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1. The problem of evaluating Structural Fund operations 

1.1 Subject of the study 

The study concerns the Structural Fund evaluation system. It considers both the legal and 
organizational approach adopted and the methodology chosen for this system, which became even 
more complex as a result of the partnership principle introduced with the 1989 reform. 

Measures taken by the Member States are part-financed by the Funds, their implementation being the 
responsibility of the Member States’ regional authorities. The need for collaboration between the 
Commission and Member States poses particular problems for the organization of the evaluation 
system, which will be discussed in the study. 

Operations of the following Funds are considered: 

- European Regional Development Fund (ERDF), established in 1975 with a view to reducing 
differences in the development of the regions through allocations primarily for productive 
investment, inkastructure measures and measures designed to tap the endogenous potential of 
the regions, Le. to improve the environment for enterprises and the utilization of local 
resources, 

- European Social Fund (ESF), which mostly part-finances measures relating to the promotion 
of employment, adjustment to industrial change and vocational training, 

- European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF), Guidance Section, which 
supports the adjustment of agricultural structures and rural development measures. 

The Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance W G )  introduced in 1993 is ignored in this study 
because of its relative@ limited financial scale (1994: 2.9% of Structural Fund resources). As the 
FIFG is organized in accordance with the same principles as the Structural Funds referred to above, 
the problems are likely to be largely similar. 

Nor are other instruments designed to promote economic and social cohesion, such as the Cohesion 
Fund’, Community Initiatives and EIB and ECSC loans, explicitly considered in this study. 

At this juncture reference needs to be made to the findings of three studies of the evaluation systems 
of the various Structural Funds, on which this study is based: 

1. R. Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, m European Parliament. Directorate-General for 
Research, Evaluation of Structural Funding m the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-18, 
External study 

1 Conceptual differences between the Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund are due to the latter’s 
orientation towards national reference variables, operation at national level and project-oriented planning. 
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2. B. Borgmann, Der Europaische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren 
zur Begleitung und Bewertung 

3. B. Uribe, Description of the current systems in the EU for evaluating the EAGGF, Guidance 
Section, m European Parliament, Directorate-General for Research, Agriculture, Fisheries and 
Forestry Series, W-35. 

The study referred to under 2 above has not yet been published. There will also be a STOA paper on 
the DP options for supporting evaluation measures with new technologies. 
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1.2 Evaluation - importance and concepts 

Evaluation pursues three fundamental objectives': 

1. Improvement of programming and management 
2. Improved acceptance of responsibility by the budgetary authority and public accountability 
3. Efficient resource allocation. 

Evaluation plays an essential role in the achievement of political goals pursued with Community 
resources. It is used in this context to set, achieve and adjust verifiible programme objectives. 
Clearly, then, it must be appropriate to the various objectives and the way in which they are pursued. 
The range extends fiom purely quantitative approaches, such as recording newly installed telephone 
connections or kilometres of road constructed, to methods of recording the qualitative effects of, say, 
continuing training schemes. A uniform methodology for all evaluation projects is therefore simply 
impossible. Instead, different methods producing comparable results should be developed. 

The evhation fmdings are intended to enable the budgetary authority to assume its responsibility for 
ensuring that Community resources are used efficiently, not only because it is legally obliged to do 
so but also to satisfy the public. 

Evaluation is also important for the efficient allocation of budget resources. This can be ensured, 
however, only if appropriate account is taken of evaluation findings in the process of formulating 
political goals. It may then result in greater transparency in decision-making on the distribution of 
resources. As regards the implementation of the budget, including programmes with a fixed level of 
expenditure, such as the StructuralFunds, it is a means of ensuring that resources are spent careblly. 

Evaluation is a wide-ranging term. It can be defined generally as 'assessing the relevance of 
interventions fiom a societal point of view. It evaluates the validity of the strategy and the relevance 
of objectives in relation to problems to be solved and expected or achieved benefits2. 

1 See European Commission, DG W ( ,  DG X X ,  Evaluation - Concrete steps towards better practice across 
the commission, communication to the Commission by Mr Liilraaen and Mrs Gradin, in agreement with 
the President, Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 1996, SEC(%)659 final. 

2 Commission af the European Communities, Directorate-General for Regional Policy and cohesion (ed.), 
Centre for European Evaluation Expertise: Auditing, monitoring and evaluation of European Structural 
Policies - Should they be separated or integrated?, Brussels 1995, quoted from Noetzel, Expenditure for 
Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of Structural Funding in the EU, Volume I, 
Regional Policy Series, W-18, p. 9. 
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When this definition is applied to European structural policy, it will be realized that evahation is more 
than the assessment of individual projects and programmes. It is a yardstick of the efficiency of the 
Structural Fund approach chosen with the 1989 reform. Its findings should therefore form the basis 
on which a decision is taken on the continuation (or further reform) of European structural policy 
after 1999. 

Within this general definition a distinction is made between prior appraisal, interim assessment and 
ex post evaluation. This approach also corresponds to the procedure chosen for the Structural Funds'. 

A prior appraisal is made before a programme is implemented. It is used to determine 'whether the 
socio-economic problems to be solved have been clearly identfied, whether the strategy envisaged 
is appropriate and whether the resources allocated have an adequate critical mass to lead to the 
desired impact. It helps to define the strategy and establish the programme.2 Prior appraisal can 
therefore be regarded as the basis for the following stages of evaluation. It results in goals being 
defined with sueient accuracy and m the adoption of indicators with which a programme's progress 
or success can be determined at the subsequent stages of evaluation. 

An interim assessment (also known as monitoring) is made of a programme during its implementation 
to see if the aims of a measure are still relevant and whether the desired results are being a~hieved.~ 
It thus makes for the required flexibility during planning and implementation. 

l See Article 6 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2081/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 205U88 on the 
tasks of the Structural Funds and their effectiveness and on coordination of their activities between 
themselves and with the operations of the European Investment Bank and the other existing financial 
instruments (hereinafter: €ramework regulation?. 

2 Centre for European Evaluation Expertise, Auditing, monitoring and evaluation: Auditing, monitoring 
and evaluation of European Structural Policies - Should they be separated or integrated?, Brussels 1995, 
quoted from Noetzel, Expendim for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of s t r u d  
funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W- 18, p. 22. 

3 See Methods for Evaluating Structural Policies, Multi-language Evaluation Glossary, 1995 issue, p. 7 
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Interim assessment is also important in the case of programmes that follow on from current 
programmes. Given the lead time needed for planning, there is no alternative to consulting the 
findings of the interim assessment of the current progmnme since expost evaluation of the previous 
programme cannot yet be undertaken. 

Ex post evaluation begins after a programme has been completed and builds on the results of the 
monitoring and previous stages of evaluation. It kxamines whether results and impacts can be judged 
positively in relation to resources, initial objectives and the necessity for structural adjustments’.’ The 
long-term effects of a measure, which do not become apparent until some considerable time after it 
has been completed, are, however, haxdly likely to be recorded in this way. 

(MEANS publication). 

1 centre for European Evaluation Expertise, Auditing, monitoring and evaluation: Auditing, monitoring 
and evaluation of European Structural Policies - Should they be separated or integnrted?, Brussels 1995, 
quoted fram Noetzel, Expenditure for R e g i d  Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of Structural 
Funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-18, p. 21. 
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1.3 Structure of the study 

The study begins with a description of the structures and methods of the evaluation system 
established with the fundamental reform of the Structural Funds m 1989. The comments focus on the 
Commission’s approach and its collaboration with the Member States. In view of the growing scale 
of the resources allocated and the criticism of the inefficient way in which they are utilized, the new 
Structural Fund regulations attach greater importance to the evaluation of fundug operations during 
the second p r o m  period (1994-1999). The summary appraisal of the Commission’s past and 
present approaches is fobwed by a review of the problems associated with the use of data processing 
systems in support of evaluation. 

The Commissionh efforts to formulate a new evaluation concept are then consided The comments 
here focus on the results achieved with the Commissionh SEM 2000 programme, which also throws 
light on its interaction with the Member States. How the European Parliament might influence the 
form taken by a new concept is also considered, the emphasis being on the budgetary options. Finally, 
the introduction of horizontal fiscal equalization among the Member States is proposed as an 
alternative to the current Structural Fund system. 

The final chapter comprises a summary and critical appmsal of the findings of the study. 
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2. The present evaluation system: conception and implementation 

The StructuralFund evaluation system in the two programming periods 1989-1993 and 1994-1999 
is considered in the following. How Structural Fund operations are planned and undertaken is 
discussed only to the extent necessary in this context.’ 

The comments in section 2.1 on the main features of structural assistance also apply to the 
programing period that began in 1994 unless they are discussed again in section 2.2. 

2.1 The programming period from 1989 to 1993 

2.1.1 The legal framework: the Structural Fund regulations 

2.1.1.1 Structural principles 

The aim of the reform of the Structural Funds was to strengthen the Community’s economic and 
social cohesion against the background of the internal market programme and to promote its 
harmonious development as a whole. To enable this aim to be achieved, provision was made for the 
Structural Fund commitment appropriations to be doubled m real terms from ECU 7.2 billion (1987) 
to ECU 14.5 billion (1993). The hitherto largely unconnected ERDF, ESF and EAGGF Guidance 
Section measures were to be combined m one programming approach to form a Community regional 
policy. 

Formally, the reform consisted of a framework regulation2, a coordinating regulation3 and an 
implementing regulation4 for each fund. While the framework regulation sets out the tasks and aims 

1 For further informalion see the Commission’s anuual reports on the structural funds and the publication 
entitled Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund 1994-1999, Regulations and Explanations’, 1996. 

2 Council Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88 of 24 June 1988, OJ L 185.15.7.1988 (hereinafter: €r-work 
regulation’). 

3 Council Regulation (EEC) No 4253/88 of 19 December 1988, OJ L 374.31.12.1988 (hereinafter: 
’coordinating regulation’). 

4 ERDE Council Regulation (EEC) No 4254/88; ESF: Council Regulation No 4255/88; EAGGF, 
Guidance Section: Council Regulation No 4256/88, all in OJ L 374,3 1.12.1988 
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of the Structural Funds, the coordinating regulation contains guidelines on the performance of those 
tasks and implementing provisions that apply to all the Structural Funds. 

The reform can be explained by reference to the following structural principles, which remain valid 
for the current programming period concentration, partnership and additionality. 

Structural Fund resources are concentrated on five priority objectives.' An overview of the various 
objectives and the criteria used to define assisted areas can be seen in Table 1. Assistance is focused 
on Objective 1 areas (the entire territories of Ireland, Greece and Portugal, the south of Italy and 70% 
of Spain). Assisted areas are also defined for Objectives 2 and 5b; while assistance in the case of 
Objectives 3,4 and 5a extends to certain areas of activity throughout the Community. 

An objective can be assisted by one or more Structural Funds. As different directorates-general of 
the Commission are responsible for the Structural Funds, responsibility for an objective depends on 

1 Article 12 of Council Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88 of 24 June 1988, OJ L 185,15.7.1988 

2 The classification of assisted areas is based on NUTS (= Nomenclature des Unit& Territoriales 
StatistiquedNomenclature of territorial units for statistics) of the Statistical Oftice of the European 
Communities. It is used as a uniform frame of rekrence for regional statistics and, for practical reasons, 
is guided by the institutional breakdown of the various Member States. Related to the Federal Republic 
of Germany, NUTS level I corresponds to Liinder, NUTS level II to Regieruugsbezirke and NUTS level 
III to Kreise. Objective 1 assisted areas are regions at NUTS level II and Objective 2 areas regions at 
NUTS level III, but no level has been specified for Objective 5b. 

PE 166.645 15 



Evaluation of the European Union's Structural Fund Operations 

where its focus lies (see section 2.1.2.1). As will be shown later, this organizational breakdown also 
has implications for the evaluation of Structural Fund operations. 

The principle of partnership is derived from the subsidiarity principle and stands for close 
collaboration between the Commission, the Member State concerned and the authorities designated 
by it as responsible at national, regional and local leveL It extends to the preparation, financing, 
monitoring and evaluation of operations.' 

To prevent Structural Fund resources fiom simply being substituted for national assistance, the 
principle of additionality requires the Member States to increase their own structural spending m line 
with the inflow of Community allocations. 

1 Article *l), second sentence, of the Framework Regulation 
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Table 1: The f 

Undedeveloped regions 

Declining industrial areas 

Combating long term 
unemployment 

Occupational integration of 
Young people 

Development of Iural a ~ a s  

. Per capita GDP, on the basis of the fgmx for the last three years, less 

. Regions whose per capita GDP is close to 75% and which have to be 

. Regions at NUTS level II 

. Significant decline in industrial employment compared with any 

than 75% of the Community average 

included for special reasons 

mference year since 1975 in which industrial employment at least 
equalled the Community average 

. Regions at NUTS level III 
Regions to which assistance may be exten& 
. Areas adjoining Objective 2 areas 
. Urban communities with an unemployment rate at least 50% above the 

Community average which have recorded a substantial fall in industrial 
employment 

vital to their economic development 
. Other areas with substantial job losses in industrial sectors which are 

I 

. ERDF 

. ESF 

. EAGGF, Guidance Section 

. Programmes for workers over 25 who have been unemployed for over . ESF 
12 months 

. Programmes for jobseekers under 25 . ESF 

Fmancing of common measurn in the areas referred to in 
Article 2(2) of the EAGGFGuidance Section mgulation, e.g. 
. re-establishing balance between production and market capacity 
. improving effrciency of the structurn of holdings 
. improving the marketing and processing of fEhery products 

. EAGGF, Guidance Section 

I 
I 

. Agricultwe accounts for a Luge proportion of total employment . ERDF 

. Low income levels in ag&ulture . ESF 

. Low level of socieeconomic development (imdicator per capita GDP) . EAGGF, Guidance Section 

. No area level sp5fk?d 

. DirectorateGeneral for Regional 
Policy (DG XVl) 

. DktorateGeneral for Regional 
Policy (DG XVI) 

. DktorateGeneral for 
Employment, Industrial Relations 
and Social A f f a i ~ ~  (DG V) 

. DirectorateGeneral for 
Employment, Industrial Relations 
and Social Affairs (DG V) 

. DirectorateGeneral for Agriculture 
(DG vl) 
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2.1.1.2 Planning and implementation of Structural Fund operations 

Programming has been used for all the Structural Funds since 1988. The programmes serve to 
coordinate the Community’s structural instruments among themselves and with the Member States’ 
measures. The Fund regulations provide for three planning and implementation phases: 

1. The Member States draw up regionaYnationa1 development plans for assistance under the 
various objectives. These plans should be uniform in structure and contain information on the 
socio-economic situation, the development strategy chosen, the resources used, financing and 
the Community resources requested. 

2. The plans submitted are examined by the Commission, and a Community Support Framework 
(CSF) is jointly established in accordance with the partnership principle. The CSF forms the 
frame of reference for the Member States’applications for hnding and, besides information on 
focal areas of assistance, financing and forms of operation, contains details on the 
implementation of the CSF with regard to the monitoring and implementation of the measures? 

3. The implementation of the CSF is initiated by applications from the Member State concerned 
for participation by the structural instruments in specified operations. The Commission 
examines the applications with a view to assessing the conformity of the operations with the 
CSF and checking that adequate mechanisms exist to ensure effective implementation? The 
form of operation most frequently used is the ’operational programme’(0P). An OP comprises 
a series of consistent multiannual measures, which may also be assisted by more than one of the 
Community’s structural instruments in the form of an integrated appr~ach.~ 

1 Departing from the procedure described, the Member States draw up sectoral plans for Objective 5a 
measures, which are taken as the basis for sectoral Community Support Frameworks. 

Article 25( l), first subparagraph, first sentence, and Article 26(4) of the COoTdinating regulation 

3 Article 14(3), first subparagraph, of the coordinating regulation 

4 Article 5(5) of the framework regulation and Article 13 of the coolclinating regulation. Other forms of 
operation are the part-financing of national aid schemes or suitable projects, the provision of global grants 
and support for technical assistance and preparatory studies; Article 5(2) of the framework regulation. 
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2.1.1.3 Monitoring and evaluation 

Article 6 of the framework regulation and Articles 25 (monitoring) and 26 (assessment) of the 
coordinating regulation govern the monitoring and assessment of assisted measures and programmes. 

Assessment is based on the monitoring of measures implemented at the level of CSFs and specific 
programmes. Monitoring entails regular checks to ensure the effective physical and financial 
implementation of Structural Fund operations and to determine their impact in relation to the 
objectives that have been set.’ It is carried out by reference to physical and financial indicators 
specified by the Commission. They are bound to be disparate since they must reflect the specific 
nature of the action taken, its aims, the form of operation and the socio-economic and structural 
conditions in the country concerned. They must also reveal the stage reached in the implementation 
of the measure and the administrative process. 

The Member States are also required to submit comprehensive reports? Reports to be submitted to 
the Commission on completion of an operation or progress reports in the case of multiannual 
operations serve as the basis for determining the need for any adjustments to the form of Structural 
Fund participation originally chosen. 

The data on the various indicators emerging fiom monitoring form the basis of the assessment, ex 
ante and ex post assessment being carried out at three levels. At macroeconomic level effects on the 
Community’s economic and social cohesion are measured. The effects at the level of CSFs and 
implementation are also assessed. The comparative fiamework for assessment is formed by 
macroeconomic indicators based on regional and national statistics and qualitative analyses. 

The principles and rules governing monitoring must be set out in the standard clauses attached to the 
CSFS.~ 

1 Commission of the European Communities, Common Structural Fund guidelines for monitoring and 
interim evaluation, Luxembourg 1996, p. 9 

2 Article 28(4) of the coordinating regulation 

3 For further information on the contents of the standard clauses see Commission of the European 
Communities, Common Structural Fund guidelines for monitoring and interim evaluation, Luxembourg 
1996, p. 9. 
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2.1.2 Organization of evaluation 

The provisions on evaluation in the regulations should be seen in the context of the organizational 
structures designed to ensure their effective application. 
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2.1.2.1 Organizational structure at Community level 

Responsibility at Community level for the priority objectives is based on the lead fund concept, the 
breakdown of responsibilities among the directorates-general by assisted objectives thus being as 
follows (see also Table 1): 

Objectives 1 and 2: DG XVI (lead fund: ERDF) 
Objectives 3 and 4: DGV . (leadfund:ESF) 
Objectives 5a and 5b: DG VI (lead fund: EAGGF, Guidance Section) 

Other directorates-general are also involved in evaluation: Directorate-General XIX (Budget), which 
is responsible for monitoring expenditure, and Directorate-General XX (Financial Control), which 
ensures the correct budgetary application of the rules. However, DG XX tends to play a consultative 
role in the evaluation process. In addition, the macroeconomic model developed by Directorate- 
General 11 (Eiconomic and Financial Affairs) for the evaluation of operations in Objective I regions 
is used.’ 

The importance attached to evaluation in the organization of the operational Directorates-General 
(DGs V, VI and XVI) varies. While DGs V and XVI have set up separate divisions to coordinate 
evaluation, DG VI has only three people working m this area. DG XVI also employs an outside firm 
(Price Waterhouse) to coordinate the work of national experts? 

This organizational heterogeneity is, of course, bound to increase the cost of information and 
coordination. DG XXIII, which used to be responsible for coordinating the structural policy 
instruments, now has a &rent task (enterprise policy, distributive trades, tourism and cooperatives). 
The Structural Funds are still relatively independent. Where more than one Fund operate under an 
objective, the role of lead manager is very limited in practice? The Commission refers m this context 

1 Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of Structural Funding in 
the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W- 18, p. 13 

2 For further details see Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of 
Structural Funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W- 18, pp. 13 f. 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 9.32, OJ C 327’24.11.1994. 
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to its efforts to harmonize the rules on the administration of the various funds. The assessment 
activities of the various directorates-general @Gs XVI, V and VI) are, moreover, now coordinated 
by an Inter-service group’. The work of this group reveals different approaches to evaluation by the 
directorates-general. The success of cooperation also tends to be viewed with scepticism by some 
participants.’ 

1 There is, for example, no consensus on the meaning ofthe term ’evaluation’. Far an appraisal ofthe work 
of the inter-service group see Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, 
Evaluation of Structural Funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-l 8, p. 14. 
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2.1.2.2 Evaluation in partnership 

The partnership principle makes the evaluation system even more complex. Measures have to be 
coordinated not only among the various directorates-general but also with the authorities and 
associations in the various Member States working in partnership. 

There is also cooperation among the various levels in the Monitoring Committees, on which the 
appropriate national authorities, the Commission and - depending on the Member State - other 
associations and organizations involved in the implementation of  programmes are represented. The 
rules on the tasks and forms of organization of the Monitoring Committees are set out in the standard 
clauses of the CSFs, which also cover the organization and implementation of interim assessment and 
monitoring.' However, the Monitory Committees vary in importance from one Member State and 
objective to another.2 

It must be appreciated in this context that the Commission has no legal means of  taking action at 
project leveL As Structural Fund operations must be undertaken in conjunction with national 
measures and the Member States are largely responsible for implementing the CSFs, it is largely for 
them to ensure sound h n c i a l  management and to monitor the  programme^.^ For the monitoring of 

1 See commission of the European Communities, Common Structural Fund guidelines for monitoring and 
interim evaluation, Luxembourg 1996, p. 37. 

2 For the role and organization of the Monitoring Committees see Commission of the European 
Communities, communicaton fiom the Commission, community structural assistance and employment, 
COM(96) 109 final, pp. 28 ff., and Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, 
Evaluation of Structural Funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W- 18, pp. 15 f. 

3 European Parliament, Parliamentary procedures for the control of expenditure through the European 
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the spending of Community resources the Commission is thus dependent on the Member States’ 
efficiency and cooperation. This must not, however, result in the Member States acting de facto 
autonomously in the spending of Community resources. Reference m this respect should be made to 
the responsibility of the European Court of Auditors, which is required by Article 188c( 1) of the EC 
Treaty to provide the European Parliament and the Council with a statement of assurance as to the 
reliability of the accounts and the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions. Parliament’s 
task in this context is to demand political action to eliminate irregularities. 

Regional Development Fund, Regional Policy Series, W-l 1,1994, p. 21 
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2.1.3 Implementation of evaluation 

Given the lack of agreement among the Member States and within the Commission on evaluation 
procedures and objectives, it is clear that, besides the question of a suitable assessment methodology, 
administrative and organizational aspects of assessment need to be considered.’ 

There have sometimes been major shortcomings in both the Commission’s and the Member States’ 
enforcement of the Structural Fund regulations. 

Problems at the level of  the Member States 

As the Member States had to establish regional development plans within a short space of  time, they 
simply modified existing national development plans in some cases. The reports submitted to the 
Commission were therefore ’generally not satisfactory’? Aims and priorities were often unclear and 
rarely quantified. The Court of  Auditors criticized the absence of information on material progress 
in the implementation of projects and the inadequate assessment of  their socio-economic impact. It 
believed the shortcomings of  the reports revealed the Member States’limited interest in e~aluation.~ 
This inaccurate programming resulted in many Operational Programmes requiring subsequent 

1 
See European Parliament, The efficiency of regional policy in the European Union: evaluation of direct 
and indirect impacts of the Structural Funds, Regional Policy Series, W-7.1993, p.18. 

2 European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 7.57, OJ C 327,24.11.1994 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1994 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 4.81, OJ C 303, 14.1 1.1995. 
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amendment. However, as the assessment indicators was not as a rule altered accordingly, the 
assessment of the OPs was inaccurate.' 

A problem is also posed by the difference in the importance attached to evaluation in national 
budgetary and administrative legislation. Consequently, the efficiency of the national administrations 
in implementing the Structural Fund assessment rules differs? The Community legislation does not 
take account of this diversity of national administrative str~ctures.~ 

1 For the criticism voiced by the European Court of Auditors with regard to Objective 2 OPs see European 
coult of Auditors, Annual =port concerning tbe hncial  par 1993 together with the institaiom'replies, 
point 7.24, OJ C 327,27.11.1994. 

2 In France evaluation was intrcduced only twelve pars ago, wbereas it has a longer history in the United 
King@ see Noetzel, Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of 
Structural Funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-18, pp. 16 f. 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial yar 1993 together with the 
institutim'replies, point 9.33, OJ C 327.24.1 1.199, 
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Problems at Commission level 

At Commission level criticism primarily concerned inadequate coordination and harmonization. There 
were instances, for example, of Commission representatives taking different views at meetings of the 
Monitoring Committees in cases where multifund CSFs were concerned.’ 

Similar problems arose in connection with Objective 5b, where more than one Fund is involved in 
about 70% of OPs. There was a lack of coordination not only between the various Funds but even 
within one and the same Fund, especially the ESF? Not only is there a danger of inconsistent 
agreements generally being reached within the various Structural Funds: it also seem unrealistic in 
these circumstances to hope that evaluation will be uniform. 

The Court of Auditors was equally critical of the work of the Monitoring Committees: the few 
documents and reports produced by the Monitoring Committees failed to provide information on the 
progress of the measures or on their impact at the level of the CSFs or OPs. As the Monitoring 
Committees were often responsible for more than one programme, their examination was fiequently 
confined to the financial  aspect^.^ 

The Court of Auditors believes that the Monitoring Committees’activities are frequently confjned to 
dealing with the formalities connected with the utilization of resources mainly because they are not 
well enough informed. In many cases, the Commission had not established any indicators for 
examining the outcome of the operations fir~anced.~ 

1 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial year 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 8.27, OJ C 327,24.11.1994. 

2 European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial year 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, points 9.25 f., OJ C 327,24.11.1994. 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1990 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 7.77, OJ C 324, 13.12.1991. 

4 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial p a r  1993 together with the 
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The assessment methodology by objectives 

As regards assessment methodology, serious shortcomings were identified in the Commission’s 
preparations for the establishment of CSFs, the economic indicators and statistics needed for the 
estimates being absent or of poor quality and little use being made of ex ante assessment procedures, 
for which there is hardly any methodology.’ 

- Objective 1 

institutions’replies,point 6.26, OJ C 327,24.11.1994. In its reply the Commission confirms this situation 
and refers to improvements for the current programming period. 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, Second annual report on the implementation of the 
Structural Funds 1990,1992, p. 22. 
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Objective 1 operations, which account for most of the assistance provided, were assessed for the 
Commission by independent consultants. Their work was guided by the Commission to the extent that 
they were required to concentrate on three basic issues:’ 

1. Assessing the relevance of the strategies defmed m 1989, their introduction and their adjustment 

2. Assessing the effectiveness of assistance on the basis of achievements and initial measurable 

3. Analysing conditions for introducing and monitoring operations. 

and undertanding their consequences. 

effects. 

As the outcome of these studies, the sixth annual report on the Structural Funds gives examples of 
assisted measures broken down by the various objectives and indicators used to measure the success 
of these operations (e.g. kilometres of newly constructed transport or supply routes, hectares of 
rehabilitated or newly designated industrial sites and number of new telephone connections). On the 
other hand, the Commission’s annual report makes few references to methodological requirements. 
Nor, on the whole, does it provide any information on the Community-wide relationship between 
resources committed and results achieved. A critical question that needs to be asked in this context 
is why the Commission believes it is unable to carry out these assessments itself. 

One exception is the information on employment: the impact on employment m Objective 1 regions 
is calculated with the help of a harmonized input-output model2 This information is complemented 
by cost-benefit calculations of the level of resources committed per job created. These calculations 
were made in accordance with the bottom-up approach on the basis of the project data. As the 
Commission itself says, these data concern jobs linked to implementation of the assistance. They are 
referred to as ’jobs created or preserved’. The real aim of assessment should, however, be to 
determine the net effects of operations, Le. the number of jobs that would not have emerged had it 
not been for the programme. The difference between the two figures is due to the following effects:3 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the structural funds 1994, 
COM(95)583, Brussels 1995, pp. 147 ff. 

2 The study was carried out by Professor Beutel; see J. Beutel, The economic impact of the Community 
Support Frameworks for the Objective 1 regions, 1989- 1993, April 1993, quoted from: Commission of 
the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 583, Brussels 
1995, p. 154. 

3 See Blaschke, Dieter/Nagel, Elisabeth, Die Beschiiftigungssituaticm von Teilnehmem an AFG--e&r 
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- the deadweight e&t (people who would have found employment even if the measure had not been 

- the displacement e m  (the! jobs created replace jobs in another region or are not created m another 

- the substitution effect (the employment of the person assisted by the measure means that another 

implemented) 

region) 

person cannot be employed) 

beruflicher Weiterbildung, MttAl3 28,2/1995, pp. 195-2 13, quoted from Borgmaw, D e r  Europ%whe 
Smialfonds - Struktur und Weitemntwicldmg der Verfahren zur Begleitung uud Bewertuq, Luxembaurg 
19%, p. 27. 

PE 166.645 31 



Evaluation of the European Union's Structural Fund Operations 

These effects can be unequivocally quantified only if a comparison is made with groups not exposed 
to the effects of assisted measures, but this proves very difficult because of the selection problem.' 

A further problem closely associated with the question of determining the impact on employment is 
the measurement of the supply-side effects of Structural Fund operations. Their effects on GDP and 
employment were measured with the help of macroeconomic analyses. This top-down approach, 
however, covers only demand-side effects resulting from the transfer of purchasing power due to the 
assistance provided. They can be calculated, albeit at a high level of aggregation, only for Objective 
1 regions because they account for a large proportion of the resources allocated? These e€Fects cease 
as soon as transfer payments are stopped. More important than the demand-side effects, however, 
are the long- term supply-side effects due, for example, to a more highly skilled workforce, better 
infrastructure or an increase in the productivity of enterprises. These effects initiate self-supporting 
economic development. The methodology for gauging them is still in its infancy, however? 

That the resources transferred are not fully effective on the demand side is apparent from a study by 
Professor Beutel, which examines leakages from Community operations. In view of the poor 
absorptive capacity of the capital goods industry in the recipient countries, the resources allocated 
have an impact on demand abr~ad .~  However, this study disregards the longer-term supply-side 

1 For further information on this problem see Borgmann, Der europiiische Sozialfonds - Struktur und 
Weiterentwicklung der Verfabren ZUT Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 1996, p. 26. 

2 See European Parliament, The regional impact of Community policies, Regional Policy Series, W-16, 
Luxembourg 1996, p. 92. 

3 See European Parliament, The Regional impact of Community policies, Regional Policy Series, W-16, 
Luxembourg 1996, p. 92. 

4 According to Professor Beutel's study, 1 1.3% (8.6%) of Fund allocations to Objective 1 regions benefit 
other Member States (third countries) in the form of exports. Leakage is worst in Greece, where it totals 
about 30%; see cormnission of the European Communities, Fourth Annual Report fiom the Commission 
on the implementation of the reform of the Structural Funds - 1992, 1994, p. 73, and Beutel, The 
economic impacts of the Community supportfr;uneworks 1989-1993, Report to the Directorate-General 
for Regional Policy, Commission of the European Communities, 1993, pp. 32 f. 
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effects on the domestic economy that result fiom the investment of allocations in imported modern 
production technology. 

- Objective 2 

It was not until 1991 that the Commission undertook an ex ante audit of the Objective 2 CSFs on the 
basis of 14 test areas, which resulted in the establishment of an assessment methodology m 1992. The 
conclusion drawn fiom this audit was that it was almost impossible to gauge socio-economic 
impacts.’ The assessments hitherto carried out are therefore based mainly on a qualitative concept. 
For 1996 provision was made for the ex post evaluation to be undertaken in partnership with the 
Member States.2 

- Objectives 3 and 4 

For the expost evaluation of measures under Objectives 3 and 4 the Commission and Member States 
adopted a joint reference framework requiring evaluation on the basis of the following   rite ria:^ 

- the effectiveness and efficiency of part-financing measures for integration into working life 
- the implementation of assistance 
- specific target groups that actually received assistance under the programmes 
- the net impact of assistance on these target groups 
- added value of programmes in receipt of ESF financing in relation to national programmes 
- the socio-economic background to the measures 

Referring to the effectiveness of the ESF programmes in its provisional assessment of the findings, 
the Commission states that some 50% of the participants in the programmes had found jobs after a 
certain period, but net effectiveness, i.e. additional jobs created for the target groups assisted, was 
only 10%. It points out, however, that net effectivess m the case of underprivileged target groups was 
hgher. This would seem to indicate that the study of the effectiveness of the programmes should not 
focus solely on rates of placement, but should also take account of their social and phychological 
effects, such as renewed self-coddence, social contact, working rhythm, etc., even if they are very 
difficult to quantifj~~ This approach, however, appears unsuitable for evaluation in practice, since 
determining and collecting appropriate impact indicators is likely to be very labour- and cost- 
intensive. 

1 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial year 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 7.63, OJ C 327,24.11.1994. 

2 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, Brussels 1995, pp. 155 ff. 

3 See Commision of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, Brussels 1995, p. 159. 

4 
See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, Brussels 1995, p. 160. 
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- Objectives 5a and 5b 

During the first programming period measures for the development of rural areas that did not relate 
to Objective 1 areas and were thus the responsibility of DG XVI were not, for all practical purposes, 
evaluated as the term is understood today. Expenditure broken down by programmes and Member 
States was simply monitored, the success of a programme being gauged by reference to the 
disbursement of resources as planned.' Towards the end of the programming period outside experts2 

were commissioned to develop a monitoring and evaluation methodology appropriate to the specific 
features of rural areas. Their final report was discussed by the Commission and some of the 
Monitoring Committees in 1991 and adjusted in some respects. In November 1993 the Commission 
(DGWF.1) appointed 19 outside experts to carry out an expost evaluation in 21 Objective 5b pilot 
regions on the basis of the report referred to above. However, as many of the programmes had not 
yet been completed, it was impossible to determine the overall impact of the operations. The expost 
analysis also suffered fiom the inadequacy of the basic data that was due to the absence of ex ante 
and interim evaluations. The value of this work is therefore to be seen primarily in the lessons learnt 
for future evaluation measures, although the Court of Auditors casts doubt on this where the new 
programming period fiom 1994 to 1999 is c~ncemed.~ 

2.1.4 Appraisal of evaluation for the programming period 1989 to 1993 

1 For the comments on the evalution of Objectives 5a and 5b see B. Uribe, Description of the current 
systems in the EU for evaluating the EiAGGF, Guidance Section, in: European Parliament, Directorate- 
General for Research, Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Series, W-35, pp. 17 f. 

2 CEAS (Centre for European Agricultural Studies, Wy. College), CEP (Centre d'Etudis de Planificaci6) 
and FAL (Institute for Structural Research). 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1993 together with the 
institutions' replies, point 9.47, OJ C 327.24.1 1.1994. 
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As shown above, the evaluation of measures in the first programming period was fraught with 
methodological and organizational problems, causing serious doubt about its effectiveness. Ahhough 
numerous evaluation studies have been made of mdividual programmes, regions and Member States, 
no meaningib1 quantitative estimates or statements on the socio-economic effects of Structural Fund 
operations are available.’ 

By offering a coordinated evaluation methodology to the authorities entrusted with the 
implementation of operations, the Commission mght have made it easier for them to comply with the 
provisions on evaluation? As some countries had no rules on the evaluation of public expenditure at 
that time, their authorities were overtaxed by the Community evaluation rules or forced to resort to 
national evaluation methods possibly tailored to other needs. 

1 See European Parliament, The regional impact of community policies, Regional Policy Series, W-16, 
p. 91. 

2 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial year 1993 together with the 
iflstitutions’replies, point 7.64, OJ C 327,24.11.1994. 
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As sufficiently accurate ex ante assessment forms the basis for the implementation of other evaluation 
measures, the subsequent evaluation of operations was hampered, if not rendered impo~sible.~ The 
planning process thus focused on the distribution of financial resources among the Member States, 
creating the impression that there was a race for shares. 

The absence of appropriate evaluation methods makes it abundantly clear that a systematic evaluation 
of structural policy operations was not possible even before the 1988 reform2 

An added difficulty was that resources from the first programming period could be used until the end 
of 1995, and the Member States had a further six months after the completion of the operations to 
submit their final reports. This resulted in the Monitoring Committees having to consider old and 
new measures in the transitional period up to 1996.3 

As a result of this difference m the timing of planning and implementation the statements made in the 
sixth annual report on the Structural Funds are based on incomplete data. Little benefit can therefore 
have been derived from the evaluation of the previous planning period for the planning of the 
programme that has been in operation since the beginning of 1994. Although the Commission claims 
that the conclusions drawn from evaluation could be continuously taken into account by the 
Monitoring Committees: this is hardly likely to change the basic line followed in current 
programmes. 

1 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1990 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 7.81, OJ C 324, 13.12.1991. 

2 The Commission itself puts this down to its not having had ’sufticient timet see European Court of 
Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1990 together with the institutions’ replies, The 
Comfnissions’replies, point 7.58, OJ C 324,13.12.1991. 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1994 together with the 
institutions’replies, points 4.1 1 f., OJ C 303,14.11.1995. 

4 See commission of the European Communities, The new regional programmes under Objectives 1 and 
2 of Community structural policies, COM(95)lll final, Brussels, 1995, p.7. 
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To summarize, it can be said of the programming period 1989-1993 that the situation as regards 
evaluation was unsatisfactory, although the various measures taken by the Commission should have 
made the Member States’authorities more aware of the importance of this issue.’ 

2.2 The programming period beginning in 1994 

Only changes to the principles underlying Structural Fund operations and the way m which they were 
implemented are considered m the following, reference otherwise being made to the description in 
section 2.1. 

1 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1993 together with the 
institutions’replies, point 7.66, The Commissions’replies, points 7.60-7.62 f., OJ C 327.24.1 1.1994. 
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2.2.1 The new Structural Fund regulations and the enlargement of the EU 

In accordance with a review clause in the 1988 framework regulation the Structural Fund regulations 
have been re-examined and amended.' The amendments complied with the instructions issued by the 
European Council in Edinburgh, which had called for the simplification of administrative procedures 
and improved ex ante appraisal and ex post evaluation.2 The new regulations thus provide for the 
option of a two- rather than three-stage authorization procedure, in which the Commission decides 
on the Community Support Framework and the specific forms of operation (OP, global allocations, 
etc.) at the same time. The Single Programming Document is used mainly in the case of smaller 
Objective 1 regions and Objective 2 regions. The simplification this was intended to bring is, 
however, partly cancelled out by the greater amount of information needed to draw up so extensive 
a document. 

The Commission attempts to overcome the methodological and substantive shortcomings in the 
evaluation of operations that were revealed in the preceding planning period by requiring more 
detailed regional development plans and CSFs, which are to be drawn up by independent outside 
experts. Development gaps are, for example, to be quantfied and the goals of strategies dehed more 

1 Article 19 of framework Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88. The new Structural Fund regulations are: 
Council Regulation (EEC) No 2081/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 2052/88 
(hereinafter: new framework regulation) 
Council Regulation (EEC) No 2082/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 4253/88 
(hereinafter: new coordinating regulation) 
Council Regulation (EEC) No 2083/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 4254/88 
Council Regulation (EEC) No 2084/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 4255/88 
Council Regulation (EEC) No 2085/93 amending Regulation (EEC) No 4256/88, 
all in OJ L 193,31.7.1993. 

2 See Council of the European Communities, European Council, Edinburgh, 11-12 December 1992, 
Conclusions of the Presidency, p. 74. 
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precisely. The evidence and quantification of the impact of labour market measures on employment 
are also to be examined more carefully.' 

The most important changes relating to the various objectives are: 

- classification of the new German b d e r  as Objective 1 regions 
- extension of the assistance criteria for Objectives 2 and 5b to include the promotion of structural 

change in the fisheries sector; creation of the Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance (FIFG)2 
- combination of the former Objectives 3 and 4 to form the new Objective 3 
- the new Objective 4 is intended for the adaptation of workers to industrial change and to changes 

in production processes. 

The commitment appropriations for the current programming period total ECU 141.5 billion for the 
Structural Funds and the FIFG. 

In connection with the accession of Finland, Austria and Sweden Objective 6 was established for the 
promotion of the development and structural adjustment of areas with an extremely low population 
density (fewer than eight inhabitants per sq.km). Only regions in Finland and Sweden qualify. 

2.2.2 Evaluation by objectives in the current planning period 

- Objective 1 

The Commission appraised the regional development plans submitted by the Member States and the 
CSFs for Objective 1 regions primarily with the help of independent external assessors. The 
evaluation of the measures was based on the following criteria: 

1 Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 
583, p. 9 

2 Council Regulation (EEC) No 2080/93 of 20 July 1993 laying down provisions for implementing 
Regulation (EEC) No 2052./88 as regards the financial instrument for fisheries guidance, OJ L 193, 
31.7.1993 
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- compliance with the proposed strategy 
- coherence of the socio-economic analysis, the objectives and the resources provided 
- quantification of the objectives and expected effects. 

According to the Commission, the quality of the documents submitted was generally far better than 
in the previous programming period’ It also points out, however, that, as the evaluation of the h t  
programming period had not been completed at that time, few lessons could be learned for the new 
Planning. 

With a view to ensuring closer compliance with the rules on monitoring, the Commission has 
supported measures to improve administrative procedures and training, particularly in Greece and 
Italy? 

The Commission’s prior appraisals led to the identification of input and impact indicators, related in 
particular to the e W  on employment, although they were only partly quantified. Where the physical 
impact of measures is concerned, the Commission regards quantification as hirly ~ystematic’.~ 
Gauging the socio-economic impact, on the other hand, continues to be difficult. 

The plans for agricultural measures in Objective 1 areas were assessed separately and later 
incorporated in the CSFs. 

1 Commission of the European COmmuIlities, The new regional programmes under Objectives 1 and 2 of 
Community structural policies, COM(95) 11 1 final, p. 7. 

2 See Commission of the European Gnnmunities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, p. 18. 

3 See cammission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, p. 20. 
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For the programming period 1994-1999 the Commission also undertook an input-output analysis of 
the impact of the CSFs on such macroeconomic variables as growth, employment, investment and 
foreign trade in Objective 1 regions, excluding the geographically smaller areas. The significance of 
the Community contribution was also calculated m this context.' It should be noted that the estimates 
of investment are restricted to demand-side effects and that the impact on employment should, 
according to the Commission, 'be interpreted with the utmost care'. 

Although the quantification of impact on employment called for in the new Structural Fund 
regulations was included in the planning, the figures are not very revealing. There is still a lack of 
consensus, either at methodological or at operational level, on how to calculate employment effects.2 

The relevant data m the programmes are, however, neither comparable among themselves nor suitable 
for a summary description3 The Commission claims there to be some comparability m the case of the 
findings of the studies (top-down approach) it has commissioned on the impact on employment in 
Objective 1 regions. They indicate that about 1.2 million jobs will be created in these regions from 
1994 to 1999. However, these are no more than broad brush estimates'of the employment effects.4 

1 For details of the findings see Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the 
Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 583, pp. 1 1  ff. 

2 Commission of the European Communities, Community structural assistance and employment, COM(96) 
109 final, Brussels 1996, p. 12 

4 
Commission of the European Commmities, Community structural assistance and employment, COM(96) 
109 final, pp. 13 f. 
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In connection with its efforts to formulate a European employment policy the Commission defines 
the aim as being to work within current programming to seek adjustments which can increase the 
impact on growth and the impact of growth on employment’.’ To this end, it recommends that the 
existing programmes be interpreted flexibly. The Commission therefore intends to focus the interim 
assessment for Objectives 1, 3, 4 and 5b on employment effects and to arrange the Objective 2 
measures in the second programming period accordingly? 

What may well be appropriate m employment policy terms may prove to be inefficient as regards the 
evaluation of the programmes. Ex ante assessment will lose at least some of its relevance to 
subsequent stages of evaluation since adjustment to the employment objective will entail a change in 
the evaluation indicators adopted. 

1 conrmission of tbe European Communities, Community structural assistance and employment, COM(96) 
109 fiaal, p. 15 

2 See Commission of the European communities, community structural assistance and employment, 
COM(%) 109 final, p. 30. 
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- Objective 2 

The prior appraisal of Objective 2 plans was similarly carried out with the help of independent 
assessors, each responsible for assessing a group of homogeneous national regions, transnational 
regions (the Alpine Arc, the Atlantic Arc, the Mediterranean, the North Sea) and metropolitan 
regions (Berlin, London, Madrid). According to the Commission, this resulted in an improvement in 
the definition of the goals and in the internal coherence of operations.' 

The adoption and quantification of the goals of measures were hampered by the fact that the assisted 
areas are widely scattered and no standardizd statistics are available. Agreement has, however, been 
reached on quantified success indicators to facilitate monitoring. This work will be useful for the 
second programming period (1997-1999). 

- Objective 3 

As regards programming for Objective 3 the Court of Auditors states in its latest annual report that 
it rarely found ex ante appraisals for the period 1994-1999 during its audits. The data available were 
too general and 'did not provide a sufficiently detailed description of the expected results or the means 
of achieving them'? As in the fnst programming period, this would make ex post assessment far more 
difficult. In its reply the Commission refers to deficiencies in the monitoring system in 1993, making 
quantification of the indicators since 1993 impossible. In the meantime, however, the Commission 
and the Member States had negotiated a battery' of indicators, and the Member States had been 
invited to continue quantifying and interpreting the indicators in order to complete the interim 
assessments. The interim assessments, which would be available in 1997, would then pave the way 
for ex post assessments. 

The use of expost evaluation findings from the first programming period for the new programming 
proved difficult for the following rea~ons:~ 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth ann& report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95)583,~.38. 

2 European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial yar 1995 together with the 
institutions'replies, point 6.72, OJ C 340, 12.11.1996. 

3 Commission of the European communities, Sixth aunual report on the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 
583, p. 59 
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- The goals set by the CSFs and OPs were not defined or identified and so could not be subsequently 

- The information needed for evaluation was not available. 
- The results of the ex post evaluations arrived too late for the new programming. 

verified. 

In so analysing the situation, the Commission conhns earlier criticisms by the Court of Auditors and 
indirectly admits to failines of its own and of the Member States. For the current programming period 
it therefore places greater emphasis on monitoring and interim evaluation, for which it has drawn up 
common guidelines. They are to act as the M e  of reference for the discussion of appropriate 
Monitoring Committee procedures and methods to be agreed by the Commission and Member States. 

There are, however, differences of opinion between some Member States and the Commission about 
the number of interim evaluations and the independence of the assessors. In the United Kingdom, for 
example, evaluations are usua~y carried out by specific oaia l~. ’  The CommMm, on the other hand, 
prefers evaluation by independent agencies. It was required, for example, for interim evaluation in 
the standard clauses of the Community Support Framework for Objective 3 in Germany? 

A critical question that needs to be asked, however, is whether the quality of studies undertaken by 
external assessors is necessarily higher than that of studies carried out by officials on appropriate 
secondment. The specifications included in the invitation to tender may also influence the study 
findings. The German tender documents state, for example, that assessors are to use only the data and 
information contained in the reports drawn up by the various Lader and the Federal Government 
and, for cost reasons, to r e m  from collecting data of their own. Given the shortcomings in the 
definition and quantification of the evaluation indicators, the information base in the reports is also 
likely to be insufficient for an evaluation study in many cases. Any restriction on assessors in this 
respect will perpetuate this deficiency m the evaluation reports. Whether the involvement of external 
assessors actually improves evaluation should therefore be considered in each case, with the cost- 
benefit aspect also taken into account. 

- Objective 4 

Under Objective 4 three-year programmes of assistance were adopted in several Member States 
(Belgium, Denmark, France and Luxembourg). The evaluation of these programmes, which expire 
at the end of 1996, is proving diftkult because it is relatively underhnded and began late (1995). In 
an initial description and assessment the Commission refers to a wide range of approaches to labour 
market forecasting in the Member States; particularly effective approaches are to be identified in a 
common evaluation himework. In view of the variety of assisted measures the def~tions of the 

1 See Noetzel, Expenditure for regional policy, in: EuropeanParliament, Evaluation of structural funding 
in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-18, p. 17. 

2 A more detailed description of this situation can be found in Borgmann, Der Europ3ische Sozialfonds - 
Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren ZUT Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 1996, pp. 
19 f. 
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various target group are to be harmonized, while allowing for flexible adjustment to the situation in 
each case. 

This compromise enables the Commission to obtain an overview of assisted measures and the 
Member States to apply the programme requirements flexibly. where evaluation is concerned, on the 
other hand, it must be viewed with scepticism, since the results of national measures cannot be 
compared at Community level and the summarized findings are of limited informative value because 
of their high level of aggregation. 

- Objectives 5a and 5b 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, DG VB.3, An initial assessment of programmes and 
actions under Objective 4, Brussels, 28.6.1996, quoted from Borgmanu, Der Europiiische Sozialfonds 
- Strulrtur und Weitemntwicklmg der Verfabren zur Regleihmg und Bewertung, Luxembourg 19%. pp. 
14 f. 
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Although evaluation is the responsibility of the Monitoring Committees, the Commission has, m their 
support, drawn up guidelines that are to act as a basis for the monitoring and interim evaluation of 
all Structural Fund operations.’ In the case of rural development measures under Objectives 1,5a and 
5b and the Community Initiative LEADER, these gudelines are supplemented by requirements of DG 
W’s STAR (agricultural structures and rural development) working group relating to technical 
aspects of evaluation2 

Objective Sa measures implemented in Objective 1 regions are evaluated at the level of the CSFs for 
the regions concerned. For all other Objective 5a measures there is no programming in the true sense 
of the word. Instead, the Member States require the Commission’s approval of forecasts of 
expenditure on the  measure^.^ Individual measures are monitored with the aid of questionnaires sent 
by the Commission to the Member  state^.^ 

Prior appraisal was carried out for frfteen Objective 5b regions selected in accordance with the 
following criteria: 

- new regions 
- regions that had experienced problems with the operations of the first period 
- regions in receipt of large sums 

1 See commission of the European Communities, Common Structural Fund guidelines for monitoring and 
interim evaluation, Luxembourg 1996. 

2 See Document STAR W3479/94 rev. 

3 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95)583,~.73. 

4 See Document STAR VT/9835/93, quoted from B. Uribe, Description of the current systems in the EU 
for evaluating the EAGGF, Guidance Section, in: European Parliament, Directorate-General for 
Research, Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Series, W-35, p. 21. 
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The appraisal concerned the aims of the programme, consistency of the measures proposed in the 
light of past experience and the analysis of problems, compliance with Community policies (CAP, 
competition policy, environment policy) and verification of the socio-economic advantages.' 

1 See Commission of the European communities, Sixth aunual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, p. 80. 
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Looking ahead to the interim evaluation of Objective 5b programmes scheduled for 1997, DG VI has 
examined 83 programmes for their effect indicators. The findings were stored in the ACCESS 
database created on this occasion for future harmonization and further statistical use.’ 

2.2.3 Interaction between the Commission and the Member States and the EP’s role in 
achieving uniform evaluation 

Reference has already been made to the need for cooperation among the participating institutions in 
the form of partnership. The discussion here turns to the interaction between the Member States and 
the Commission with a view to establishing a Community-wide uniform evaluation system. 

The &rent forms that planning, implementation and evaluation take in the various Member States 
raises serious doubts about the possibility of introducing a harmonized evaluation system producing 
comparable results throughout the Community. 

Partnership continues to take dif€erent forms in the various Member States. This is true, for example, 
of the participation of the regions (association or consultation), which is guided by national 
institutional traditions, and of the economic and social partners, whose increased invohement is urged 
in the recitals of the new humwork regulation.2 

Problems are also posed by the aforementioned difference in the efficiency of the national authorities 
and the frequent failure to separate the evaluated from the evaluators, which is very important if 
evaluation is to be impartial. 

Besides these rather structural problems, there must also be some doubt about the Member States’ 
political will to join a Community-wide uniform system. 

1 See B. Uribe, Description ofthe current system in the EU for evaluating the EAGGF, Guidance Section, 
in: European Parliament, Directorate-General for Research, Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry Series, 
W-35, p. 20. 

2 For further &tails on this aspect see Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on 
the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 583, p. 19. 
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Some Member States, for example, were not at first prepared to make available the information 
requested by the Commission that was needed to ensure compliance with the principle of 
additionality.’ The Member States are also repeatedly criticized for failing to comply, or to comply 
fully, with their reporting obligatiom2 The subordinate role played by evaluation in the reports 
shows, according to the Court of Auditors, how little interest the Member States pay to this to pi^'.^ 

A uniform evaluation system at Community level can therefore be achieved only if it is endorsed by 
the Member States, particularly as the Commission has no legal means of imposing its will on the 
Member States in matters of programme evaluation. Besides the organizational and methodological 
efforts required if this goal is to be achieved, there would appear to be an urgent need for a basic 
consensus on the aims of evaluation, the resources used and procedures applied in cooperation with 
the Member  state^.^ 

Parliament’s role as defined m the Structural Fund regulations is limited to its being informed by the 
Commission in annual reports, on which it delivers an opinion. The code of conduct agreed by the 
Commission and European Parliament in 1993 also provides for the EP to be regularly informed 
about the implementation of Structural Fund ~perations.~ As a result of this agreement close contact 
was maintained between the Commission and the Regional, Agriculture, Fisheries and Economic 
Committees.6 Reference must also be made to the Committee on Employment and Social Affairs, 
which has set up a working party, currently consisting of nine members, to monitor, assess and audit 
ESF operations? For its part, the Commission has established a flexible structure made up of the 

1 The d e s  concerned were Belgium, France, Italy and Luxembourg; see Commission of the European 
Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 583, pp. 4.18 and 41 f. 

2 In its latest annual report, for example, the European Court of Auditors criticizes the Member States for 
rarely submitting satisfactory progress reports. However, it also notes that the Commission had not 
proposed a uniform reporting structure by the end of 1995 and that the monitoring situation had hardy 
improved since the 1988 reform came into force. See European Court of Auditors, Anuual report 
concerning the financial par 1995 together with the institutions’ replies, point 6.45, OJ C 340, 
12.11.1996. 

3 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial par 1994 together with the 
institution’s replies, point 4.8 1 ,  OJ C 303,14.11.1995. 

4 This is discussed at greater length in Chapter 4. 

5 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, p. 131. For details on the contents of the code of conduct see Commission of the European 
Communities, Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund 1994- 1999, Luxembourg 1996, p. 33. 

6 commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, COM(95) 
583, pp. 131 f. 

l See Borgmann, Der Europtiische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren m 
Begleitung und Bewextung, Luxembourg 1996, p. 15. The amex to th is  report includes copies of working 
documents of the EF% Working Party on the European Social Fund. 
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director and heads of unit responsible for the different areas covered by the working party.’ By 
maintaining regular contact, the MEPs not only obtain up-to-date information on the budgetary 
implementation of ESF operations but are also better placed to perform their control function and to 
develop prospects for the future development of the ESF after 1999. 

2.3 Interim appraisal: the existing evaluation system 

To summarize, the present system for evaluating Structural Fund operations can be described as 
follows: 

The legal framework established by the Structural Fund regulations provides for interaction between 
the Commission and Member States in the planning and implementation of evaluation m accordance 
with the principle of partnership. While the Commission’s work focuses on planning and assembling 
results to produce an overall picture, the Member States are responsible for monitoring and 
evaluation, forwarding their findings to the Commission. The Commission is thus dependent on the 
competence of the Member States and their willingness to cooperate. 

Inadequacies at Commission level arise from the division of responsibilities among various 
directorates-general, which also reflects the wide range of instruments used (four Structural Funds, 
part-financing of national measures and Community Initiatives, Cohesion Fund), which give rise to 
coordination and information problems. The Commission is aware of these shortcomings and is 
attempting to overcome them by harmonizing various sectors. A comprehensive problem-solving 
approach is the SEM 2000 programme, which is discussed at greater length m Chapter 4. How likely 
it is to change ’mentalities’ that have evolved in the directorates-general remains to be seen. 

Where the Member States are concerned, the problem for the Community lies in the variation in the 
importance the national administrations attach to evaluation and m their experience and efficiency in 
this sphere. The role played by the Monitoring Committees and the involvement of the economic and 
social partners also vary from one country to another. The +work set out m the Structural Fund 
regulations takes no account of this, although the Commission assists the national authorities in 
certain cases. 

A methodology for the evaluation of the effects of Structural Fund operations did not exist at the time 
of the reform of the funds in 1988 and had to be developed subsequently. As goals and success 
indicators were not defined, this meant it was frequently impossible or extremely dBicult to evaluate 
programmes. The Commission has continued its efforts to improve the evaluation methodology, 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, 
COM(95) 583, p. 131. 
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especially by involving outside experts and attaching greater importance to evaluation in the 1993 
Structural Fund regulations. 

The involvement of outside experts is benefcial when, for example, specific technical know-how is 
required for evaluation. Disadvantages may arise, on the other hand, where selection procedures are 
inadequate or recommendations for action that ignore the organizational context of the programmes 
are made.' 

1 See Commission of the European Communities, DG m, DG X X ,  Evaluation - CanCrete Steps towards 
best practice across the Commission, Internal document adopted by the Commissian on 8 May 1996, 
SEC(%)659 final, point 2.4. 
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Other methodological problems: 

- Only the demand-side effects of operations triggered by the transfer of purchasing power are 
covered. It is difficult, on the other hand, to identlfy supply-side effects, which are important for 
long-term development. 

- There is no consensus at either methodological or operational level on how to determine the net 
employment effects of assisted programmes. 

- Quantlfying the success indicators is often difficult in practice. 

In these circumstances the emphasis is frequently placed on the administrative implementation of 
programmes and the disbursement of resources, while the cost-benefit aspect is often neglected. 

The programme approach gives rise to a fundamental problem. The ideal sequence of ex ante, interim 
and ex post evaluation, which would enable the greatest possible benefit to be derived in terms of 
learning from past mistakes, is impossible since the new programming must begin while the current 
programme is still being implemented. The solution proposed by the Commission of taking account 
of new insights as they become known might be the answer. Its weakness, however, is that, once a 
programme has been adopted, fundamental changes are virtually excluded and would probably be 
detrimental to the practical implementation of a programme. 

Furthermore, the continuation of measures under the previous programme until the end of 1995 and 
the implementation of new programmes during a t&itional period resulted in the h commitment 
of resources of the national authorities concerned. Depending on their efficiency, these authorities 
were hlly occupied with ensuring compliance with procedures and administering the documentation. 
Opportunities for monitoring measures on the spot are thus very limited.’ 

1 See European Court of Auditors, Annual report concerning the financial year 1994 together with the 
institutions’replies, points 4.1 1 f., OJ C 303, 14.1 1.1995. 
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3. Use of DP systems in support of the evaluation process 

DP systems can help with the structured assembly of the data collected during monitoring and 
evaluation and with their preparation for their intended purpose. The various decision-makers should 
be given appropriate access to these data as a control instrument and basis for further action. 

At the request of the Committee on Budgets STOA will be carrying out a study on the development 
and design of software for monitoring the implementation of Fund operations. The data collected with 
a programme of this kind will help to determine the impact of the Structural Funds. STOA's task will, 
however, be confined to the scientific and technological options.' 

3.1 DP systems at European level 

In line with the organizational division of responsibilities various DP systems are used. The following 
programmes are relevant to Structural Fund operations: 

Directorate-General XVI (ERDF) uses the GARFIELD database, into which data on payments 
committed and made in respect of Objectives 1,2  and 6 are entered every six months2. 

Directorate-General V @SF) uses the ORACLE data-processing system for the electronic processing 
of requests for advances, programme modifications and payments of residual amounts from the Social 
Fund. The data are collected m the Member States at coordination points, where ORACLE terminals 
are installed? 

As qualitative as well as financial data can be extracted with ORACLE, this system can in principle 
be used for evaluation. The Commission has set up a working party for this purpose. The time 
horizon for this application has been put at 10 years. 

1 See European Parliament, Electronic data management as a tool for the evaluation of expenditure by the 
European Union, STOA Project Brief, A.l/PB02,21.4.1996, pp. 2 and 4. 

2 This information was obtained during inkrviews with officials of the Commission's DGXW, see Noetzel, 
Expenditure for Regional Policy, in: European Parliament, Evaluation of structural funding in the EU, 
Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W-18, pp. 30 f. 

3 See Borgmann, D e r  Europiiische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren zur 
Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 1 9 9 6 ,  pp. 24 f. 

PE 166.645 53 



Evaluation of the European Union’s Structural Fund Operations 

The Commission’s Secretariat-General is currently developing the ARINCO database, which is to be 
used to combine the data stocks of Directorates-General V, VI (EAGGF), XIV P G )  and XVI. 
Data are also obtained from the Commission’s accounting system SINCOM, which provides 
information on the actual disbursement of resources, and use is similarly made of EUROSTAT’s 
statistics and systems. 

The quality of the data varies with its origin. As computerized forms must be used for applications 
for assistance,’ DG V has no difficulty in processing and using the data obtained from the Member 
States. The data on Objectives 3 and 4 are therefore likely to be both complete and up to date. As 
compatibility between the other DGs’ DP systems and ARINCO poses problems, the data on the 
other objectives are not always complete. 

3.2 Problem areas in the use of DP systems 

The following problems are encountered where the various systems are concerned: 

In the case of GARFELD keeping data up to date is a problem since changes in disbursements 
cannot be directly entered. Nor is this system able to make any connection between the utilization of 
resources and the impact of the assistance. It does not include the impact indicators needed for this 
PurPo= 

In ORACLE’s case, according to staff of Germany’s Federal Employment Ministry, administrative 
difliculties arose particularly when the system was first introduced because the input masks were 
changed several times and a mixture of English and French words that was dif6cuh to understand was 
used. The cost of transmitting data by telephone was also very high? 

One of the dBicuhies with ARINCO is that compatibility problems result in the aforementioned loss 
of data during their transfer from the regions via the Member States to the Commission and between 
the Commission’s databases. 

1 Article S(4) of Council Regulation (EEC) No 208493 amending Regulation (EEC) No 4255/88 as 
regards the ESF, OJ L 193.31.7.1993 

2 See Borgmann, Der Europziische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weikrentwicklung der V e r f b n  zur 
Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 19%, p. 25. 
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A fundamental problem with the DP systems m the context of evaluation is that the quality of the data 
can only be as good as the monitoring and assessment system producing then The problems in this 
regard have already been discussed at length m Chapter 2. Two aspects will be singled out again here. 

The present system for collecting data does not ensure comparability since basic terms are defined 
in different ways. There is, for example, no uniform definition of the term kecipient’, which is used 
as a field name in the ESF computerized forms.’ Until the definitions are harmonized at European 
level, the informative value of summarized data will be limited. 

It must be asked, however, how far impact indicators can be uniformly defined without their 
informative value as regards the local situation to be described being overly impaired. Another 
problem that emerges is that of the extensive centralization of European structural policy. Indicators 
need to be defmed in broad terms if the wide range of initial situations in the regions is to be 
subsumed in the assistance categories, although this makes them unsuitable for evaluation. Greater 
differentiation of the mdicators will therefore create problems for the assembly of results at European 
leveL 

1 See Borgmann, Der Ew@he soeialfonds - Strulrtur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahlen zur Begleitung und 
Bewertung, Luxembourg 1996, p. 23. 
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Another aspect is the availability of data. Technically, there is no reason why qualitative indicators 
should not be integrated into ARINCO. It is more of a substantive problem, since the impact 
indicators are recorded in the Member States with Merent systems and varying reliability. 
Commission staff have also expressed the view that the Member States are not particularly interested 
in the mtroduction of uniform qualitative data m ARINCO.' The Commission's efforts m this respect 
have not been supported, they say, requested data have not been forwarded, or information on the 
collection of data has been refused. 

3.3 Starting conditions for the use of DP systems in evaluation 

The above appraisal mdicates that the development of a database with which the effects of Structural 
Fund operations can be accurately recorded is unrealistic since it overlooks a number of essential 
aspects, which have already been identified in Chapter 2. In any arrangement for the use of DP 
systems the following factors should be borne in mind: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

The findings of evaluations of Structural Fund operations must be viewed in their respective 
regional context if account is to be taken of the highly disparate starting conditions. Uniform DP 
systems at European level could not achieve this because of their hgh level of aggregation and 
would have little informative value. 
There is no political consensus in the Community on the extent to which evaluation should be 
standardized. The basic requirement for the establishment of a DP system capable of assembling 
and comparmg data is therefore a compromise between the Member States and the Commission 
on the form a system of this kind should take. In the meantime, the integration of national and 
Community DP systems will be impossible. 
With the exception of assistance under Objective 1, Structural Fund operations are relatively 
limited in scale. There are therefore methodological limits to the Community-wide recording of 
their impact. The expense of the approach d e s c r i i  above would, moreover, be out of all 
proportion to the benefits, since it would be unlikely to improve evaluation. 

With austerity measures in increasing evidence throughout the Community, the influence of the EU 
budget is likely to wane further, and the macroeconomic effects of the Structural Funds will therefore 
be of less importance. Consequently, interest in so complex a DP system is also likely to diminish? 

1 See Borgmann, Der Europiiische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der V e r f h n  zur 
Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 1996, p. 23, and Ncetzel, Expenditure for regional policy, in: 
European Parliarmnt, Evaluation of structural funding in the EU, Volume I, Regional Policy Series, W- 
18, p. 31. 

2 See European Parliament, Directorate-General for Research, 'Evaluation' and budgetary control, 
Luxembourg, 30.7.19%, p. 3. 
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4. Approaches to a new concept of evaluation 

4.1 Approaches in the Commission and the role of the Member States 

Both the Commission and the Member States are endeavouring to improve evaluation. 

The Commission is, for example, attempting to improve the evaluation methodology for structural 
policy operations. The results achieved with these operations are published by DG W02 in a series 
of MEANS reports, which are intended to help programme managers to deal with evaluation 
problems.' In connection with the MEANS programme the second conference on evaluation held in 
Berlin on 2/3 December 1996 was attended by evaluation experts from authorities, universities and 
the commercial sector for an exchange of views.2 

The Commission is also intent on ensuring sound and efiient budgeting. To this end, it launched the 
SEM 2000 programme (SEM - Sound and Efficient Financial Management) in January 1995. This 
programme is based on a three- phase concept, the first phase providing for increased evaluation 
under existing arrangements with a view to rationalizing and coordinating the Commission's current 
management system. In the second phase weaknesses m existing structures and legal bases are to be 
identified and eliminated.3 

1 MEANS stands for 'Mkthodes d'Evaluation des Actions de Nature Structurelle'. See, for example, 
MEANS Manuals No 3, Measuring the employment effects of Community structural interventions, No 
4, Applying the multi-criteria method to the evaluation of structural programmes, and 'State of the art 
report: Evaluation of employment effects of structural policies'. 

2 
See C a n m i s s i o n  of the European Communities, Secretariat-General, Directorate C, Coordination II, SEM 
2000 - Phase IJI, Rapport du Groupe des repksentants personels sur la bonne gestion financi&e, SEM 
2000/3, Doc. 28, rev. 1,  Brussels, 8.1 1.1996, p. 9. 

3 Proposals for improvements in the second phase of SEM 2000, which are explained below, can be found 
in: Commission of the European Communities, Evaluation - Concrete steps towards best practice across 
the Commission, Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 1996, SEC(96) 659 final. 
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Under the slogan 'strengthening the partnership' an attempt is to be made in the third phase to 
improve the efficiency of Community policies which are implemented by the national authorities. The 
proposal put forward by the Commission and the group of personal representatives of the Member 
States'Finance Ministers on this subject was adopted in the form of a conclusion by the Council of 
Economics and Finance Ministers and subsequently by the European Council meeting in Dublin in 
December 1996.' 

1 SeeEuropeanParliamenSComrniaeeonB~~Control,WorkingDocument,SEMU)OO-E~aluation 
(Document No 2), rapporteur: Mi Joan cdom i Naval, PE 218.773, pp. 2 f. 
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In 1994 DG XIX had already compiled a list of the evaluation and monitoring systems used by the 
directorates-general and, after dividjng them into four major areas of expenditure (agricultural policy, 
structural policy, internal policies and external operations), had them analysed by a group of outside 
experts. The results of this study, which were discussed at Commission level in November 1995, 
show that practical evaluation, know-how and the legal foundations were farthest advanced in the 
areas of the Structural Funds and R&D assistance.’ 

In the second phase of SEM 2000 systematic evaluation of all Community programmes and 
operations is to be introduced This will be the responsibility primarily of the operational directorates- 
general, each of which decides how resources are to be used. Directorates-General XIX (Budgets) 
and XX (Financial Control), on the other hand, perform horizontal tasks. DG XIX assesses the 
evaluation of programmes, and DG XX ensures that assessment and monitoring rules have been 
correctly applied. 

The proposals for the improvement of the operational units are as follows:* 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Creation of a post for an evaluation officer or establishment of an evaluation unit to ensure 
effective assessment of programmes, working m close cooperation with the programme manager 
and the financial units. 

Establishment of an evaluation plan by each operational unit, describing the scale of evaluation, 
e.g. which programmes are to be evaluated, the depth of the reports (description of output only 
or description of impact) and the organization of evaluation (internal or external, setting up of 
a steering committee, financial resources). The first plans are to be drawn up by mid-December 
1996 and updated in the same month of subsequent years. 

Evaluation reports are to be submitted in time for them to be considered when decisions are 
taken. A summary of the evaluation reports is to be forwarded both to the superior levels and to 
DGs XIX and XX to ensure optimum integration into the policy cycle and efficient financial 
control. 

The revenue and expenditure account (Article 80 of the Financial Regulation) is to be 
accompanied by a report on the evaluation studies. 

The EP’s Committee on Budgetary Control has commented on these proposals as  follow^:^ 

1 See Commission of the European conrmunities, Evaluation - Concrete steps towards best practice 
the Commission, Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 19%, SEC(%) 659 final, pp. 
5 f. 

2 Commission of the European Commuuities, Evaluation - Conrrete steps towards best practice across the 
commission, Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 19%, SEC(96) 659 final, pp. 10 
f. 

3 See European Parliament, conrmittee on Budgetary control, Working Document, SEM 2000 - Evaluation 
(Document No 2), rapporteur: Mr Colom i Naval, PE 218.773, pp. 3 f. 
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Re 1. The creation of an evaluation structure for each operational unit is endorsed in principle, but 
it must not be allowed to lead to cumbersome and inappropriate structures. It is also asked 
how the necessary independence of those responsible for evaluation is to be ensured if they 
are located within the same directorate-general 

Re 2. The evaluation plan must be submitted to the legislative and budgetary authority in time for 
effective planning of decisions. In connection with the organization of evaluation, it is pointed 
out that, in the absence of an increase in the Commission’s establishment plan, a balance 
between internal and external evaluators must be ensured, and external evaluators should be 
used only where evaluation requires skills of a specitic nature. 

Re 3. Evaluation should have a sqpficant retroactive effect on decisions to be taken, in terms of 
both legislation and planning. In this connection the Commission proposes increased ex ante 
evaluation. The system’s educational and self-correcting functions, for example, depend on 
appropriate account being taken of evaluation findings. 

Improvements sought in Directorates-General XIX and XX can be summarized as follows: 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

The evaluation plans of the operational units (see point 2 above) are to be combined by the two 
directorates-general to form the Commission’s ’Annual Evaluation Programme’. 

DG XX is to examine the operation and quality of the evaluation system m the other directorates- 
general and report on its findings. 

DG XIX is to develop a network of evaluators, whose main function will be to promote an 
exchange of ideas and know-how rather than the formal coordination of evaluation efforts. The 
Structural Funds already have the technical inter-service group’ for this purpose. 

Know-how in this sphem is to be assembled in such supporting instruments as manuals, training 
seminars and demonstration projects. 

Publication of an overview and summary of the evaluation reports in January of each year. 

10. Development of lasting evaluation skills within the Commission through training seminars and 
an increase in the resources spent on interim and ex post evaluation to 0.5% of the hnding of 
each programme. Spending on the ex ante appraisal of programmes not yet adopted is, as a rule, 
to be covered by administrative expenditure. 

A question arising in connection with the last point is whether the amount spent on evaluation should 
be specified by the legislative and budgetary authority or left to the executive.’. If it is to be flexible 
in taking account of the circumstances in each case, no binding requirements should be imposed on 
the executive as regards the amount to be spent, since this will not necessarily result in increased 
efficiency. 

1 
See European Parliament, Committee on Budgetary Cmtml, Working Document, SEM 2000 - Evaluation 
(Document No 2), rapporteur: Mr Colom i Naval, PE 218.773, point 26. 
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The willingness of the various directorates-general to cooperate will determine the success of the 
second phase. This new evaluation system is likely to result in some restriction of the relative 
independence which the operational directorates-general have hitherto enjoyed in budgetary and 
planning terms to the benefit of the frnancial directorates-general (XIX, XX). 

In view of the importance of the partnership principle the implementation of the aforementioned 
horizontal measures in the Structural Fund sphere will very much depend on what agreements are 
reached between the Member States and Commission in the third phase. 

Before the conclusions on Phase m adopted by the European Council in Dublin are considered, the 
requirements for an improvement in evaluation will be discussed. 

The sgmficance of the Member States in the evaluation process is due in part to the principle 
underlying the Structural Funds that, as a rule, they provide half the funding of national programmes. 
It can be assumed that this participation by the Member States generates in them a natural interest 
in improving their own and, consequently, the European evaluation system, especially at times when 
austerity is required. 

It should also be borne in mind that the measures assisted by the Structural Funds are joined by 
programmes which are fmanced by the Member States alone and are often far larger m scale. Annual 
expenditure on employment promotion in Germany (old Lhder), for example, amounts to some 
DM 69 bn, while the ESFs contribution m this area from 1990 to 1993 was about DM 1.8 bn under 
an overall programme costing about DM 4.4 bn . 1 

Besides the far greater financial weight carried by national operations, a factor to be remembered is 
that, as the Community does not have an administrative infrastructure of its own, some 80% of its 
expenditure is administered by the Member States. 

In these circumstances there is an obvious need to involve the Member States in evaluation and to 
take account of their national practices. 

This is reflected in the conclusions of the Dublin European Council concerning Phase III of SEM 
2000.2 The need for the Commission and Member States to cooperate in improving the evaluation 
of Community policies is, for example, stressed. Particular emphasis is placed on the importance of 
the interim evaluation of Structural Fund operations, which is to be carried out on many of the 
programmes in the first half of 1997 and for which the external evaluators have already been 
appointed. 

1 See Borgmann, D e r  Europ5ische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren zur 
Begleitung und Bewertung, Luxembourg 1996, p. 16. 

2 For details of the work of this Working Party and the measures covered by the proposed decision see 
Commission of the European Communities, Secretariat-General, Directorate C, Coordination II, SEM 
2000, Phase III, Rapport du groupe des repksentants personnels sur la bonne gestion finan&re, SEM 
2000/3, Doc. 28, rev. 1, Brussels, 8.1 1 .l 996, pp.9 ff. 
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A fundamental decision on the direction to be taken can be inferred h m  the other recommendations. 
Thus the Commission refrains from prescribing evaluation methods to be applied by the Member 
States, concentrating instead on promoting the spread of the best procedures and methods in the 
Community. In creating a suitable environment, e.g. fora for exchanges of experience, the 
Commission is taking on the role of promoter and mediator. The aim is to achieve some 
harmonization of evaluation for comparable programmes in the various Member States, with the 
focus on the search for best practice’. 
This approach also conforms to the position adopted by the European Parliament m its report on the 
Sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, in which it called for advantage to be taken of the 
experience and expertise in evaluation that exists in the Member States. The wide range of 
approaches should be regarded less as an obstacle to uniform evaluation than as an advantage in the 
development and improvement of the evaluation methodology. 

In the past ten to fifteen years the United Kingdom, for example, has developed an evaluation 
framework which enables the net employment effects of assistance programmes to be measured and 
might also be of interest in the context of evaluating Structural Fund operations.’ 

Another way of improving cooperation between the Commission and Member States would be to 
create a network of people in the national administrations to be contacted for information on 
evaluation, which might prove helpful with the organization of an exchange of views. This exchange 
could be based on the Commissionb appraisal of evaluation (Phase II of SEM 2000), which is to take 
place each year. 

To summarize, achieving the improvements set out in the SEM 2000 programme will undoubtedly 
be a gradual process, since they require not only additional manpower and financial resources but 
above all a change m the organizational culture of the various directorates-generaL2 It is particularly 
important for the Commission to take account of existing arrangements and procedures in the 
Member States with a view to promoting best methods and practices. Precedence will thus be given 
to evaluation in the Member States rather than the creation of a harmonized, Community-wide 
evaluation system. 

4.2 Requirements a new evaluation concept must satisfy 

The quality of an evaluation system is influenced not only by the specific form it takes but also by the 
way in which the overall system of which it forms part functions. The criticism of the general 
Structural Fund system will therefore be considered insofar as it is relevant m deducing requirements 
to be satisfied by an improved evaluation system. 

1 For details of this approach see European Parliament, The regional impact of Community policies, 
Regional Policy Series W-16,1994, pp. % f. 

2 The connnission of the European COmmuIlities, Evaluation - Concrete steps towards best practice across 
the Commission, Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 1996, SEC(96) 659 final, p. 
15 
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Precise aims must be deiined for the programmes. The adoption of quantitative indicators lays the 
necessary foundations for en ante evaluation and thus for the subsequent stages of evaluation. This 
is dBicult in the case of the Structural Funds because of the extensive centralization of the European 
regional policy, the wide range of programmes and empirical or theoretical limitations and the 
expense and difficulty of coUecting information.' 

1 See European Parliament, The regional impact of Community policies, Regional Policy Series W-l 6, 
1994, p. 95. 
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The Commission is, however, at pains to improve this situation. Indicators have, for example, been 
defmed and even quantified in some cases in the Community Support Frameworks for the current 
period. Meanwhile, it has also drawn up guidelines on monitoring and interim evaluation for the 
Monitoring Committees.' 

A few, clearly defined standard mdicators with a clear reference to aims should be prescribed for each 
type of programme. It should also be possible to adopt additional indicators for each programme to 
reflect its specific features? 

The scale of evaluation and the requirements to be met should also be clearly defmed. Evaluation 
reports are often overly restricted to output and pay less attention to the impact of a programme and 
implementation problems. The resulting limited informative value of the reports is due to evaluation 
having begun too early or having been too comprehensive or too The Commission is 
attempting to counteract this under its SEM 2000 programme by establishing an evaluation plan 
(see 4.1) 

Appropriate account also needs to be taken of evaluation in the political decision-making process. 
A clear link between the utilization of budget resources and evaluation iindings should be discernible. 
This would not only make for more efficient allocation of financial resources but also increase the 
transparency of decision-making on their utilization. 

The evaluation system must be geared more closely to the cost-benefit aspect.4 

1 Commission of the European Communities, Common Structural Fund guidelines for monitoring and 
interim evaluation, Brussels 1996 

2 See European Parliament, The regional impact of Community policies, Regional Policy Series W- 16, 
1994, pp. 95 f. 

3 Commission of the European Communities, Conmte steps towards practice across the Commission, 
Internal document adopted by the Commission on 8 May 1996, SEC(96) 659 final, pp. 6 f. 

4 See European Parliament, Parliamentary procedures for the control of expendim through the European 
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Ensuring a flow of information and data among the units involved in evaluation, both at Commission 
level and in the vertical interaction among the agencies participating in partnership, is a further basic 
requirement for evaluation. Only if information is passed on without dif6culty can the Commission 
monitor the progress of programmes effectively. As mentioned under 4.1, the flow of information 
should not, however, be a one-way street fiom the Member States to the Commission for monitoring 
purposes: it should permit exchanges on proven evaluation procedures.' 

Closely associated with the flow of information is the question of the aims that the evaluation system 
should pursue. Although the Member States and Commission agree on evaluation measures in the 
standard clauses of the CSF, cooperation in this area is not free from distrust. 

Seen from the an& of the Member States, the Commission's efforts are welcome provided that they 
improve evaluation. The advantage of comparable findings for the exchange of experience among the 
evaluating units m the Member States is also recognized. A standardized evaluation system that is 
geared to ranking or enabling direct comparisons to be made is, on the other hand, rejected. 

~~~~ ~ ~~ ~~ 

Regional Development Fund, Regional Policy Series, W-l 1 ,  pp. 32 f., where means of ensuring that 
greater account is taken of the cost-benefit aspect are described. 

1 This asped of learning from one anobr'is also emphasiEd in: European Parliament, Report on the sixth 
annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, rappoIteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/fia, 
p. 14. 
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The Commission criticizes the Member States for their lack of cooperation and their failure to comply 
with Community legislation.’ To jus te  Structural Fund expenditure and as it takes a supranational 
view, the Commission’s specific aim is, however, to obtain a coherent picture of the effects of Fund 
operations. The aggregation of evaluation findjngs that is required for this purpose means, however, 
that they must be comparable. 

In the present circumstances further progress in improving the evaluation system will depend on the 
Commission and Member States agreeing in principle on the extent to which a uniform evaluation 
system producing comparable results is desired at European level, on the aims it should pursue and 
on the methods used to achieve these aims. 

Given the very wide m g e  of ideas on this subject, both among the Commission’s directorates-general 
and among the Member States, few of the requirements for the standardization of the evaluation 
system are satisfied. Furthermore, there is fundamental doubt about the feasibility of such a system 
because of methodological difticulties. Nor, in view of the circumstances discussed in Chapter 3, is 
the Europe-wide integration of national and European DP systems likely to be possible in the 
foreseeable future. 

More auspicious would appear to be the approach chosen for Phase I11 of SEM 2000 of focusing 
efforts to ensure as efficient allocation of resources as possible on the improvement of evaluation 
methods. This improvement is based on exchanges of experience among the participating institutions. 
This type of cooperation is already to be found in the technical working groups, m which the Member 
States and the Commission are represented? 

The Commission’s SEM 2000 programme already takes account of such other requirements as the 
creation of an independent evaluation structure, the coordination of evaluation efforts and better 
funding. 

1 See Borgmann, Der Europiiische Sozialfonds - Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahren zur 
Begleitung und Bewertung, pp. 28 f. 

2 There is, for example, a working group for the ESF; see Borgmann, Der Europiiische Sozialfonds - 
Struktur und Weiterentwicklung der Verfahn zur Begleitung und Bewertung, p. 29. 
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4.3 The EP’s areas of activity and the importance of the European Court of Auditors 

Given the scale of their funding and programming and their strategic importance for the European 
Union, reviewing the efficiency of the Structural Funds has become one of Parliament’s most 
important tasks.’ However, as things stand and in view of the resources available, Parliament has 
virtually no means of influencing the actual implementation of the evaluation of Structural Fund 
operations. Parliament’s real function consists in ensuring the efficient utilization of Community 
resources. For this it has, above all, its budgetary powers, especially in the case of Structural Fund 
allocations, which consist of non-compulsory expenditure. 

To qual@ this, it should be added that Parliament was not adequately involved in the establishment 
of the 1994-1999 financial perspective or the distribution of Structural Fund resources among the 
various objectives. parliament therefore wants to be more heavily involved m this respect in the future 
and calls for further Structural Fund regulations to be approved by the codecision procedure? 

The Commissionb mtemal financial control and the extemal control exercised by the European Court 
of Auditors is joined by Parliament’s political control function. Of fundamental importance in this 
context is the decision on the granting of a discharge pursuant to Article 206 of the EC Treaty, with 
which Parliament fulfils its Treaty obligation to close the accounts for the year m question and to give 
the Commission a discharge in respect of the implementation of the Community budget. In taking its 
decisions, Parliament usually has to rely on information provided orally by Commission officials and 
on the written reports of the Court of A~ditors.~ As the code of conduct referred to above (see 
section 2.2.3) has led to closer cooperation with the Commission, the appropriate committees are well 
informed in this respect on the operation of the Structural Funds. In the past, however, the 
Committee on Budgetary Control has also been authorized by the President and the Conference of 
Presidents to inspect programmes in the field. 

1 See European Parliament, C&mittee on Regional Policy, Report on the sixth anuual report on the 
Structural Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 21 6.430/h, p. 17. 

2 Articles 125 (ESF) and 130d (ERDF) of the EC Treaty provide for the assent procedure, Article 43 
(EAGGF) for the consultation procedure. For the W’s demands see European Parliament, committee on 
Regional Policy, Report on the sixth annual report on the Structural Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin 
Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/h, p. 5. 

3 See European Parliament, Parliamentary procedures for the control of expendim through the European 
Regional Development Fund, Regional Policy Series, W-l 1, p. 19. 
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Parliamentk decision on the giving of a discharge constitutes an effective means of exerting pressure. 
Its refusal or postponement of this decision, for which the support of the absolute majority of its 
Members is required, is tantamount to a political vote of ,no-confidence in the Commission. By 
placing budget resources in the reserve, Parliament has another means of guiding the Commission’s 
action in the required direction. In so doing, it forces the Commission to apply to the budgetary 
authority for a transfer of resources, in which Parliament has the final word in the case of non- 
compulsory expenditure, such as Structural Fund spending. The Commission is also required to 
comply with Parliament’s remarks on improvements in the efficiency of the spending of Community 
resources. These opportunities for exercising influence also mean, however, that Parliament is 
accountable to the public, on whose behalf, in the final analysis, it performs the control function. 
In the context of Structural Fund expenditure a particular problem is posed by the fact that, as 
financial control and the evaluation of expenditure are carried out mainly by the Member States, the 
criticism voiced by the Court of Auditors and Parliament’s observations in its decisions on the giving 
of a discharge are increasingly addressed to the Member States, yet these decisions have no legal 
consequences for the national governments.’ Imposing legally binding requirements on the Member 
States would be difficult both because they would not be politically acceptable and because there 
would be a danger of the institutional duplication of authority, since government action is already 
monitored by the national parliaments. Issuing instructions to the Member States concerning the 
organization of their national administrations would also contravene the subsidiarity principle. 

Hence the call for a systematic exchange of information under the SEM 2000 programme to enable 
the Member States to inform the budgetary authority what action has been taken on the observations 
in the decisions on the granting of a discharge2. 

Currently, then, only the Court of Auditors is able to make a direct examination of the national 
implementing and conrtol systems, which it does with the national audit bodies pursuant to Article 
188c of the EC Treaty. Since the Maastricht Treaty the Court has been required to provide the 
European Parliament and the Council with a statement of assurance as to the reliability of the 
accounts and the legality and regularity of the underlying transactions (Article 188c(l) of the EC 
Treaty). However, given its limited resources, the Court is unlikely to be able to comply fully with 
this requirement? The possible sanctions that may be imposed in an extreme case are also confined 
to an action before the Court of Justice pursuant to Article 169 of the EC Treaty for failure to comply 
with the Treaty, although this produces no more than a declaratory judgment and cannot be used by 
Parliament as a basis for legal proceedings. 

1 See European Parliament, Committee on Budgetary Control, SEM 2000 - Rationalizing controls, 
Preventing fraud (Document No 5). rapporteur: Mr Colom i Naval, 5 September 1996, PE 219.466, p. 
5. 

2 See European Parliament, Committee on Budgetary Control, SEM 2000 - Rationalizing controls, 
Preventing fraud (Document No 5), rapporteur M r  Colom i Naval, 5 September 1996, PE 219.466, p. 
5. 

3 See European Parliament, Parliamentary procedures for the control of expenditure through the European 
Regional Development Fund, Regional Policy Series, W-l 1, pp. 26 f. 
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The legal restrictions on the activities of the Court of Auditors must also be taken into account. Its 
audits are limited to the legal aspect of the utilization of resources. Besides ensuring that the Member 
States’ financial management of Community resources has been sound, it considers how well the 
system of monitoring and evaluation prescribed in the Structural Fund regulations (see section 
2.1.1.3.) is operating. In this context it has the right to carry out investigations in the Member States 
in cooperation with the national audit bodies. It may not, on the other hand, make any independent 
evaluation of programmes or checks on financial management. It cannot compensate for 
shortcomings in this area of the Structural Fund evaluation system. 

Where Parliament is concerned, the following conclusions can be drawn from the above comments: 
Parliament’s room for manoeuvre is limited as regards both the level of Structural Fund expenditure 
and budgetary control It therefore seems wise to give the Commission political support in its efforts 
to improve budgetary control and evaluation’ and to provide for some publicity. 

To this end, Parliament should expand its control activities. A temporary subcommittee of the 
Committee on Regional Policy might be set up and authorized to consult representatives of the 
Commission, the Member States and the regions. Within the existing financial limits, members of the 
subcommittee should also be able to undertake field inspections.2 Increased presence would underline 
the seriousness of Parliament’s efforts to increase the efficiency with which financial resources are 
used and strengthen its position in the forthcoming negotiations on the future shape of the 
community’s structural policy. 

4.4 Fiscal equalization among the Member States - an alternative? 

Given the Member States’different net transfer positions, there is already implicit fiscal equalization 
through the Community budget. The Structural Funds are an important instrument for redistribution 
in this context. This redistribution is justified by the Community requirement of solidarity, i.e. of 
support for the economically weaker Member States. This objective, which is enshrined in Article 
130a of the EC Treaty, is, however, distributional rather than all~cative.~ The Coinmunity cannot 
therefore deduce any authority to participate in the regional planning and decision-making process 
from the goal of equalization. The practical aspect of the Structural Funds is different: the pro&ts 
assisted are predominantly of regional itnportan~e.~ The general absence of the transnational 

1 See European Parliament, Directorate-General for Research, Division for Budgetary Affairs, the Rules 
of Procedure, Civil Liberties, Petitions and Legal Mairs, ‘Evaluation’ and Budgetary Control, 
Luxembourg, 30 July 1996, p. 3. 

2 European Parliament, Committee on Regional Policy, Report on the sixth annual report on the Struczural 
Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/fin., p.16. 

3 See Lammers, K., Mehr regionalpolitische Kompetenzen fiir die EG im EuropiGschen Binnemkt?, in: 
Akadernie fiir Radorschung und Landesplanung (ea), Regionale Wirtschaftspolitik auf dem Wege m 
europiiischen Integration, 1992, pp. 70.75. 

4 The examples the Commission gives for the various objectives in its sixth annual report include such 
measures as the development of industrial sides, the improvement of walking routes, the establishment 
of literary museums and the renovation of historical sites; see Commission of the European Communities, 
Sixth anuual report on the Structural Funds, COM(95) 583, pp. 151 ff. 
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dimension in Structural Fund operations was also criticized by Parliament in its report on the Sixth 
annual report on the Structural Funds 1994.' 

1 European Parliament, Committee on Regional Policy, Report on the sixth annual report on the Strudural 
Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/h, p. 5, paragraph 13 
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For the planning and implementation of these measures it is therefore difficult, even in strategic terms, 
to j u s t e  the participation of the central leveL This is all the truer as the EC’s present system of 
regional assistance has become so complex and opaque that Parliament already considers freedom 
of access to this assistance to be endangered.’. 

In economic terms redistribution among the Member States through horizontal fiscal equalization can 
be accomplished at far lower transaction costs than occur under the existing system at Community 
and national level, primarily in the form of high planning and administrative costs. 

Whether fiscal equalization should be tied or untied cannot be considered in depth here. The concept 
of tied fiscal equalization implies that the Community level is more suitable than the national or 
regional level for identifyins areas and objectives for assistance. The problems posed by an approach 
of this kind are clear from the criticism of Structural Fund operations. Untied -1 equalization, on 
the other hand, would permit the recipient countries to use the resources m accordance with national 
or regional preferences. In either case a commitment to using resources solely for investment 
purposes and comprehensive accountability to the Community would seem appropriate. 

The Commission’s role in a system of untied fiscal equalization might consist in coordinating cross- 
frontier programmes and supporting regions in their development task by providing teams of experts 
and technical assistance. As with the approach chosen in Phase I11 of the SEM 2000 programme, 
exchanges of ideas among those responsible for local, regional and national planning might be 
structured and promoted. There would then be more scope for individual problem-solving 
approaches, which are best able to take account of local conditions. 

The introduction of fiscal equalization would also solve the problem associated with monitoring the 
Member States’ implementation of a Community policy, the EC regional policy in this case.2 
Particular reference must be made m this context to the review of the principle of additionality, which 

1 See European Parliament, Comminee on Regional Policy, Report on the sixth annual report on the 
Structural Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/fia, p. 11. 

2 For a discussion of this problem, with reference, inter alia, to untied fiscal equalization, see European 
Parliament, Parliamentary procedures for the control of expenditure through the European Regional 
Development Fund, Regional Policy Series, W- 1 1, pp. 25-29. 
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has repeatedly led to ill-feeling between the Commission and some Member States.’ This problem is 
now overshadowed by concern about the low disbursement of resources h m  the Community budget 
due to the continuing efforts to economize in connection with the third stage of monetary union. In 
the present circumstances the Member States are no longer prepared to provide the national share 
of programme funding as agreed? 

An approach of this kind would make evaluation at Community level superfluous. The Commission 
might nonetheless support the regions with their evaluation task and help to improve evaluation 
methods by developing a network of experts and systematically promoting exchanges of experience 
in this area. The measures proposed for the third phase of the SEM 2000 Programme point in 
precisely this direction. 

1 For a summary see European Parliament, committee on Regional Policy, Report on the sixth anuual 
report on the Structural Funds 1994, rapporteur: Robin Teverson, 26 June 1996, PE 216.430/fia, p. 13. 

2 See European Parliament, Directorate-Gemral for Research, Division for Budgetary Affairs, the Rules 
of Procedures, Civil Liberties, Petitions and Legal Affairs, Evaluation’ and Budgetary Control, 
Luxembourg, 30.7.1996, p. 3. 
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5. Conclusions and outlook 

This study has reviewed the Structural Fund evaluation system since 1989. An analysis of the present 
system (see summary in section 2.3) was followed by a discussion of the feasibility of a DP system 
to help record the impact of fund operations. It was also shown in what direction the evaluation 
system might develop, the comments focusing on the Commission’s SEM 2000 programme. With the 
introduction of horizontal fiscal equalization among the Member States into the debate, an alternative 
approach to solving the problem of cohesion in the European Union was presented. 

The following conclusions can be drawn from the findings: 

The evaluation of Structural Fund operations reflects the structure of a system that has evolved over 
decades. This system features a lack of organizational uniformity at Commission level and a wide 
range of structural instruments. The 1988 reform was meant to bring closer coordination of the 
Structural Funds and implementation in accordance with a uniform strategy through the introduction 
of the programming approach. The hancial endowment of the Structural Funds was improved 
significantly, but the creation of the Cohesion Fund and the FIFG, new objectives (4 and 6) and 
numerous Community Initiatives made the system less transparent and more complex. However, the 
Member States share the blame for this situation, having repeatedly made the Community cohesion 
policy the subject of their distributional interests. 

This affects evaluation in that there is as yet no uniform conception of its aims and their achievement. 
The Member States are the most important factor in this context, since they are plvnanly responsible 
for evaluation. Given the difference in the importance attached to evaluation and in the efficiency of 
the national authorities, a degree of uniformity of approach is unlikely in the foreseeable future. As 
the problems in the regions are wide-ranging and, with the exception of Objective 1 assistance, 
Structural Fund allocations are relatively modest, methodological and recording problems arise. 

It is therefore impossible, or very difficult, to compare data, when they are available. However, the 
Commission’s and Member States’ efforts have improved matters. Particularly s@cant in this 
context is the Commission’s SEM 2000 programme. Besides the measures taken to standardize and 
structure evaluation at Commission level phase H), Phase ID is particularly noteworthy since it 
constitutes an attempt to achieve a fundamental consensus between the Member States and 
Commission on the aims of evaluation and the form it should take. The signs are that there will be 
a cooperative structure in which the focus is on improving evaluation, with the Commission playing 
the role of promoter. 

The proposal for the development at Community level of a programme for recording and quantifying 
the effects of the Structural Funds is not only unlikely to be implemented because of the problems 
relating to data described above: it is also contrary to the political consensus on this issue. A system 
of comparative evaluation that entailed the ranking of the Member States would be politically 
unacceptable and, because of the necessarily high level of data aggregation, fail to take account of 
the differences in the problems facing the regions. 

With the financial perspective expiring in 1999 and central and eastern European countries likely to 
accede to the EU in the foreseeable future, it is generally agreed that a fundamental reform of the 
Community cohesion policy is needed. 
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An approach that focused on the improvement of evaluation rather than on centralization might retain 
its validity in a system of horizontal fiscal equalization. Compared with the Structural Funds, fiscal 
equalization would have the advantage of enabling the distributional objectives of the cohesion policy 
to be achieved at far lower transaction costs and specific programmes to be geared more closely to 
regional preferences. 
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