfennig and
Sedelmeier 2003, p.10-18) — the full membership.

The case studies approach

In order to give a detailed answer to its main questions, the study used the qualitative case
studies approach. According to Yin (1981), as a research strategy, the case study attempts to
examine a contemporary phenomenon in its real life context, especially when the boundaries
between the phenomenon and the context are not clearly evident. Stake (2003) distinguishes
between three types of case studies. He defines the case studies that are being undertaken
because the researcher wants better understanding of the particular case as ‘intrinsic’ case
studies.

‘Instrumental’ case studies according to Stake are undertaken in order to provide
insight into an issue or to redraw generalization. Here, the case itself is of secondary interest.
It plays supportive role and facilitates the understanding of something else. The case is still
looked in depth and its contexts are scrutinized, but only in order to help the researcher in
pursuing of an external interest.

When even less intrinsic phenomena are researched, the researcher might jointly study
a number of cases 1n order to Investigate a phenomenon, population or a general condition,
Stake calls this a ‘collective’ case study. Individual cases in a collective case study may or
may not be known in advance to manifest some common characteristics. The case study that

is looking to explain a phenomenon should take the following basic steps:

- Accurate rendition of the facts of the case;

- Some consideration of the alternative explanations of these facts;

- Conclusion based on the single explanation that appears most congruent with these
facts (Yin 1981 p. 61).
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This particular piece of research falls into the category of intrinsic case studies since it has
been undertaken first and last because of my interest in the particular case. The study is
examining contemporary events, where relevant behaviours cannot be manipulated, and the
three main questions it seeks to answer are ‘what’ and ‘how much’ (‘to what extent’) (Yin
1994). Case studies rely on primary documents, direct observations and interviewing.
However, not all three methods are appropriate for each case study.

One of the key prejudices about the usage of case studies is related to the fact that
case studies might produce equivocal evidence or allow biased views to influence the
direction of findings and conclusions. There is also a possibility of confusing case study
teaching with case study research. In the case of teaching, case study material may
deliberately be altered 1n order to demonstrate certain points more effectively. In case of the
research case study, such a step clearly spoils the results. Another common concern about
case studies is that they provide little ground for scientific generalization. The third concern
about case studies is that they take too long and result in massive, unreadable documents.
This argument may be appropriate having in mind case studies done in the past (Feagin,
Orum and Sjoberg 1991), but 1t 1s not necessarily the way a case study should be done. Case
studies do not necessarily take a long time. Usually claims about that of this kind incorrectly
confuse research approach (case study), with a specific method (such as for instance
ethnography or participant observation). While the two examples (ethnography and
participant observation) require a long time in the field, a case study, especially concerning a
policy sector, can be made on the basis of government documents, implementation provisions
and reports with the help of some interviews in order to check if the documents are
implemented as it is stated 1n these.

Having described the key prejudices towards the case study approach it is now time
for me to say that while it is never possible to produce a completely bias free piece of
political research, this study intensively applied the triangulation of data gathering methods
(see this chapter) in order to ‘clean up’ the biased information that came through the main
data gathering channels (interviewing and document analysis). I also have to note that
scientific generalization has never been among the goals of this study. Its main goal was to
trace the impact of the EU regional policy over the Bulgarian system of governance over
specific period of time (1997-2008) without making any general conclusions. It is now time

to describe the three main data gathering methods used in qualitative case studies and how

they were used (or not used) in this particular study.
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Interviewing

According to Seldon (1996) interviews have several advantages. First of all, they can help to
arrange the policy documents and other material gathered for the purpose of the research into
a certain order, which makes the analysis much easier. Interviews can also help to uncover
another document containing valuable research information and give a hint as to where and
how to obtain it. When it comes to the researching of a policy sector, interviews can also help
to fill gaps in the documentation. And probably the most important advantage of the
interviewing is related to the fact that, when checked against the analyzed document, the
interview data can tell us if the analyzed policy document is actually implemented.

Fielding and Thomas (2001, pp. 124-125) distinguish between standardized, semi-
standardized and non-standardized interviews. According to them, in the standardized
interviews, the order of the questions is the same from one interview to another. The
standardized interview resembles the questionnaire and can be extremely unsuitable when the
researcher has to interview a public servant about his or hers work. This is so, because the
public servants (at least in Bulgaria) are usually obliged to complete between 3 and 5
questionnaires per year. Over the years people develop a very specific attitude towards the
questionnaire. It can be summarized with the sentence ‘Let’s get rid of it’. There is a great
chance that a standardized questionnaire would provoke the public servants to fill it as soon
as possible in order to get nd of it.

Semi-standardized interviews allow the interviewer to alter the order in which the
questions are asked in order to adapt to the level of comprehension of the respondent and
handle the fact that while answering to a particular question, people often provide answers to
the questions that we were about to ask later, which allows the researcher to probe for
additional information. Semi-standardized interviews are the most appropriate choice when
one needs to interview public servants about their work. However, they might pose certain
problem if the researcher has limited time for analysis since this type of interviews in many
cases yields massive amount of additional information, which requires additional time for
processing.

The final part of the typology is the non-standardized interviews. In this case, the
interviewer has a list of topics which they want the respondent to talk about. In this case the
interviewer can even join the conversation by discussing what they thing about the topic
themselves. Non-standardized interviews might be extremely hard to use when it comes to
interviewing of public servants about their work. There are several reasons for that. First of

all, it is very hard to keep the non-standardized interview focused on a particular topic for
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more than half an hour (the actual time may vary according to the respondent) and even
extremely good communication skills of the interviewer can do little in order to help this.
After all, at some point, the non-standardized interview inevitably turns into a conversation
between two human beings and one of the characteristics of such conversation is that it can
easily ‘jump’ from topic to topic. ‘Jumping’ is facilitated if the interviewer and the
respondent have something in common, which was the case with many interviewees in this
study. Since the semi-standardized interviews allow the creation of a more informal and
friendly atmosphere between the researcher and the respondent (such an interview has the
characteristics of a conversation between two people), while keeping the possibility for the
researcher to control the flow of information (there is an interview schedule, but a question
can be asked more than once in a different form, the places of the questions may be changed
in order to adjust to the respondent, etc.) I decided to use semi-standardized interviews.

Fielding and Thomas (2001, p.130) speak about the possibility of telephone or online
interviewing. Besides the deficiencies mentioned by Fielding and Thomas, such as the
impossibility to check if the answers are coming from the respondent, the method has other
deficiencies such as the limited time available for a telephone interview (which makes it very
hard for the researcher to benefit from advantages such as asking one question twice) and the
difficulty of creating a relaxed atmosphere for the respondent (he or she cannot see the
researcher and has limited time to answer). Due to these problems, telephone interviews were
not used for this research. The online interviews can take place via real time means of online
communication such as Skype for instance or via e-mail. The interviews via real time means
of communication similar to the telephone share more or less similar deficiencies with the
telephone interviews (see above) and were not used for the purpose of this study.

E-mail interviews have two more practical deficiencies of method — answers
inevitably take some time, because the interviewer has no possibility to control the process
directly and the interviewee frequently answers the questions whenever there is some free
time and his/hers disposal and the interview might easily provoke an attitude similar to the
one to the questionnaires among the public servants. While there are no obstacles (such as
time) to asking one question twice, it is not certain that the researcher will get a different
answer. This research showed that, the method however has three major advantages — the
rescarcher and the respondent can be away from each other, there is no need for the
researcher to take notes or transcribe the interview and the relaxed atmosphere is already
there, because the respondent answers the questions when and where it is convenient for him

or her. For the purpose of this study, e-mail interviewing was used twice, because neither the
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researcher nor the interviewees had the possibility to travel in order to meet in person. In one

of the cases, the answer to the interview questions was received after more than one and a

half months.

Another problem related to the gathering of information via the interview method was
related to the decision of who to interview. I have conducted 19 semi-structured interviews
for this research. In order to cover all the aspects of the EU regional policy implementation,
the interviews included all the three groups of stakeholders that this study is looking at — the
central government, the local and regional authorities and the non-state actors. In order to
consider the impact of the power asymmetry between the Bulgarian government and the
European Commission, the interviews had also covered the European Commission (DG
REGIO) and the European Parliament (MEPs from the REGI committee). A typical interview

schedule contained 5 to 7 open questions and a set of clarifying questions used in order to

keep the conversation on the topic and obtain some additional information during the
interviews. The main questions were usually sent in advance to the interviewee.
These are four randomly selected questions used in the interview schedules:
- What was the involvement of your unit with the Bulgaria during the pre-accession
period?
- According to your experience, what are the main problems with the implementation
of the EU regional policy in Bulgaria?
- What is changing in Bulgaria as a result of EU regional policy?
- According to your expertence, who (central government, local authorities, etc) is the
main player in the EU regional policy implementation in Bulgaria?
The main problem related to the interviews was that, pretty much like the EU regional policy
itself, postgraduate researchers are something quite new for the Bulgarian public officials and
for some of the European Commission officials (especially to those who moved to new
positions after the Fifth Enlargement was complete).

This problem had two practical implications. First, in most of the cases, recording of
the interviews was not allowed. In order to be able to take notes, I had to draft a list of
categories (e.g. ‘municipal development plans’, ‘administrative capacity’, ‘capacity building’,
etc.), which were used in order to help me with the writing of the information I needed. The
other major implication encountered during the interviewing process (especially during the
interviewing of representatives of local authorities and the non-state actors), was that in many
cases, interviewees viewed the interview as an opportunity to complain about the practices of

the central government. As a result of that, several interviews returned a lot of generally

31



unhelpful information (in fact these repeated facts already covered by the Bulgarian media).
In order to overcome this problem, the information was ‘filtered’ by comparing against other
interviews (e.g. local government interviewees against cabinet ministry interviewees, etc.),

reports of the European Commission and documents of the Bulgarian central government.

QObservation

According to Yin (1994) another source of information used in the case studies is the
Observation. While the participant observation can be the key data gathering method when it
comes to ethnography research for instance (see Bryman 2004, Hammersley and Atkinson
2007, etc.), when 1t comes to the research of the Europeanization of a policy formulation
process, the observation is the least appropriate data gathering method.

Unlike processes like policy implementation or parliamentary lobbying that are taking
place in real or near real time, Europeanization is a slow process that takes place gradually,
over a longer period of time. Therefore, if observation is used as a method for
Europeanization research, 1t may require several observation sessions with highly uncertain
results. Furthermore, even 1f the researcher has a chance to conduct several sessions, nothing
can guarantee him or her that it will be possible to observe the Europeanization. Even if the
researcher knows that it will be possible to observe Europeanization (e.g. it is expected that
national positions for the accession negotiations or the work of various EU level bodies in
certain policy sector 1s going to be drafted and agreed within the administration), he or she
may easily be denied access to the administration he or she would be interested to observe.
And the final problem related to the inappropriateness of observation for a research of the
Europeanization of public administration involved in the coordination of EU affairs, is related
to the fact that the work of public administration has a certain seasonal character (because the
EU institutions work within a certain timeframe). Even if the researcher finds a way to
overcome the obstacles described above some parts of the work of the public administration
(the ones where the Europeanization is most visible), for instance the working meetings
where the national positions are coordinated with the other units within the administration,
will inevitably remain closed to the researcher due to legal reasons (e.g. part of the discussed
information is only available to the public servants with the respective authorisation
according to the Law on Protection of Classified Information).

If the researcher decides to use the observation as a data gathering method for

Europeanization research, finding a way to overcome the obstacles described above might be

much harder than, for instance, the traditional choice between overt and covert observation
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(Fielding 2001 p. 150). Another obstacle to the use of observation as a data gathering method
for this study was related to the fact that most of events and processes that were covered by
the study happened in the past (between 1997 and 2007). Due to these particularities of the
observation process, the study was based entirely on semi-standardized interviews and

document research.

Document research

Adaptation pressures and the need for change in order to improve the degree of fit between
the EU and the candidate countries were usually anticipated and planned by the national
governments, as well as by the rest of the stakeholders (mostly regional and local
governments) and the organized forms of interest that are expecting to change their role in the
national (and EU level) policy formulation process as a result of the overcoming of the
misfits (e.g. the associations of the local authorities).

In fact, according to Brivati (1996) most of the activities of the national governments
are usually based on written documents. Therefore, a document researcher has the possibility
to pick from a multitude of documents for analysis. However, this advantage of the document
research method might easily be viewed as an obstacle to the research. The reason for this is
related to the fact that during the EU accession negotiations process, the Bulgarian central
government produced a huge amount of documents and plans. However, during the accession
negotiations it became clear that Bulgaria would not join the EU in 2004. As a result of this
decision, in the course of the accession negotiations, the Bulgarian government as well as
other stakeholders had to switch their preparations from the implementation of the EU
regional policy under the 2000-2006 acquis to preparations to implement the policy under the
2007-2013 acquis. Besides being a source of adaptation pressures and an amendment of the
prerequisites for payment of awards (see the section on the external incentives model), the
shift led to the abandoning of some documents, even though these were not formally
abolished or amended. Another deficiency of the method is related to the fact that most of the
policy documents are usually produced by the EU and the various levels of government
(national, regional and local) as well as by the national associations of the local authorities.
Most of the non-state actors (especially the regional NGOs) work on the basis of rules and
procedures that are not written on paper. Consequently, the document research method 1s
widely inapplicable when it comes to the researching of the role of the non-state actors (for

this purpose the study relied mostly on information from interviews).
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According to MacDonald (2001) the meaning of the document involves working on

two levels. The first one 1s the determination of the literal meaning. In the case of this study,

the deeper meaning comes from the comparison of the documents of the Bulgarian central

government, and the local authorities with the acquis in force in order to show how the
national level actors in Bulgaria respond to the adaptation pressures from the EU level.
Document research for the purpose of this study involved gathering and analysis of the acquis
related to the implementation of the EU regional policy as well as any EU documents related
to the pre-accession process. The purpose of such an analysis was to reveal the adaptation
pressures that were coming or about to come from the EU level. The next step was to check
the Bulgarian legislation and the planning documents related to the implementation of the EU

regional policy in Bulgania in order to reveal how the Bulgarian actors were responding to the

adaptation pressures coming from the EU level.

To summarise, documents are the best source of information on the EU level process
that implies some degree of domestic change (see the section on Europeanization in the
previous chapter) and the adaptation pressures generated by the need to fit the national policy
planning and implementation arrangements into the framework of the EU level process.
Documents (national legislation and the documents of the central government) are also the
best source of information on the steps that the national actors undertook in order to respond
to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU. However, like the interviewing and the
participant observation documents have certain deficiencies as a data source. The first
deficiency is the fact that the documents are frequently not implemented entirely according to
their provisions. Another key deficiency is related to the fact that the documents are
frequently designed to be used (by the policy practitioners) in conjunction with other
documents (some of which are not accessible for an academic researcher) and provide limited
amount of information. The documents are also frequently written in a very diplomatic
language. Due to these weaknesses the Regular Reports on the Bulgarian progress towards
EU membership (1998-2004) were used in this study only in order to trace the timeline of the
accession negotiations. However the study had a multitude of other documents — legislation,

regulations, plans, reports (local and national and EU level), acquis, etc. to rely on for data

gathering purposes.
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SELECTION OF METHODS FOR THE PURPOSE OF THIS STUDY
Having described the strengths and weaknesses of each of the three main data gathering
methods used in the qualitative case studies research, it is now time to explain why this study

relied on a combination of document research and semi structural interviews.

Availability of data

Both EU institutions and Bulgarian central government pursue a policy of transparency and
openness and accountability. As a result of this policy, both the EU institutions and the
Bulgarian central government openly publish most of their policy documents. The documents
are published mostly online (e.g. on web portals such as www.eufunds.bg or the Eur-Lex data
base) and are downloadable, which makes them easily accessible for academic researchers.
Although some of the EU documents (e.g. the acquis) provide only general data on the

principles of policy implementation, documents of the Bulgarian central government provide

detailed information on the national level actions aimed at the improvement of ‘goodness to

fit’ between the national and the EU level policies and practices.

Access to interviewees 1s a bit more complicated. Although interviewees from the
European Commission, the European Parliament and the Mission of Bulgaria to the European
Communities were easily accessible and willing to share information, access to Bulgaria
public officials was not always easy and required using of personal contacts in order to get
access to some of the high ranking public officials. Non-central government actors were
extremely easily accessible but the information they provided had to be ‘filtered’ (see the
section on interviewing above) from the complaints about the practices of the central

government.

Triangulation

Deficiencies of interviews and the document research were already described above. In order
to overcome these, this study relied on the triangulation between semi structured interviews
and the document analysis as data gathering methods (MacDonald 2001).

The term °‘triangulation’ comes from navigation and land surveying and means
determination of the exact position of a point on the basis of the known coordinates of three
other points. In the case of this study, triangulation has been performed by checking of the
data sources against each other. For instance interview notes were checked against policy

documents or interviews of the public service representatives were checked against the

interviews of the representatives of the non-state sector.
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Other source of information against which the interview data were compared was the
media coverage related to the Bulgarian relations with the EU. The purpose of this was first
of all to filter the general, unhelpful and frequently biased information (e.g. complains of
NGOs and local authorities on the practices of the central government). Other purpose of the
triangulation between methods was to check if the policy planning documents drafted in
response to the adaptation pressures coming from the EU are implemented according to the
provisions these contain or if the documents were not used only to formally satisfy the

requirements of the EU accession conditionality.

BULGARIA AND THE REST OF THE EU

In order to be able to classify with a greater precision the Bulgarian response to the
adaptation pressures generated by the EU regional policy, and find the appropriate place of
the country within the classification of domestic responses to the adaptation pressures
formulated by Borzel and Risse (see Chapter 1, p. 16), this study compared Bulgaria with two
of the original cohesion countries (Greece and Ireland). Besides helping to properly identify
the Bulgarian response towards the adaptation pressures generated by the need to implement
the EU regional policy upon accession, this comparison also helped to give an answer to the
question why the EU regional policy implementation arrangements in Bulgaria upon
accession and in one of the original cohesion countries (Greece) bear a striking degree of
similarity having in mind the different stages of the EU regional policy in the beginning of
the 1980s when Greece joined the EU and in 2000 when the Bulgarian accession negotiations
began.

Rokkan (1966, quoted by Lijphart 1971) distinguishes between two aims of a cross-
national comparison. One is the testing of ‘macro hypotheses’ concerning ‘interrelations of
structural elements of total systems’. Here the number of cases tends to be limited and the
researcher has to rely on the comparative method. The other is ‘micro replications’ designed
to test out in other national and cultural settings a proposition already validated in one setting.
The application of the comparative method requires focusing on ‘comparable’ cases.
According to Lijphart (1971) ‘comparable’ cases are those with a similarity in a large number
of the important characteristics which one wants to treat as constants but dissimilar as far as
those variables are concerned which one wants to relate to each other.

The EU 15 cases selected for the purpose of this study are Greece and Ireland. From
the point of view of Lijphart’s definition both countries are comparable to Bulgaria. By the

time of the beginning of their involvement with the EU, both countries were economically
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underdeveloped with strong central governments. Greece was chosen for three reasons. First,
according to Liphart, comparability is not inherent in any given area, but it is more likely
within an area than in a randomly selected set of countries (Lijphart 1971, p. 689). Greece
was the only EU 15 country from the Balkans. Second, the country has very similar history to
Bulgaria. Both countries re-emerged on the European map after a long period of Ottoman
rule. Most of the history of both countries in late the XIX and early XX centuries were
characterized by movements for national unification and by wars both with the Ottoman
Empire in order to drive it away from the Balkans. The countries also fought a war between
themselves. As aresult of that, following their reestablishment, both countries have created a
governance system heavily dominated by the central government, because the national
unification wars and the newly acquired territories as well as the protection of the national
minorities in the Ottoman Empire left little room for wide national level partnerships and
required strong central government.

After the Second World War, both Bulgaria and Greece had a period of totalitarian
rule (a military dictatorship in Greece and a communist regime in Bulgaria). After these
periods both countries were forced to seek an access to new markets in order to revitalize the
economy. Bulgaria was also forced to look for a model for the democratic reforms following
the totalitarian rule. In both cases (Bulgaria and Greece) the answer was the involvement of
the countries with the EU. Both Bulgaria and Greece had similar systems of territorial
governance prior to their involvement with the EU (see Chapter 8). As a result of that it was
expected that the EU would have similar impact on both countries even though the EU
conditionality in force in the early 1980s was quite different from the one that was in force
during the Fifth Enlargement. Another similarity between Bulgaria and Greece was that by
the time both countries became involved with the EU, they were economically
underdeveloped and heavily relied on the financial aid from the EU. Even though by the time
Greece began its involvement with the EEC/EU, the EU regional policy was nothing more
than a mere side-payment to the member states’ budgets, Greece became a testing site for
experiments on integrated management of the EU structural funds, such as the Integrated
Mediterranean Programs, that became a basis for the 1988 reform of the EU regional policy
(see Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 for details).

The Irish experience was widely used by Bulgaria in order to prepare for
implementation of the EU regional policy, by the Bulgarian central government and the local
authorities. During most of the pre-accession period, the resident twinning advisers who

assisted the Ministry of Regional Development in the preparation for implementation of the
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EU regional policy were Insh. Ireland was also a place of numerous visits by Bulgarian local
government officials who were looking to learn about the Irish experience with the EU
structural funds. In short, Ireland was considered a success story, when it came to benefiting
from the EU regional policy. Therefore for the purpose of this study it was interesting to see
how much, and what part of the Irish experience has been borrowed or adapted by the
Bulgarian decision makers on various levels (national and local) in order to answer to the

adaptation pressures coming from the EU level during the accession negotiations.

CONCLUSION
This piece of research is based on the qualitative case studies approach. A qualitative
approach was selected due to impossibility to properly quantify important aspects of the
transformation of adaptation pressures generated by the EU regional policy. Even though the
case studies relied on document research, interviews and participant observation, the latter
method was not used for this study due to various constrains described in this chapter. In
order to overcome the deficiencies of the case studies approach and the data gathering
methods used (interviewing and documents analysis), this study relies on the triangulation of
the data gathering methods. In order to be able to provide a proper classification to the
Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures generated by the EU regional policy, the study
also compares Bulgaria to two of the first cohesion countries — Greece and Ireland.

Having described the conceptual framework of this study in Chapter 1 and the
methodology in this chapter, it is now time to move to the main source of adaptation

pressures tackled by this study — the EU cohesion policy.
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III. EUROPEAN COHESION POLICY

INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter in to provide the reader with detailed information of the main
source of adaptation pressures, that 1s being examined by this study — the EU cohesion policy.
The chapter traces the history of the EU cohesion policy in order to show the transformation
of the policy from a mere side-payment to the member states’ budgets to a Community level
policy following the Integrated Mediterranean Programs in the second half of the 1980s and
the 1988 reform of the structural funds. The chapter also provides detailed information of the
main principles of the structural funds management introduced and/or reaffirmed by the 1988
reform and pays specific attention on the partnership principle — a prerequisite for emergence

of the multi-level governance. The final section of this chapter is dedicated to the impact of

the Fifth Enlargement of the EU over the EU cohesion policy.

ORIGINS OF EUROPEAN REGIONAL POLICY

The Treaty for establishing of the European Economic Community signed in 1957 in Rome,
contained a broad goal for bridging disparities between different regions of the Community,
without containing any specific provisions on how this should be achieved. At this time, the
issues of regional development were mostly handled by the national governments of member
states. This can be attributed to two major reasons — institutional structure (policies were
formulated mostly by the central government and forwarded to other subnational actors for
implementation) and sectoral approach (development programs were drafted with the sectors
of economy, not the territory in mind) to policies at that time (Leonardi 2005, p. 33).

From an institutional perspective, the Treaty of Rome was structured on a horizontal
and a vertical level. The first was the interaction between member states, and the second was
between the member states and the institutions of the EEC (the Commission, the Council of
Ministers, etc.). No provisions were made for the participation of sub-national actors such as
the regional governments, cities or groups of civil society in the policy process. One of the
main reasons for this 1s actually related to the fact that the key purpose of the Treaty of Rome
was the creation of a Customs Union. Due to the nature of the Customs Union, sub-national
governments and civil society groups had little to contribute to that. In fact even now the
Customs Union remains exclusive realm of the national executive and the institutions of the

Community.
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The literature on EU cohesion policy (Leonardi 2005, Bache 1998, Hooghe et. al.
1996, etc.) describes several different phases of the policy. During the first phase (1975-
1988), the regional policy was actually a side-payment from the Community budget for the
member states. Such development efforts were not linked to a specific part of the member
state territory (and in many cases actually created regional disparities instead of breaching
them) but to different sectors of the economy. Interventions were not based on multi-annual
plans, but were carried out in a single year, and the regional development policy of EC was
creating little, if any adaptation pressures on national level and no significant domestic
changes (see Chapter 1) were required from the member states in order to get access to
structural funds.

This phase was characterized by lack of any legal provisions for participation of sub-
national forms of government and groups of civil society in the management of development
programs. The lack of such opportunities can easily be explained if we take a brief look at the
development policies of the EEC member states in the 1950s and 1960s. Most of them were

concerned to rebuild and develop basic national industries such as coal mining, steel and

energy production, machinery production, etc., that were destroyed during the Second World
War.

1975 saw the creation of the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). However
it was not before 1988, when the fund transformed from a mere ‘reimbursement’ of the
development investments of member states with minimum involvement of the European
Commission into a cohesion policy of the by that time EEC, which was actively managed by
the Commission. One of the main things that made the move from ‘reimbursements’ to a
Cohesion Policy managed on the European level was actually the second enlargement of what
is now the European Union. During this enlargement, the Community got new member states
- Greece (1981), Spain and Portugal (1986). The common thing between the three states
(besides being underdeveloped) was that all three were former authoritarian states. This meant
lack of democratic control over government expenditures, lack of management experience,
planning decisions sometimes taken on the basis of the perception that the ‘wise man’
(usually the leader of the respective authoritarian regime) knows everything and makes no
mistakes, deliberate keeping some of the regions into underdeveloped position (in order to
quell opposition), etc.

By 1986, the EEC was already a Union of 12 countries and the management of the
second most expensive Community policy (in terms of budget allocations) after the Common

Agriculture Policy without significant supranational involvement of the Commission was not
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possible. Furthermore by 1986 1t was clear that if a policy was to address the problems of the
underdeveloped territories, the regional and local governments as well as the non-state actors
had to be involved in the national policy planning mechanisms.

In the beginning of the 1980s, the Commission launched a series of experimental
integrated development programmes, bringing together support from the European Social
Fund (ESF), the ERDF and from EAGGF (European Agriculture Guarantee and Guidance
Fund) in Naples, Belfast and the French Department of Lozer (Leonardi 2005). It was during
the preparation of the Single European Act (SEA) and the launching of Integrated
Mediterranean Programs (IMPs) (Regulation 2088/1985 EEC), when the original approach to
the regional policy was changed. IMPs were using all the Community financial instruments,
drawing and interrelating support from all three Funds existing by that time in order to
achieve three basic goals — development, adaptation and support. They were also the first
attempt to orient development efforts to a specific territory envisaging measures
‘corresponding better to each individual region’s potential’ (European Commission 1983, p.9-
10).

IMPs were also among the first Community interventions based on comprehensive
national multi-annual programmes, which were submitted by the respective member states
(Italy, France and Greece) to the Commission for determination of the potential contribution
of the Community. The SEA replaced the vague text related to ‘harmonious development’ of
different regions of the EEC with the goal of achieving economic and social cohesion (SEA,
Article 130a). The SEA therefore provided the legal opportunity for a regional policy of the
EEC (SEA Article 130b-¢), using the three existing structural funds (ERDF, ESF and the
Guidance section of EAGGF) for coordinated interventions. As a part of the overall
strengthening of the role of supranational institutions (the Commission and the Parliament) in
the decision-making on Community level, the SEA also stipulated a requirement for the
Commission to formulate the new policy rules for achieving of economic and social cohesion.

The SEA provided no opportunity for the regions and other forms of subnational
government to be directly represented at European level and allowed the central governments
to remain dominant at the EU level (because of the leading role of the Council). Local and
regional authorities received the opportunity to take part in the policy formulation at the EU
level in 1992 with the provisions of the Treaty for Establishing of the European Union, which
created the Committee of the Regions (CoR), as well as with the provisions of the Treaty of
Amsterdam (Article 203), which gave the regions an opportunity to take part in the work of

institutions of the European Union, such as the Council of Ministers and its working groups
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(even though the regions actually represented not themselves but the country of origin in such
policy preparatory bodies).

Even though the member states retained important tools for control of the participation
of the regions in the policy formulation on European level (such as for instance the
COREPER), the changes introduced by the Treaties gave the regions the possibility to make
their input into the social and economic policies that were formulated on European level and
increased their responsibilities for the implementation of these policies within their territories.
Even though the 1988 reform of the structural funds, at least in theory, also gave the regions a
possibility to take part in the policy formulation process, it was not before the new Treaties,
when the regions obtained their own representative (CoR) that had allowed them to take part
in the decision making process. However, during the first Community Support Framework'
(CSF) cycle (1989-1993), the national executives were at an advantage because the regions
and other sub-national actors had no access to the EU institutions.

The Council of Ministers and the Commission and, after 1999 (Amsterdam Treaty),
the European Parliament were required to consult the CoR on matters with regional and local
importance. The CoR can also forward opinions to the Commission and the Council of
Ministers ‘in cases in which it considers such action appropriate’ (Marks and Hooghe 2001).
According to the Treaties, the CoR had the potential to become a strong channel for
participation of local and regional authorities in the European level decision making.
Generally speaking, the CoR looked as a powerful channel for access of regions of the
member states to the decision making process on the EU level. In fact the Committee bears
some resemblance to the European Parliament (EP) before the SEA and the Maastricht Treaty
— it has only consultative powers. The Council of Ministers and the Commission were
required to consult the CoR but were not required to take into account Committee opinions
and it has no deciston making powers. Thus the potential of the Committee to act as an access
channel for the member states’ regions to the decision making process effectively remained
under the strict control of the member state’s national executives.

To summarise, the beginning of the second phase of the regional policy and its
transformation from side-payments to the member states’ development efforts to a Cohesion
Policy of the EEC, according to Article 130a of the SEA was marked by the adoption of the

new Framework Council Regulation governing the implementation of the structural funds for
the 1989-1994 period (Regulation 2052/88 EEC).

' The CSF was the strategic planning document that the member states had to prepare and negotiate with the
Commission in order to access the structural funds
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1988 Reform of the structural funds
The legal basis for the 1988 reform of the structural funds was provided by the SEA, which

effectively gave the Commission the powers to coordinate the regional development efforts in
the entire Community and introduced new principles, which revolutionized the decision-
making concerning structural funds. The first of the principles, which characterized the
reform of structural funds, was the geographic distribution of resources. Interventions were no
longer planned on a national basis. They were given a specific regional focus and target. This

was achieved through the Framework Regulation, which identified five priority objectives
(Article 1, Regulation 2052/1988 EEC):

e Objective 1 (promoting the development and structural adjustment of the regions

whose development is lagging behind);

e Objective 2 (converting the regions, frontier regions or parts of regions (including
employment areas and urban communities) seriously affected by industrial decline);

e Objective 3 (combating long-term unemployment);

o Objective 4 (facilitating the occupational integration of young people);

e Objectives 5a and 5b (restructuring of agricultural enterprises and development of
rural areas).

The key difference with the previous management arrangements of the structural funds was
that the bulk of structural support was oriented to territorial objectives (1, 2, and 5b). Out of
these three objectives over 61% of the resources of the three Funds, with the highest rates of
Community support (75%) went to Objective 1 regions. These levels of support went to four
cohesion countries, whose entire territories were eligible for support under Objective 1(see
Annexes of Regulation 2052/EEC) — Greece, Spain, Portugal and Ireland. The rest of member
states with Objective 1 regions (UK, France and Italy) received up to 50% Community
support for the individual projects. Other major change introduced in Cohesion Policy was the
manner in which eligibility for funding was determined. Determining the eligibility criteria
became a responsibility of the European Community. According to the Framework
Regulation, for instance, the regions eligible for funding under Objective 1, were those NUTS
2 with GDP per capita less than 75% of the Community average. Before continuing further
with a description of the changes in the EC Cohesion Policy, we must briefly describe the

NUTS classification system since it was used as a basis for the member states regionalization.
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