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COHESIFY
Focuses on four inter-related issues:
1. how European identity and perceptions of the EU and
Cohesion policy vary between countries and regions
2. the impact of Cohesion policy on citizens’
perceptions and their identification with the EU
3. whether and how Cohesion policy communication
strategies affect perception and identification
4. what is needed to make Cohesion policy more
effective in terms of people’s perceptions of the
policy and the EU more generally
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1. Introduction

Cohesion policy and EU identification
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Introductory slide
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Why matters?
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Context
• EU Cohesion Policy under pressure – will it be downscaled?
Deeply reformed? Replaced by something else?
• EU Cohesion policy can contribute to the development of a
‘sense of community’ among the EU citizens
• Investing in concrete projects across the European territory:
direct and tangible expression of European solidarity but also
direct impact on people’s daily lives and their environment
• But how does this policy actually affect what people make of
the EU across the different European regions?
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Research questions
•

What are the regional patterns of EU identification?

•

What determines the regional variation of EU identification?

•

To what extent are the Central and Eastern European
countries, the main beneficiaries of Cohesion Policy, a
distinctive group in terms of EU identification and the factors
determining it?

2. Regional patterns of EU

identification

Towards a regional typology
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Regional typology
•

Evaluative (how well it works) -v- affective dimensions (how I
feel about it) of EU identification

•

Combining two variables: EU image and EU attachment to
EU in regions (Eurobarometer, 2015)

•

Hierarchical cluster analysis used to produce a regional
typology

Regional typology
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Regional typology – patterns
•

Negative-Attached, Negative-Neutral scattered across the EU

•

Positive type clustered in the CEECs core beneficiaries of EU
funding, however this is not a homogenous group of regions

•

Neutral-Attached and Neutral-Neutral types in Cohesion
Countries (not Greece) and richer central EU region

•

Exposure to Cohesion Policy funding does not necessarily boost
EU identification: see Czech Republic, Ireland, Spain

•

Negative-Neutral prevalent in UK (Brexit) and GR (austerity)

3. Exploring the regional
determinants
Towards an explanation
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Various determinants of European identity
•

•

•

•

•

Socio-demographic characteristics (e.g. income, occupational type/status,
education levels) affect European identification (Citrin & Sides, 2004;
Duchesne & Frognier, 1995; Fligstein, 2009; Medrano & Gutiérrez, 2001).
Economic costs and benefits from EU integration – winners are more likely to
identify positively with the EU than losers (Bellucci et al 2012; Fligstein 2008 &
2009)
Transnational experiences and social interactions can increase collective
identification in line with socialisation theories (Bellucci et al 2012; Fligstein
2009)
Strength of pre-existing territorial identities at national or sub-national level
can reinforce or challenge European identification (Bruter 2009; Chacha
2013; Duchesne & Frognier 1995; Hooghe & Marks 2003; Marks 1999;
Medrano & Gutiérrez 2001)
Low trust in national political institutions may increase loyalty and
identification with EU institutions (Bellucci et al 2012)

Various determinants of European identity
•

Territorial (H1)

•

Governance (H2)

•

Political culture (H3)

•

Socio-economic (H4-H9)

Hypotheses
Higher levels of EU image and attachment to the EU in the following situations:
H1 Internal border regions (INTERREG effect, interactions across border)
H2 Regions with low quality of government
H3 Regions with low trust in national institutions
H4 Convergence / less-developed regions
H5 Regions with lower unemployment, more social progress (less fuel for
euroscepticism)
H6 Regions with lower immigration rate (less euroscepticism fuel)
H7 Regions with higher share of population with tertiary education
H8 Regions with low accessibility to social services (dependence on EU funding)
H9 Regions with high share of employment in agriculture (CAP dependence)

Indicators
Group
1. Territorial

Variable
Source
EUROSTAT
• Internal cross-border programme
participation
2. Governance
QoG Institute
• Quality of Government
3. Political culture • Trust in national government
Eurobarometer
4. Socio-economic • Structural Funds eligibility: 2007-2013 and EUROSTAT
2014-2020
EUROSTAT
• Unemployment
EUROSTAT
• Educational attainment (tertiary)
DG REGIO
• Social progress indicator
EUROSTAT
• Net migration
• Access to social services of general interest ESPON SeGI
• Share of population employed in agriculture EUROSTAT

Approach
•

Outlier analysis (3 regions)

•

Correlation analysis

•

Eliminating variables too closely related to each other (multicollinearity)

•

Stepwise linear regression analysis for the whole sample and
then for different EU Cohesion Policy objective regions –
More Developed, Less Developed (proxy for CEECs VS ’old’
member states), Transition

Influence
Positive EU Image

Adj.R2 39%
Services of General Interest (SGI), Employment
in agriculture
Transition objective, Social Progress Index

Negative EU Image

Adj.R2 30%
Social Progress Index
SGI, Employment in agriculture

Positive Attachment to the EU

Adj.R2 16%
SGI
Social Progress Index

Negative Attachment to the EU

Adj.R2 15%
SGI, Employment in agriculture, Migration

More developed regions

Transition regions

Less Developed
regions

Positive Image of
the EU

Adj.R2 30%
Unemployment,
Trust in nat. gov., Quality of
government
Social Progress Index

Adj.R2 25%
Border region

Adj.R2 68%
Services of General
Interest (SGI),
Employment in
agriculture
Unemployment,
Partially border region,
Social Progress Index,
Migration

Negative Image of
the EU

Adj.R2 30%
Social Progress Index
Unemployment, Trust in nat.
gov., Quality of gov., Migration,
SGI, Employment in agriculture

Adj.R2 42%
Unemployment, Migration

Adj.R2 51%
Trust in nat. gov., Social
Progress Index,
Migration
Employment in
agriculture

Positive
Attachment to the
EU

Adj.R2 30%
Unemployment, Trust in nat.
gov., Quality of gov. , Migration,
Social Progress Index

Adj.R2 39%
Education, Partially border
region, Quality of gov.,
Migration
Trust in nat. gov., Social
Progress Index, Employment

Adj.R2 14%
Migration

21

Key findings
Image of the EU: positive image more likely in regions with good access to SGI
and higher share of employment in agriculture (CAP matters)
Attachment to the EU: indicators do not explain much variation in attachment
to EU
More developed regions: Positive image and attachment linked to high
unemployment, high trust in government, and high quality of government; high
migration associated with more positive image and more positive attachment
Transition regions: border regions more likely to have more positive image;
positive attachment more likely in regions with higher educational attainment,
more cross-border interaction, higher migration, higher quality of government
Less Developed regions (predominantly in CEECs): strong association between
positive image and good access to services, high share of employment in
agriculture
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Hypotheses verified?
H1 Internal border regions – PARTIALLY (positive in Transition regions; negative in
Less Developed)
H2 Regions with low quality of government – YES (but not for Less Developed
regions)
H3 Regions with low trust in national institutions – NO
H4 Eligibility for Convergence / Less Developed regions funding – NO
H5 Regions with lower unemployment, higher social progress – NO
H6 Regions with lower immigration rate – PARTIALLY (only for Less Developed
regions; opposite for other regions)
H7 Regions with higher share of population with tertiary education – PARTIALLY
(only in Transition regions)
H8 Regions with low accessibility to social services – NO (opposite shown)
H9 Regions with high share of employment in agriculture (CAP dependence) –
YES (especially in Less Developed regions)
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4. Conclusions and
implications
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Conclusions
• Cohesion policy hardly matters apart from negative relation on positive image in
Transition regions
• What matters for all EU regions is social progress, access to services of general
interest, share of employment in agriculture
• When level of development / eligibility for ESIF is considered the picture is mixed :
• High unemployment, high quality of government, good access to services
related to positive identification with the EU,
• BUT migration, trust in national government, share of employment in
agriculture have different influence: migration and trust in government have

a positive relation in More Developed, but negative in Less Developed; border
related to positive image in Transition regions but negative in Less Developed

• Regional characteristics explain well the image of the EU (particularly in less
developed regions of CEECs), BUT not attachment to the EU, thus they matter
more for evaluative rather than affective aspects of identification
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Implications
• Illiberalism expansion in CEECs not necessarily reflected in more
negative identification with the EU at the regional level
• Cohesion Policy is not an effective identity building device, at
present it is hardly effective as a tool for countering the growth of
EU-scepticism
• Need to rethink communication to change this to make the
policy less abstract and opaque – what in it for the citizen?
• Focus on improving cross-border cooperation, access to services
(territorial cohesion), rural development, institutional quality
could be the way to achieve this à implications for Cohesion
Policy post-2020?
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