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ABSTRACT

The political and institutional context for accountability is in flux in many European
countries. Radical changes have taken place in the allocation of powers and the
constellation of actors involved in policy-making, characterised by the shift from
‘government’ to ‘governance’ and the multi-level nature of the latter. The period
from the late 1990s to the early 2000s, in particular, has witnessed trends of
decentralisation, deconcentration or devolution of competencies from the national
levels to the sub-national levels in a variety of countries. These trends re-cast the
subject, content and nature of accountability through new dynamics between

decision-makers and decision-takers.

Implicit or explicit in many of the discussions about devolution is that by bringing
the design and delivery of policy ‘closer to the people’, devolution increases policy
accountability. This thesis puts this common assumption to the test, focusing on the
implementation of European cohesion policy (ECP) in two meso-level territorial
units with long-term experience in the implementation of this policy and with recent

experience of devolution: Tuscany, in Italy, and Scotland, in the UK.

In doing so, the study also sheds new light on the concept of public accountability,
allowing the derivation of important epistemological and methodological
implications. Further issues and lines of inquiry, that had not been anticipated at the

outset of the study, are also prospected but left to future investigation.
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and Executive were taking their first steps. Even though in my day job I was
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context of the implementation of cohesion policy)? It was in this context that, in
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assessing the change entailed by the devolution reforms on the way cohesion policy
was being implemented. Narrowing down the research to cover the UK, particularly

Scotland, and Italy was a natural choice.

Subsequently, and in discussions with my boss (who would also become my first
supervisor), the idea emerged of linking this research to the accountability of
cohesion policy. The concept of accountability intrigued me because it was quite new
for me. It wasn’t a topic that I had covered in my political science studies back in the
early/mid 1990s, nor was it a concept that I had encountered in my work as a policy-
maker in the Italian administration. Accountability seemed to me to be a very
meaningful notion, yet I could not think of an Italian equivalent and I was keen to

learn more.
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panel for their helpful feedback, particularly Simona Piattoni, Professor at Trento

University, who acted as discussant.

In addition to the official interviewees, my understanding of the Tuscan and, more
generally, Italian system for implementing cohesion policy derives also from
periodic conversations with Sabina De Luca, Head of the Structural Funds Division
of the Department for Development and Economic Cohesion (Ministry of Economic
Development), and Rossella Rusca, dirigente in the same department, and with
Roberto Caioli (former Head of the ERDF programmes’ Managing
Authority/Secretariat), Daniela Doveri and Antonio Zollo (both officials in Regione
Toscana with remit on the above programmes). I would like to thank them and also
Lucia Cristofaro, from the Italian Evaluation Unit of Public Investments (Ministry of
Economic Development), who sent me the data on Structural Funds allocations in

Italy in the periods 1994-1999, 2000-2006 and 2007-2013.

The above is already a long list, but I could not omit thanking all of my colleagues at
EPRC, all of whom gave me words of encouragement and, in some cases, also advice
and who, more generally, rendered my life more pleasant by making EPRC such a
great place to work in. A big thank you goes also to a former colleague, Dr. Katja
Sarmiento-Mirwaldt, who read the whole semi-final draft of this thesis in the summer
2010 and provided useful feedback, and loads and loads of words of encouragement.
I would also like to thank: David Paul for his help with some of the most complex
diagrams (which he reproduced using Fireworks) and Alyson Ross, who sorted out a

few stubborn formatting issues which I wasn’t able to resolve. I am also grateful to



the European Policies Research Centre and the University of Strathclyde as
institutions for making this research possible by waiving post-graduate degree course

fees for members of staff.

It goes without saying that the completion of this work would not have been possible
had it not been for the moral support I received from my family and friends. I have
neglected all of my friends tremendously at times but, thankfully, they compensated
by becoming themselves more ‘proactive’. Beba, Ros and Fotoula were particularly
supportive, and shared some of my joys and frustrations. On this last aspect I’d like
to thank especially my sister Chiara who lives with me here in Glasgow and had to
bear the costs of my extreme working patterns more than anyone else (not least

taking up more than her fair share of household chores!).

Lastly, I would like to thank both my parents for being always and unreservedly
encouraging about this project and, more generally, for a number of wider reasons.
They are too many to mention but could perhaps be summarised with the fact that
they have helped me become the person I am, having taught me important values and
passed on a true passion for history, politics and civic engagement. Unfortunately,
only one of them is here today to hear this thank you and it is for this reason that I
dedicate this thesis, and all the hard work I put in it, to my father, as a credit to the

fond memory that I have of him.

Laura Polverari, 31 January 2011

Vi



CONTENTS

LSt OF £ADIES ..ottt sttt aeas X
| A0 B 57408 (T USRS xi
LiSt Of @bDDIEVIAtIONS.....ccuviiiiiieeiieeciee ettt et erre e e aa e e e e e e eereeeeenes xii
1. INTRODUCTION ...ttt ettt e e e e e e saaa e e e neaeas 1
PART 1 - KEY CONCEPTS AND RESEARCH CASE.........ccooiiiiiiee 5
2. DEVOLUTION IN EUROPE ......cooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeee e 8
2.1  Devolution viewed from different perspectives.........ccceeevereieerieercieervenieenneenns 8
2.2 Drivers of devolved SOVEINANCE.........cceevvieeiiieeiiieeiee e 14
2.3 Diverging views on deVOIUtION..........cocuieriiiiiiienieeiieie et 15
3. DEVOLUTION AND EUROPEAN COHESION POLICY .....cccccoevveennne 24
4. DEVOLUTION AND ACCOUNTABILITY .c..ooeriiieieieieieieiee e 33
4.1 The rise of the notion of public accountability ...........ccceeceeevrienierciienieenenne. 33
4.2 Accountability and changing forms of governance..............ccceeceeveveenivennnennne. 36
4.3 Accountability in policy-making ..........c.cceevueeeiiieeiiieeiieeeie e 44
4.4  Defining and theorising accountability............cccceviiiiiiiniiieniiniieieeeeeeee, 48
4.4.1 Categorisations of accountability types .........ccccovvvrieiinninin i 51
4.4.2  The tools of accountability ..........c.cooeiiiiiiiiiiiee e 59
4.4.3  Accountability as a tool for performance..........c.ccoovvveieienenencnesiseens 61
4.5 Concluding remarks on accountability: implications for the present research63
PART 2 - THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK ......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiee e 66
5. A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE LITERATURE REVIEWED:
RESEARCH AGENDA ..ottt sttt et s 66
6. A HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALIST APPROACH TO RESEARCH .72
7. THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK ........ccocoiiiiiiiiieieeceie e 78
7.1  Adopting an operational definition of accountability...........ccccceevvieeeieennnnns 78
7.2 Focusing on the processes of the policy cycle........cocoeeviieniiiiiiiniiniiiiee, 81
8. RESEARCH DESIGN......coiiiiiiiiiiiiieiteieetesieee ettt 85
8.1 Comparative case study method ..........ccceeviiiiiiiiiniieiecce e 85
8.2  Defining the individual case StUdies ..........ccceevvvieriieriienieeiieie e 87
8.2.1 Dependent and independent variables .............ccccoveveiieineieiieene e 89
8.2.2  SPACE AN tIME....ciuiiieiie ettt reenre s 91
8.2.3  The research QUESEIONS.........cccueiiiiiiiiiieie e 95
9. THE METHODOLOGY ....ooiiiiiiiiniieieeteieeeeeesteee st 98
0.1 DeSK IeSCAICH.....euiiuiiiiiiiieieeie e 98
0.2 Field r€S@arCh.....cc.eiiiiiiiiiieiieeeee e 99
9.3  Methodological challenges ...........ccceeevieiiieeiieniieeieeeeeee e 102

vii



PART 3 - DEVOLUTION IN ITALY AND THE UNITED KINGDOM

(SCOTLAND) ..ttt bbb bbbttt bbb b 105
10. THE DEVOLUTION REFORMS IN ITALY .ccviiiiiieieeeieeeeeee e 106
1. THE DEVOLUTION REFORMS IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
(SCOTLAND) ...cettetietieieteete ettt ettt ettt ettt beeteeseessesae s e sesbesseeseeseessassessensensenns 123
12. COMPARATIVE CONSIDERATIONS ON ITALIAN AND SCOTTISH
DEVOLVED ARRANGEMENTS .....coiiiieieieesecee ettt 136
PART 4 — EMPIRICAL RESEARCH ..ottt 139
13. CASE STUDY 1: TUSCANY ..outiieieieiesieeieee ettt eneas 139
13,1 INtrOAUCHION......uiiiiiiieciieccee et et et e e ve e e eave e enraeeens 139
13.2 Changes in Tuscan governance following devolution.........c..ccccceverienennnens 140
13.2.1  The Tuscan “IMPriNtiNg.......cccceireieriieieeie e 142
13.2.2  New dialectic between legislature and executive and within the executive
.............................................................................................................. 151
13.2.3 A new programming framework: operational, long-term, complex and
(prospectively) territorialiSed............coviveiiiie i 156
13.2.4  More emphasis on tools enhancing policy effectiveness...................... 161
13.2.5  Evolving concertative tradition............ccooeieeiinienn i 165
13.2.6  An explicit attention to political minorities and the experimentation of
PArtiCiPAtOrY JOVEIMANCE. ......ccveiveeieeie st ettt te et e st e sreeee e nas 170
13.3 European cohesion policy support in Tuscany ..........ccceeeeeeeeeneeniieeneeneennne. 175

13.4 Changes in management and implementation of European cohesion policy180
13.4.1 A different positioning of the ERDF programme in the regional

Programming SYSTEIM.......ccviiuiiieie e eie st ste e re e s re e e e s e sreesre e ens 180
13.4.2 A new approach to evaluation...........cccccevereeninienin e 183
13.4.3  Anevolving role of the provincial authorities ............ccccoveicieivinnnn. 189
13.4.4  Project appraisal and Selection ............ccocviviiiiiiiiien s 192
13.4.5  Information and tranSParenCy ..........cccoceeerererireeiieniese e 193
13.5 Conclusions: devolution’s impact on the accountability of Tuscan European
CONESION POLICY ...t 196
13.5.1  The impact of devolution on the different accountability types ........... 198
13.5.2  Devolution a fundamental factor, but not the only one...........c..cc....... 205
13.5.3  Concluding case study asseSSMENt..........cccerivereerierieereereeseeseeseeseeneas 207
14. CASE STUDY 2: SCOTLAND .....oooiiieieiieieieieiesee e 214
3 T § Y2 (06 13 13 (o) 4 R 214
14.2 Changes in Scottish governance following devolution...........cccccecveveeneeee. 215
14.3 European cohesion policy support in Scotland............cccceeviieiieniiiniiennnnne. 228

viil



14.4.1  SyStemiC ChaNQES.......ccoveiviiiiiieie e 244

14.4.1.1 Increased parliamentary SCTULINY ........ccccveeerveeeriueeerreeerreeenereeenne 244
14.4.1.2 Centralisation of the poliCy Process.......c..ccoceevuervuereevierveneenuennnen 250
14.4.1.3  More ministerial INterest..........cccervvererrierieneirienieneeeeee e 261
14.4.1.4 Programme rationaliSation..........c.ceeecueerieeiiienieeniienieeiee e 263
14.4.1.5 Subsuming European cohesion policy programmes under domestic
POLICIES ettt ettt ettt et e sttt e st et e st e eaee e 265
14.4.2  Operational changes (organisation, management and delivery)......... 267
14.42.1  Programme deSiZN ........ccceeevuierieeiiienieeiieniieeiee e esiee e eeee e 268
14.4.2.2  Project appraisal and Selection.............ccceeeeveeriieecieeneeeieeieeeneene 276
14.4.2.3 Monitoring and evaluation.............ccccueevvieriienieeieeneeeieeee e 285
14.4.2.4 Publicity and communiCation ...........ccueereveeeriueeesireeenieeesveeesveeenns 290
14.5 Conclusions: devolution’s impact on the accountability of Scottish European
CONESION POLICY ..ottt ettt e e 291
145.1  The impact of devolution on different accountability types................. 293
14.5.2  Devolution a fundamental factor, but not the only one........................ 297
145.3  Concluding case study asSeSSMENT..........cccerieeririeerieieeie e sieeee e 299
PART 5: ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS. .......cccoiiiiiiniecee e 306
15. Challenging the devolution better-accountability equation....................... 306
16. Empirical findings, inferences and explanations.............ccccceceveeneniennee 310
17. Theoretical considerations for the study of accountability........................ 326
18. OULLOOK ...ttt et et et e et e s e se e 331
BIBLIOGRAPHY ...ttt nne 342
18.1 Appendix to the bibliography - Website Directory ...........ccceecveviiieneeneenee. 384
ANNEX I - LIST OF INTERVIEWS ..o 386
TUSCANY  ceiieiieeiie ettt ettt et e et e et e e eateeesbeeensaeeeaseeessseeennseesnnseeenseesnnes 386
SCOIANA .o 388
APPENDICES ...ttt sttt 390
Appendix [: Post-devolution changes ............ccceecuieeiiieeiiieecieeeeeee e 391
Appendix II: Causal factors .........ccceevueriiriiiiiiiiicieecceeee e 393
Appendix III: Meanings attributed to the word ‘accountability’ by interviewees.....395

X



List of tables

Table 1: Literature ‘families’ and diSCIPliNeS .........ccceoveevvieriieiiierieeieeeie e 6
Table 2: Difference between traditional federalism and devolution.......................... 13
Table 3: Evolution of Italian regional policy, 1950s to date............ccceeeuieriercirennns 26
Table 4: Evolution of regional policy in the UK, from the 1930s to date.................. 27
Table 5: The new regional policy paradigm ..........ccceeeeeiierieeieeriienie e 30
Table 6: Bertelsmann Foundation assessment of executive accountability in OECD
COUNIIIES ..ttt ettt ettt ettt e a e bt e e e et e s bt et e eaeesbe et e ente bt entesnteseeenseennas 47
Table 7: Romzek and Ingraham’s typology ........ccoceerieeiiiniiiiieriieeceee e 55
Table 8: Bovens’ types of accountability...........ccovvveeiiieniiiiiienieeiieeieeieee e 57
Table 9: The generic properties of successful/failed accountability: time x actors... 58
Table 10: Exclusive and concurrent state COMPEteNCes.........cccveerveerveerieenveenieennnen. 111
Table 11: Reserved and devolved matters ..........coceeieeiiiiiieniiiiiciiceeeceeeeen 127
Table 12: The Italian and Scottish devolved systems: commonalities and differences
.................................................................................................................................. 138
Table 13: Tuscan Presidents...........cocuoveeiiiiiniiiinieieeeeeee e 143
Table 14: Structural Funds programme expenditure 1994-2013 (€ million) — ERDF
PIOZIAMIMES OMNLY ..ocuuiiiiiieiiieiiieiieetteeite et et e et e saeeteeetteebeestbeenbeessaeeabeensseenseenseeenne 176
Table 15: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications .............. 212
Table 16: Structural Funds programme expenditure 1994-2013 (£ million) - ERDF
PrOZrAMIMES ONLY.....oiiiiiiieiiie ettt e e e et e e e e esaeesnaeeesaeeenees 232
Table 17 Scottish Parliament Inquiries, ongoing reviews, reports and papers on ECP
1999-2000 ...ttt ettt ettt et e e aeeae e e 247
Table 18: Composition of the Scottish Structural Funds Forum (2003).................. 256

Table 19: Comparison of composition of Programme Monitoring Committees —
Objective 2 Eastern Scotland 2000-06 and RCE Lowlands and Uplands Scotland
2007-13 PrOZIAMIMES ...eeeeuvrreeeeiurireeeeiireeeesiiteeeeestreeessansreeeesssseesessssreesssssseeesssssseesanns 287

Table 20: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications .............. 303
Table 21: Accountability impact of the changes observed in the period 1994-20009.....

Table 22: Post-devolution changes in Tuscan and Scottish governance and ECP
management and IMPlEMENtAtioN ............cccueevuieriieiienieeiieeie et 391

Table 23: Causal factors for the changes observed in ECP design, management and
1000 o) (1013 0 L2 1510 ) FO SRRSO 393



List of figures

Figure 1: The processes of the programming CycCle ..........ccoeveeriieniiiiienieeeenieeeen 83
Figure 2: The logical framework for case study investigation............c.ccccceeveerueennnne. 88
Figure 3: Tuscan governance framework and accountability relations ................... 150
Figure 4: Laws and regulations passed in the period 1995-2010 (laws) and 2000-
2010 (regulations), i.e. in the VI, VII and VIII legislatures..........cccceeceereevuenicnnnnne 154
Figure 5: The monitoring system for the Tuscan Regional Development Plan....... 162

Figure 6: Post-devolution Scottish governance framework and accountability
TEIALIONS ..ottt 216

Figure 7: Boundaries of the Local Enterprise Companies and the Local Economic

FOTa et st et 222
Figure 8: Scottish Council Areas ...........coceverviiiiiniiiiiniineeicee et 225
Figure 9: Overview of the Structural Funds process in 2000.............c.cccveereenennne. 238

Figure 10: Upstream and downstream ECP accountability (from a meso-level
perspective) and wider accountability relationships ..........cccoccveeeierieeiiieniienciieneen, 334

xi



List of abbreviations

ANCI

SVIMEZ

CIPE

CTP

CEC
CpPP
CSF
COSLA

DPS

DTI

DG
DAR

ESEP
EFPD

EERC
ECP
COM
EMU
EPRC
ERDF
EU
FAS

FDI
Fol
HIE
H&I
HIPP
IRAP

Associazione Nazionale Comuni Italiani

(National Association of Italian Municipalities)

Associazione per lo sviluppo dell'industria nel Mezzogiorno
(Association for the development of industry in the Mezzogiorno)
Comitato Interministeriale per la Programmazione Economica
(Inter-ministerial Committee for Economic Programming)

Comitato Tecnico della Programmazione

(Technical Programming Committee)

Commission of the European Communities

Community Planning Partnership

Community Support Framework

Convention of Scottish Local Authorities

Dipartimento per lo Sviluppo e la Coesione Economica, ex Dipartimento per
le Politiche di Sviluppo e Coesione

(Department for Development and Economic Cohesion, formerly Department
for Development and Cohesion Policies)

Department of Trade and Industry
Directorate General

Documento Attuativo Regionale
(Regional Implementation Document)

Eastern Scotland European Partnership

Economic Financial Programming Document
(Documento di Programmazione Economico Finanziaria, DPEF)

European and External Relations Committee (of the Scottish Parliament)
European cohesion policy

European Commission

European Monetary Union

European Policies Research Centre

European Regional Development Fund

European Union

Fondo Aree Sottoutilizzate
(Fund for Under-utilised Areas)

Foreign Direct Investments

Freedom of Information

Highlands and Island Enterprise

Highlands and Islands

Highlands and Islands Partnership Programme

Imposta regionale sulle attivita produttive
(Regional tax on productive activities)

xii



IRPEF

IQ-Net
IDO
IAB
IDB
IMF
IGRUE

IRPET
UVAL

PASL

LEF
LEC
LUPS
MA
MEG
MEP
MP
MSP
MTE
NHS
NCPI
NSD
NPM
opP
OECD
PCI

GPB
PISL

PIUSS

PManC
PME
PMC
PC
RCE
RDP

Imposta sul reddito delle persone fisiche

(Income tax for individuals)

Improving the Quality of Structural Funds Programme Management Network
Integrated Development Operation

Intermediate Administration Bodies

Intermediate Delivery Body

International Monetary Fund

Ispettorato Generale per i Rapporti finanziari con I'Unione Europea
(General Inspectorate for the financial Relations with the European Union)

Istituto Regionale Programmazione Economica della Toscana
(Regional Institute for Economic Programming of Tuscany)
Unita di Valutazione degli Investimenti Pubblici

(Public Investments’ Evaluation Unit)

Patto per lo Sviluppo Locale

(Local Development Pact)

Local Economic Forum

Local Enterprise Company

Lowlands and Uplands Scotland

Managing Authority

Monitoring and Evaluation Group

Member of the European Parliament
Member of Parliament

Member of the Scottish Parliament
Mid-term evaluation

National Health Service

National Programme of Community Interest
National Strategic Document

New Public Management

Operational Programme

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development

Partito Comunista ltaliano
(Italian Communist Party)

Pound Sterling

Progetti Integrati per lo Sviluppo Locale

(Integrated Local Development Projects)

Progetti Integrati Urbani per lo Sviluppo Sostenibile
(Integrated Urban Projects for Sustainable Development)
Programme Management Committee

Programme Management Executive

Programme Monitoring Committee
Programme/Programming Complement

Regional Competitiveness and Employment
Regional Development Plan

xiii



RIP

R&D&I
SCO
SCDI
SCVO
SDA
SEPA
SNP

SO

SPD
SME
S.c.a.rl
SoSEP
SDB
SEA
SEP
SWOT
SIGMA
TOS
UNCEM

UPI

UK
US
VAT
WWII

(Programma Regionale di Sviluppo, PRS)

Regional Integrated Projects
(Progetti Integrati Regionali, PIR)

Research & Development and Innovation
Scotland

Scottish Council for Development and Industry
Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations
Scottish Development Agency

Scottish Environment Protection Agency
Scottish National Party

Scottish Office

Single Programme/Programming Document
Small and Medium Enterprise

Societa consortile a responsabilita limitata

South of Scotland European Partnership
Strategic Delivery Body

Strategic Environmental Assessment

Strathclyde European Partnership

Strengths Weaknesses Opportunities and Threats
Support for Improvement in Governance and Management
Tuscany

Unione Nazionale Comuni Comunita Enti Montani

(National Union of Mountainous Municipalities and Communities)
Unione Province Italiane

(Union of Italian Provinces)

United Kingdom

United States of America
Value Added Tax
Second World War

Xiv



‘La disperazione piu grave che possa impadronirsi
di una societa ¢ il dubbio che vivere onestamente

sia inutile.”!

Corrado Alvaro (quoted by Roberto Saviano in La
Repubblica, 20 March 2010)

1. INTRODUCTION

The political and institutional context for accountability is in flux in many European
countries. Radical changes have taken place in the allocation of powers and the
constellation of actors involved in policy-making, characterised by the shift from
‘government’ to ‘governance’ and the multi-level nature of the latter. This potentially
re-casts the subject, content and nature of accountability through new dynamics
between decision-makers and decision-takers (Held, 2004). Italy and the UK, as
countries 1illustrative of recent devolution processes (Keating, 2010 and 2009;
Mitchell, 2009; Baldi and Baldini, 2008; Hopkin, 2008), provide a laboratory for
investigating these dynamics. This thesis explores the effect of devolution on the
accountability of European cohesion policy (ECP) in these two countries, through an

investigation of the mechanisms of policy design, implementation and delivery.

The period from the late 1990s to the early 2000s has witnessed trends of
decentralisation, deconcentration or devolution of competencies from the national to
the sub-national levels in a variety of countries and in spheres that go well beyond
regional development (Ventura, 2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2007; O’Dwyer, 2006).
Implicit or explicit in many of the discussions about devolution is that it brings the
design and delivery of policy ‘closer to the people’, increasing accountability in

terms of characteristics such as transparency, legitimacy and responsiveness.

" This sentence can be translated as follows: ‘the gravest desperation that can take hold of a society is the
doubt that living honestly is useless’, Corrado Alvaro, quoted by Roberto Saviano, in La Repubblica, ‘Per
un voto onesto servirebbe I’ONU’, 20 March 2010.



Accountability has thus become a topical theme in policy and academic debates over

recent years.

In this context, a key question is whether the new, devolved institutional framework
in which ECP operates is more or less conducive to accountability. There are several
important issues here. First, although research on accountability is substantial, this
has been found to be hampered by insufficient conceptual clarity (Mashaw, 2006),
methodological rigour (Bovens, 2010) or empirical anchoring (Bovens, 2010).
Second, whilst significant research has been carried out on the modus operandi and
policy styles of the new, devolved institutions, and on the impact of devolution on
policy innovation and divergence (Greer, 2001 and 2007; Keating, 2005 and 2010),
not much research has been conducted specifically on the impact that devolution has
had on public accountability. Third, the accountability of ECP remains relatively
unaddressed. This topic has only seldom been investigated, and assessments have
generally focused on the issues of partnership, inter-institutional relations (e.g.
between EU, national and sub-national level) and additionality (Bachtler and
Mendez, 2007; Bache, 2004; Rhodes, 2003; Svensson and Osthol, 2001), neglecting
the processes through which regional policy is delivered — such as programme
design, project selection, monitoring and evaluation — which have fundamental
bearings on accountability. Lastly, whilst extensive research has been undertaken on
the impact of EU developments on domestic policy-making (Europeanisation
research), not much has focused on how domestic developments are affecting the

implementation of EU policies, notably ECP.

The present research aims to explore the above topic. In so doing, it aims to shed
light on the accountability of a public policy that, with its multi-level character, is in
many respects distinctive from other public policies. The main thesis is that
devolution has had, and indeed continues to have, an impact on the nature of
the accountability of ECP. The research aims to comprehend the full extent and
scope of such impact and how it has occurred.

The key questions that the research aims to address are therefore two-fold:

o What has been the impact of devolution on the accountability of ECP? And,



o How has the accountability of ECP been affected by devolution?
To answer these questions, three different sets of issues are explored:

. First, what have the devolution reforms entailed and how have they affected
the way ECP is designed, managed and implemented? How have the reforms
impacted on the types and roles of institutions and actors involved in the design,

management and implementation of the policy?

o Second, what does the concept of accountability mean and how does it apply
to ECP?
o Lastly, how has the accountability of ECP changed following devolution?

How have the subjects and mechanisms of accountability changed in this policy
following devolution? And, ultimately, has change enhanced or hindered the

accountability of this policy?

In order to address these questions, the research takes a case-study approach,
focusing on two territorial units with long-term experience of ECP implementation
and which have experienced recent devolution: Tuscany, in Italy, and Scotland, in
the UK. By concentrating on these two meso-levels, the study aims to establish and
assess the changes that occurred to ECP design, management and implementation

before and after devolution and their associated impact on accountability.

The research relies on an operational definition of accountability that could be
applied consistently across the two case studies. As discussed in Chapter 4 — where
the meaning of accountability is discussed and a critique of the existing literature on
this topic is presented — accountability has multiple connotations, not least depending
on the contexts in which it is used (Day and Klein, 1987; Oliver, 1991; Hogwood and
McVicar, 1996; Mulgan, 2000 and 2003; Dubnick, 2002; Blackman and Ormston,
2005; Bovens, 2005, 2007 and 2010; Dowdle, 2006; Benz et al, 2007; Gregory,
2007). In addition, it is a concept that is more characteristic of the common law
policy tradition of Scotland than of the ‘continental’ constitutional and administrative

systems of Toscana (Ziller, 2001).



To overcome this lack of a common baseline, in reviewing the changing
accountability of ECP in the two case studies, a definition of accountability is
adopted based on a distinction between decision-makers and decision-takers (Held,
2004), and on three particular elements of the relationship between these two groups:
first, the ability for stakeholders (the decision-takers) to have a say in the decisions
that are taken, linked to an obligation for decision-makers to take into account such
views and preferences; second, the obligation for decision-makers to give account of
the actions taken and of the outcomes of such actions; and, third, the opportunity for
decision-takers to express dissent, dissatisfaction and request changes to the course
of action adopted (Mezlev, 2003), a precondition for which is the availability of
relevant information. These key elements, which have been summarised as
information, dialogue and rectification (Mulgan, 2003, p. 30), are explored in detail

Sub-secton 8.2.3 of this thesis.

This work comprises five parts: Part 1 explores the study’s key concepts and
illustrates the research case; Part 2 presents the analytical framework, utilising a
historical institutionalist approach; Part 3 reviews the main characteristics of the
devolution processes that have taken place in Italy and in the United Kingdom (with
particular focus, in this latter case, on Scotland). The empirical research is presented
and discussed in Part 4, which includes the two case studies; whilst the overall
conclusions from the work are drawn in Part 5. The bibliography and list of

interviewees are presented at the end of the thesis.



PART 1 - KEY CONCEPTS AND RESEARCH CASE

The starting point for the research was to conduct a comprehensive literature review
to clarify the definitional and conceptual debates concerning the themes of
devolution, ECP and accountability. Following the methodological approach
recommended by Hart (1998), the key goals in undertaking the literature review on
these three topics were as follows: to gather the key sources relating to these topics;
to understand the origins and definitions of the themes, giving particular attention to
the contested subject of accountability; to review the key theories, concepts and ideas
on each topic; to develop a comprehensive picture of the main debated issues and the
main standpoints on these issues; and to examine the main questions and problems
addressed to date and identify gaps in the existing knowledge. The review was also
used to generate ideas for the formulation of hypotheses and to define a heuristic

approach to the research (Strauss and Corbin, 1991).

The research comprises three very specific topics, each of which can be linked to one
or more ‘families of literature’ and related to a range of disciplines, as illustrated in

Table 1:

e The topic of devolution is predominantly the subject of public law and
constitutional studies, and regionalisation studies. In disciplinary terms, the
investigation of devolution is generally undertaken in the fields of political

science and public/constitutional law.

e The theme of European cohesion policy (ECP) can be linked to the literature on
regional policy, a specific branch of economic development policy and economic
policy more broadly. Depending on the perspectives from which this topic is

approached, ECP can be the subject of research within a number of fields” and

? For instance, Europeanisation studies, multi-level governance and new modes of governance (when the
focus is on the allocation of responsibilities and processes for the design, management and implementation
of policy) or sectoral studies (such as employment policy, industrial/entrepreneurial development policy,
environmental policy etc., when the focus is on the content and instruments employed).



lends itself well to cross-disciplinary investigation, ranging from economic

geography and regional economics to political science and public policy.

e Lastly, the theme of accountability is primarily the subject of public

administration, public sector reform, public/administrative law and public

management studies, and it can be the focus, with different emphases, of a range

of disciplines including political science, management studies and organisational

sociology.

Table 1: Literature “families’ and disciplines

Europeanisation/European
integration

Multi-level governance/new
modes of governance

Policy networks

Topic Literature of reference Disciplines
Devolution e Regionalisation ¢ Constitutional studies
e Multi-level governance e Public law
o Europeanisation/European e Political science
integration
ECP e Regional policy/Economic Political science
development policy Public policy

Economic geography
Regional economics
Organisational sociology

Accountability

Public management/Public
sector reform (e.g. New public
management, good governance)
Public/Administrative law

e Political science

o Administrative sciences/public
administration

e Management studies

e Organisational sociology

Source: own elaboration.

The wide scope and disjointed nature of the academic research to be reviewed and

the cross-disciplinary nature of the research topics investigated rendered the

literature review a complex and wide-ranging task. In addition, for ECP — with a

view to obtaining a more comprehensive picture of the processes through which this

policy is designed, managed and implemented — the research extended beyond the

academic field to include policy studies, such as evaluations and commissioned

reports, and policy documents, such as governmental strategies, policy papers,

investment programmes and legislation, from both regional and national levels.

Covering such a comprehensive range of sources necessitated a step-by-step

approach.




As a starting point, a review of past research on the topic of accountability in public
policy was conducted, so as to understand the fundamental characteristics of this
concept that could be applied to the analysis of regional policy processes in the two

selected case study regions (Chapter 4).

Second, it was necessary to understand the content, scope and process of devolution
that had taken place in the two countries under investigation — placing them in the
context of wider European trends — and to explore the specific links between this and
the design and implementation of ECP. Policy documents in both Italy and the UK
have sometimes referred to devolution as a key element of policy formulation and
implementation — for example, the 2003 UK Regional Policy White Paper declared
that ‘modern regional policy must be locally led, which means substantially
devolved’ (HM Treasury et al., 2003, iii)) — but what this meant remained
unexplained and thus the actual extent and mechanisms of this were unclear. To this
end, a wide range of academic articles on constitutional change and devolution, as
well as specific academic publications on devolution in the UK and Italy (and in
Scotland and Tuscany), were reviewed. They are discussed in Chapters 2, 10, 11 and

12.

Lastly, the study deals with a specific, niche area of economic policy that is known
as regional policy. In simple terms, regional policy is the sub-set of economic policy
that focuses specifically on overcoming intra-national, regional disparities (and, since
1975, infra-European regional disparities). However, definitions of what constitutes
regional policy vary (e.g. McCrone, 1969; Artobolevskiy, 1997; Keating, 1997; Yuill
et al., 1999; Leonardi, 2005) and the actual content of such policy has shifted
significantly over the last few decades. Thus, to explore public accountability in this
specific field, and to do so from a comparative perspective, it was necessary to adopt
a clear-cut definition of regional policy that would be used to delimit the scope of
analysis and ensure comparability between the two case studies. This led this thesis
to focus on the strand of regional policy co-funded by the European Union, known as

ECP. The reasons for this choice are discussed in detail in Chapter 3.



2. DEVOLUTION IN EUROPE

Simultaneously to the processes of decentralisation, deconcentration and devolution
that have taken place over the past two decades in a number of EU member states,
the investigation of the mechanisms and effects of such processes has gained
prominence in academic research in recent years. Thus, at least since the beginning
of the 1990s, the topic of devolution has attracted a considerable amount of interest
in the European academic community, focused on the causalities, mechanisms,

outcomes and possible future evolution of the new devolved settlements.

2.1 Devolution viewed from different perspectives

First, there has been increasing interest in the evolution of the role and powers of the
meso-level authorities and on the modalities through which these have tackled the
challenges thrown up by devolution. This is the case in so-called regionalism studies,
e.g. by authors such as Jones (Jones et al., 2005; Jones and Keating, 1995), Keating
(Keating, 1995, 1997, 2005 and 2010; Keating and Loughlin, 1997) and Loughlin
(e.g. Loughlin, 2000).” One of the outputs of this strand of research is the
differentiation of countries based on their degree of centralisation or regionalisation,
categorisations that transcend the traditional dichotomy between unitary and
federalist countries. Loughlin, in particular, distinguishes unitary states as either
regionalised, decentralised or centralised (Loughlin, 2000, pp. 26-27). In his
typology, federal countries are those where the regions have the right to participate
in national policy decision-making, display wide-ranging legislative, fiscal and
budgetary powers (which are placed in the hands of elected regional parliaments)
and, often, have a certain degree of control over sub-regional authorities. He includes
Austria, Belgium and Germany in this category. In regionalised unitary states, the
regions also have elected representative bodies with legislative capacity but a more

limited budgetary and/or fiscal power (this category includes Italy and the UK — with

* It is not within the scope of this study to enter the debate on what is or should be the definition of ‘region’.
For a critique on this topic, see Benneworth, Hardill, Baker and Budd, 2006.



the exception of England - alongside France and Spain). Decentralised unitary states
are those countries where the regions, whilst often having elected assemblies, have
more restricted political powers and limited budgetary powers based on substantial
transfers from the central government and limited fiscal capacity (this category
encompasses the Nordic Countries and the Netherlands). Lastly, centralised unitary
states are those where even with a limited degree of administrative regionalisation,
there are no political bodies or associated powers (i.e. no legislative, fiscal and
budgetary powers — this is the case, in Loughlin’s categorisation, of England, Ireland

and Portugal).

The validity of such approaches lies particularly in acknowledgement of the
complexity of intra-state power relations and in the fact that even outside federal
countries there is a varied degree of separation and integration of functions across
levels of government, namely between regional and national tiers. For the purpose of
the present research, a limitation of this approach is that it focuses predominantly on
what Sharpe has called the ‘meso’ level of government in Europe (Sharpe, 1993;
Keating and McEwen, 2005, p. 413), leaving aside the implications that the
regionalisation process has for sub-regional entities. However, as illustrated in more
detail in Part 2 of this thesis, an investigation of the effects of the devolution of
regional policy cannot neglect the ways in which the transfer of policy-making
competences affects the sub-regional tiers of government, as it is at this level that this

policy is largely delivered.

Second, together with the investigation of the new role of the regional-level
authorities, the new role of the state as well as sub-state actors has become a core
area of investigation, particularly in studies on so-called multi-level governance (e.g.
Bache, 1998 and 2004; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Gualini, 2004; Hooghe, 1998;
Marks and Hooghe, 2004; Rhodes, 1996). Stemming from the acknowledgement that
in most European countries a multi-tiered, networked and non-hierarchical form of
power allocation has replaced the state-centred attribution of competences — a

transition signified by the very replacement of the word government with



governance® — this research strand investigates the new role of the state actor, no
longer perceived as a regulating authority but rather as a gate-keeper/facilitator
(Bache, 1998; Gualini, 2004, p. 38), and the complex set of interrelations between
public and private authorities that the new, multi-level framework entails (e.g.
Svensson and Osthol, 2001). ECP is a prime example of multi-level governance and
indeed much of the multi-level governance literature stems from the analysis of this
policy field. Since its introduction by Marks (Marks et al., 1996), the concept of
multi-level governance has become extremely popular — albeit not uncontested” —
and it has been adopted in the policy lexicon of EU institutions, not least the

European Commission (CEC, 2000).

One benefit of this literature, as it applies to the field of ECP, is that it accounts for
the complexity and variation of policy-making, overcoming the traditional
hierarchical relations to encompass consideration of the role of a variety of vertical
and horizontal actors, for example through the study of policy networks (e.g. Rhodes,
1996 and 2003; and with specific reference to ECP, Ansell, 2000). It has been noted,
for instance, that there are two distinct forms of regionalisation: regionalisation
resulting from a formal process of power attribution from the central state to the
regions, and regionalisation resulting from increased importance of the regional
territorial levels ‘as a consequence of the rise of the network economy’ (Svensson

and Osthol, 2001, p. 26).

This strand of literature has been found to be particularly interesting for the present
study, first, because of the frequent adoption of ECP as the field of investigation (e.g.
Bache, 1999; Gualini, 2004; Piattoni, 2010) and, second, because of its focus on the
sub-national tiers of government and on the roles of a variety of intra- and extra-
governmental actors in policy-making and implementation (Rhodes, 2004).

Consideration of the role of a broader group of actors, at a lower territorial scale, is

* A useful definition of governance is the following: ‘the interaction between political institutions and civil
society in the management of formal public policies ... that go[es] beyond the realm of the formal
government institutions’ (Leonardi, 2005, pp. 13-14).
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particularly crucial in a study such as the present one, which is focused on
accountability and hence, as anticipated in the introduction, on the relationship
established between policy-makers and policy-takers (Held, 2004); in a multi-level

framework such as ECP, this assumes entirely new connotations.

Lastly, the role of the European level has also been an area of increasing
investigation, especially in so-called Europeanisation studies (Borzel and Risse,
2000a, 2000b; Radaelli, 2000, 2001, and 2004; Green Cowles, Caporaso and Risse,
2001). Europeanisation studies look at the effects that European policies and
legislation have on national policies and politics, considering both policy content and
processes (Toller, 2004). The devolution of powers and responsibilities in the sphere
of ECP is perhaps one of the main areas in which such effects are considered most
apparent. However, as pointed out by Leonardi (2005, p. 17), a weakness of this
approach is that it suggests that there is a full separation of the policy-formulation
stage (at the European level) and its adaptation and integration in domestic policy
processes (at national levels); whereas, if one looks at the field of ECP, the two
levels interact at both stages to an extent that can make it difficult to separate the

contributions of each level.

Whatever the orientation from which devolution is considered, the literature on the
radical changes in the vertical attribution of policy competences that have taken
place since the beginning of the 1990s in Western European countries is vast. To
express it in the words of Keating and Loughlin, ‘the “regional question” is once
again on the social science and political agendas in Europe and North America’

(Keating and Loughlin, 1997, p. 1).°

* For instance by Keating, in his lecture on “The Territorialisation of Interest Representation in Europe”,
EPRC, University of Strathclyde, 12 May 2010.

% Evidence of the prominence of devolution in political and academic debates can be found in the fact that
the British Economic and Social Research Council (ESRC) — the top UK funding agency for economic and
social research — launched a research programme in 1999 on ‘Devolution and Constitutional Change’, with
an investment of £4.7 million, generating a wide array of academic publications on this topic (e.g. Hardill et
al., 2006; Regional Studies volume 39, issue 4, 2005; Jones et al., 2005).
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It is important to clarify at this stage what is meant by the word ‘devolution’.
Devolution refers to the process of ‘transformation of a unitary state’ (Keating,
2005b, p. 462) and involves ‘the transfer of power from a superior to an inferior
political authority’ (Bogdanor, 1999, p. 2) ‘from the nation state downward to other
units of government and governance’ (Jones et al., 2005, p. 398). However, it does
not equate with traditional federalism, because of the differences illustrated in Table

2 below.

The most important of these differences lies in the presence, in federal systems, of a
written, rigid Constitution that defines the repartition of competences between
federal and federated states (federation and federated units) and according to which
the revision of such repartition is carried out with the involvement of the federated
units (Groppi, 2009, p. 41). Further elements that distinguish a federal state from a
unitary or devolved state are: (i) the faculty of the federated units to approve own
constitutions (constitutional autonomy); (ii) the latter’s fiscal autonomy; (iii) the
existence of a second chamber of Parliament representing the federated units
(through which they participate in decisions over federal affairs); (iv) the residual
attribution of competences not listed in the Constitution to the federated units; (v) the
presence of a Supreme or Constitutional Court to redeem conflicts over competence
attributions between the two levels; (vi) the ‘right of territory’ of the federated states,
according to which the federal state cannot modify a federated state’s boundaries
without its consent; and, lastly, (vi) the faculty of the federated units to sign

international agreements (Ventura, 2008, pp. 7-26; and Groppi, 2009, p. 41).

Devolved states, on the contrary, generally entail an asymmetric distribution of
competences and this is due to the piecemeal nature of the process of devolution
(Jeffery, 2009), which is characterised by logics that differ from case to case
(Mitchell, 2009, p. 6). These are normally embodied in bilateral agreements between
the central state and the devolved units (Ventura, 2008).

In practice, the distinction between federal and devolved states is not always
straightforward. Whilst the UK is the archetype of a devolved state, Italy — despite
the popularity of the English word ‘devolution’ in this country in recent years

(mainly thanks to the political rhetoric of the Northern League) — is more difficult to
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categorise as either federal or devolved. This is because of the coexistence of

elements that are typical of federal systems — notably, the definition of competences

via a supreme, written and rigid Constitution; the existence of a Constitutional Court

to settle controversies; the statutory autonomy of the regional authorities, and, in

future, their fiscal autonomy — with features that are typical of devolved systems

(particularly the lack of a federal chamber of Parliament). These and other

characteristics inherited from the previous system, such as the important role

acknowledged to sub-regional authorities, render the Italian system a hybrid,

‘polycentric system, founded on the principle of subsidiarity’ (Groppi, 2009, p. 44).

Table 2: Difference between traditional federalism and devolution

Traditional federalism (by association)

Devolution (new federalism by devolution)

Written, supreme and rigid constitution that
codifies the competences reserved for the federal
state, assigning residually all non-listed matters
(symmetrically) to the federated unit (i.e. the
‘agreement that generated the new state’,
Ventura, 2008). This constitution is above the
constitutions and legislation of federated units,
and it can be modified only with the involvement
of both the federal and federated governments.

Generally, asymmetric attribution of
competences to the different federated units due
to:

e bottom-up pressures from sub-national
groups to see their diversities recognised in a
diversified institutional asset and
competences distribution (particularly in
multi-national states such as the UK);

e national-level willingness to preserve unity,
in acknowledgement of national diversities;

e bilateral negotiations between central and
federated units; and

e incremental and intermittent nature of
devolution reforms (leaving room for the
emergence of new asymmetries).

Constitutional autonomy of the federated units.

Fiscal autonomy of the federated units and fiscal
policies based (nowadays) on substantial direct
and indirect federal taxation and, for the
federated units, a mix of local taxes and transfers
from the centre.

Limited fiscal autonomy of federated
administrations (though in the context of an
upward trend).

A high/federal chamber representing the
federalised units (on a basis of parity, as in US
and Switzerland, or with overrepresentation of
smaller units, as in Germany).

Partial or absent representation of federalised
units (i.e. no federal chamber).

Federal competences listed in the Constitution,
leaving residual competences for the federated
units.

Competences attributed to the devolved units by
bilateral agreements between central state and
devolved institutions.

Supreme or Constitutional Court that resolves
conflicts over the attribution of competencies
between the two levels.

Impossibility for the federal state to modify the
territorial boundaries of the federated units
without their consent (‘territorial right’ of the
federated state).

Faculty of the federated units to
international agreements.

sign

Source: own elaboration based on Ventura, 2008, pp. 7-26, and Groppi, 2009, p. 41.
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2.2 Drivers of devolved governance

If one considers the drivers of devolved governance, three main factors can be
identified as institutional, political and economic in nature. From an institutional
perspective, the emergence of a European modus operandi and the introduction of
the principle of subsidiarity with the 1992 Maastricht Treaty and 1993 Structural
Funds regulations represented a turning point. The concept of subsidiarity is
ambiguous in many respects (Jones and Keating, 1995, p. 294), but it vaguely
implies ‘taking decisions as close as possible to the people affected’ (CEC, 1999, p.
12). In more practical terms, since the Structural Funds reforms of 1993 and 1999,
this principle has been translated into a system whereby the implementation of ECP
has been based on multi-annual programmes drawn up by national and regional state
administrations, which are adopted by the European Commission after a process of

negotiations.’

In this framework, the role of sub-national authorities — initially in the
implementation and subsequently in the design of programmes — has steadily
widened, broadening the range and number of institutions involved, changing the
patterns of vertical interrelations between them, and determining ‘new sectoral and
inter-sectoral dynamics’ (Balme, 1997, p. 72). The new policy-making and
implementation practices matured through ECP have gradually spilled over to other
domains of public policy, determining a regional differentiation of tailor-made
strategies for economic development, increasingly linked to the perceived strengths
and weaknesses of each region and the development of more routinised institutional
cooperation patterns, both vertical and horizontal; it also developed an increasing

emphasis on networking within and outwith the regions (Bachtler, 1997, pp. 86-87).

7 Until 2006, for the larger programmes, i.e. those of the so-called Objective 1, this has normally entailed a
Community Support Framework (CSF) that outlined the strategic objectives of the funding and a series of
sectoral or regional Operational Programmes (OPs) describing the detailed measures and delivery
arrangements. For the smaller programmes, these two levels of programming were generally combined in a
Single Programming Document (SPD) (Bachtler and Polverari, 2007, p. 110). The Structural Funds general
regulation for the period 2007-13 reformed this architecture by introducing a single approach for all
Member States, disregarding the financial entity of programmes and their eligibility, based on National
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From a political perspective, the period starting in the late 1980s has been a phase of
resurgence of political pressures for regionalisation and/or regional independence.
This was certainly the case for Italy and the UK. In Italy, the political crisis of the
1990s, the corruption allegations over much of the leading political class and the so-
called ‘clean hands’ investigations, went hand-in-hand with the affirmation of
independence movements in the north and with the birth (and success) of the Lega
Nord (Northern League) political party (Desideri, 1995; Gilbert, 1993). In Britain,
the change of government in 1997 put the regionalisation question strongly onto the
political agenda, when the Labour Party embraced devolution to the nations, not least
in an attempt to appease more radical, independence pressures (for example, by the

Scottish National Party) (Mitchell, 1998; Benneworth, 2006).

From an economic point of view, on the other hand, devolution was supported by the
emergence of a new economic rationale based on endogenous development (OECD,
2003; Camagni, 2007) and the belief that devolving powers on economic matters to
the regions would deliver an ‘economic dividend’ (Rodriguez-Pose and Sandall,
2008; Rodriguez Pose and Gill, 2005). Bottom-up policy started to be seen
positively, in acknowledgement of the fact that ‘regional and local governments can
harness detailed information on their detailed territories in order to design
appropriate, innovative development strategies’ (Ferry, 2003, p. 2). This new
economic credo suggested that the regions, not least to rise to the challenges of
globalisation, would have to strengthen and exploit their existing assets and
potentials, rather than rely on subsidies, a task that was increasingly considered to be

more achievable at the regional level (OECD, 2003).

2.3 Diverging views on devolution

Notwithstanding the considerable academic interest in the topic of devolution, the

literature is divided on whether devolution has led to innovative politics and policies

Strategic Reference documents and on a single tier of Operational Programmes (Regulation (CE) No.
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(for instance, on whether devolution has increased policy divergence, see Bradbury
and Mitchell, 2001; Keating, 2005b; Greer, 2001, 2004 and 2007; Greer and Jarman,
2008; Jeffery, 2005 and 2009; Mitchell 2009) and on whether the devolution of
economic and regional development is actually conducive to achieving increased
regional growth and convergence (e.g. Rodriguez-Pose and Ezcurra, 2010;
Rodriguez Pose and Gill, 2004; Morgan, 2006). In this respect, it has been suggested
that there is a variety of devolutions (from weaker to stronger forms) and that the
different scope of powers of devolved governments each entail specific strengths and

weaknesses (Cooke, 2003).

Authors such as Keating (2005b and 2010) and Mitchell (2009) underline some
positive effects of devolution. With respect to Scotland, they underline that
devolution has led to the adoption of innovative policies vis-a-vis the rest of the UK -
e.g. the introduction of the no-smoking ban (subsequently followed by the rest of the
UK), the abolition of upfront tuition fees for higher education students, the
introduction of free long-term healthcare for the elderly and of a proportional
electoral system for local elections (Keating, 2010) - and that it has contributed to
restore the legitimacy of government at this level (Mitchell, 2009). Looking at
devolution in the UK more generally, Keating, in discussing whether UK devolution
has determined increased policy divergence across the ‘Nations’, argues that
‘devolution may promote ... cycles of innovation, in which innovation produces
divergence, followed by reconvergence on the new idea’ (Keating 2005b, p. 462).
This reconvergence, he observes, ‘might be considered one of the greatest
contributions of devolution, in encouraging experimentation and learning from best
practice’ (Keating, 2010, pp. 256-257).* Another author goes to the extent of arguing
that ‘strong’ devolution may stimulate imaginative and ‘visionary’ policy (Cooke,

2003).

1083/2006 of the Council, 11 July 2006).

¥ Whilst at the same time also stressing that, because of the financing system foreseen by the Barnett
formula, ‘the main domestic policy actor within the United Kingdom is the government in London, which
has usually set the agenda, with the devolved administrations obliged to react’ (Keating, 2010, p. 257), and
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In terms of processes, it has been emphasised that devolution has led to increased
participation of marginal groups in policy-making. Hardill et al., for example, argue
that devolution in the UK has allowed for enhanced participation of women in social,
political and economic life (Hardill, Gray and Benneworth, 2006). This view is
echoed, with particular respect to Scotland, by Lord Steel of Aikwood, who has
pointed to the positive impact that the more family-friendly working hours of
Holyrood compared to Westminster have had on the number of women MSPs.
Policy-making in Scotland has also been assessed as being more open to the public

(Mitchell, 2009; Lord Steel of Aikwood, 2009; Thomson, 2009).

However, elements of criticism have not been lacking, be it against devolution or for
more radical reforms. The main criticisms of devolution relate generally to policy
coordination and direction, which are felt to be threatened by devolution. Policy
coordination is increasingly considered a challenge in the current devolved UK
system (Mitchell, 2009), linked to the piecemeal character of the devolution process
in the UK (Jeffery, 2009). In this context, policy coordination is considered to have
worked largely thanks to the same party governments that have ruled, until recently,
at both UK and national levels, but with the anticipation that problems would arise
once this condition fell, because of a lack of effective mechanisms for
intergovernmental collaboration (Mitchell, 2008). This is a particularly crucial issue
for regional policy, where policies implemented in one region are bound to have
consequences for others (Armstrong and Taylor, 2000; Rordriguez-Pose and Gill,

2005).

This issue of the spillover consequences of devolution outwith the devolved nations
also has relevance beyond the confines of regional development. According to
Mitchell (2006b), the question of legitimacy is a case in point. He observes that
whilst the devolution reforms were introduced to tackle legitimacy issues in the UK

nations and have been largely successful in doing so, at least in Scotland and Wales,

that on the whole ‘devolution has not sparked off the policy innovation that might have been expected’
(Keating, 2010, p. 258).
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‘restoring legitimacy in the components of the UK has created new problems of

legitimacy in the UK as a whole’ (Mitchell, 2006b).

Policy efficiency is also an element of concern, for example linked to the issue of the
multiplication and repetition of tasks or to the supposed inadequacy of regional
capabilities (a contested issue in Italy, as emphasised by the debate on the number of
National Operational Programmes to be established for the period 2007-13)
(Polverari et al., 2006). As noted by Pike and Tomaney, ‘“devo sceptics” point to
additional bureaucracy and costs, the incoherence or irrelevancy of the regional level

and the need for a strong redistributive centre’ (Pike and Tomaney, 2004, p. 2091).

Similarly, in 2001, Lovering predicated that as devolution was being rolled out, some
of its shortcomings were becoming increasingly evident, for example the perception
of unfair treatment across regions, the consolidation of regional élites, the
reproduction of top-down mechanisms from the region down, the creation of
‘market-oriented’ regional identities, and the concentration of power and of material

and immaterial advantages in the regional capitals (Lovering, 2001, p. 349).

Scepticism on devolution is not confined to the political and academic spheres: it has
been noticed how ‘historically, various business interests in Britain have tended to
view devolution as something of a threat’, for example linked to fears of increased
public spending, associated with the costs entailed by devolution and the potential
duplication of public action, as well as concerns of a decline of public sector
efficiency (Valler and Wood, 2004, p. 1841), allowing for a more neutral stance only

once it becomes clear that accepting devolution is inevitable.’

Looking at devolution from the perspective of regional policy, some scholars have
argued that devolution and devolved regional policy would be detrimental to the goal
of assisting disadvantaged territories within a country and, related, to territorial

equity. In the UK, Morgan (2006) criticises both the regional policy approach

? See also Nicholson M. (2000, May 8) Companies begin to accept government from Edinburgh. The
Financial Times, p. 2.
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pursued in post-devolution UK by New Labour — centred on the goal of growth
within the regions, but not accompanied by a significantly positive discrimination for
less developed territories in terms of spending allocations — and the not-needs-based
mechanisms through which public expenditure is allocated to the different nations.
He argues that this approach would ‘do little or nothing to redress the territorial
inequalities at the heart of the North-South divide’ (Morgan, 2006). Along similar
lines, Amin et al. develop the argument that devolution is not sufficient to defeat

regional inequalities:

Though the promise looks impressive, devolution alone will not help to tackle
regional inequality, because it will leave untouched the spatial grammar of
politics — the pull of London and its elite — that has sustained this inequality.
It will not give the regions a say on national affairs (or indeed over other
regions), it will not secure regionalisation of national institutions, it will not
in itself engender a fairer allocation of national capabilities and resources, it
will not challenge the embedded power of the South, it will not alone ensure
better guardianship of the local economy, and it might actually divert
attention from the imperative of a dispersed national polity [...]. Devolution’s
logic of government of the regions by the regions — if that is all that happens
— keeps intact the logic of government of national affairs from London (Amin
etal., 2003, pp. 33-34).
As discussed in Chapter 3, with respect to regional policy, the dominant economic
paradigm has until recently been one that sees regional-level policy design and
implementation conducive to regional growth and catching-up, because it allows the
regions to exploit their ‘territorial capital’ (OECD, 2003; Camagni, 2007; see also
Zonnenveld and Waterhout, 2005, and Waterhout, 2007).10 However, Amin et al.
(2003) are not alone in contesting the link between regional convergence and
devolved government. Economic evidence on the relationship between devolution
and regional convergence is provided by Rodriguez-Pose and Gill (2004), who
conducted research on the evolution of regional disparities and decentralisation

processes in a number of countries across the world (namely Brazil, China, India,

Mexico, Spain and the US). They argue that notwithstanding the many benefits

' In the UK, this is set to change following the election of a new Government. The announced abolition of
the Regional Development Agencies in England is a sign of more reforms to come.
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delivered by devolution on a political, social and even economic level, the empirical
evidence gathered throughout their analysis leads them to reject any causal link
between devolution and territorial equity, observing that, in the countries
investigated, devolution has contributed to maintain and even worsen existing
disparities, suggesting that territorial disparities would be reduced only with
‘substantial inter-territorial fiscal equalisation systems’ (Rodriguez-Pose and Gill,
2004, p. 2115). In a more recent work, Rodriguez-Pose and Ezcurra (2010) find no
correlation between devolution and the evolution of regional disparities, and instead
they identify a country’s level of development, infra-national disparity and fiscal

redistribution as determinant factors.

Another criticism is presented by Fothergill who, in his comprehensive and detailed
critique of UK regional policy, argues that the new regional policy approach of the
UK, which prioritises devolved decision-making within a common framework of
rules and goals, could de facto be penalising less prosperous regions. He observes
that in treating all regions in the same way, based on the assumption that local
players are better able to deliver regional development than so far has been the case

under national leadership, devolution risks undermining territorial equity, as

[i]t is hard to see how the UK’s weakest regions can be expected to catch up
economically with the stronger regions without a major element of positive
discrimination in their favour. ... The roots of the desire to decentralize are
entirely laudable. ... There is however a potential confusion of purpose. ...
Crucially, if the five drivers of productivity were to be pursued with equal
vigour in all regions, this would not really be a ‘regional’ policy at all
(Fothergill, 2005, p. 665).

This reasoning is much in line with Morgan’s, who also highlights that this regional
policy rationale has led to the perverse effect that each English region ‘planned to
grow faster than the national average — a statistical impossibility’ (Morgan, 2006, p.

202).

Similar concerns about the impact that devolution is likely to have on regional
convergence can be found in the Italian literature. Cassese, for example, emphasises
how the federalist reforms debated in Italy in the early 2000s — aiming to attribute

increased competences to the regions over health, education and policing — were
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clearly and explicitly the expression of a political force that opposes the south of the
country and that ‘uses federalism in an anti-South key’ (Cassese, 2004, p. 996) [own
translation from Italian]"'. Similarly critical views can be found in a range of
publications by SVIMEZ, the prestigious research institute on the development of the
Mezzogiorno (e.g. SVIMEZ, 2001a, pp. 456-468; Moro, 2002, pp. 737-744;
Padovani, 2003, pp. 43-46). SVIMEZ voiced strong concern over the dual
relationship that the constitutional reform of 2001 envisaged, for example with
respect to the fiscal federalism introduced to fund health policy, where strong and
weak regions are competing, leaving no equalisation scope for the central state
(SVIMEZ, 2001a, p. 464). Another Italian scholar, La Spina, also emphasises that
the regionalisation introduced by the reform of Title V of the Italian Constitution in
2001 may prove harmful to the economic development of the most disadvantaged
regions, as they may be forced to operate to even-out pre-existing budget deficits
(potentially through introducing local taxes) to the detriment of both public and
private development investments (La Spina, 2003, pp. 355-356). This, added to the
alleged ‘myopia’ of the leading, local political class — and its preference for short-
term, vote-inducing measures over longer-term development investments — and to the

inefficiency of local bureaucracy, leads him to consider that

to assign the mission of development promotion solely to the choice of a
federalism which is ‘competition-based’ and ‘with no safety net’, exposes the
South over the medium term to the further worsening of internal disequilibria
which are not always positive, and at the very least makes the achievement of
the desired objective uncertain, at the same time shifting it to a future so far
ahead and undefined, that makes [this policy] incompatible with the stated
objective of overcoming the gap in a contained time-frame (La Spina, 2003,
p. 258).

Leaving aside the diverging views on the merits and demerits, strengths and
weaknesses of devolution, both per se and as a mechanism for territorial
development, the literature reviewed also presents mixed — often implicit — views

regarding the linkages between devolution and accountability. If one considers the

"' This quote and all other quotes from Italian sources that are presented in subsequent parts of this thesis
were translated by the author unless otherwise stated.
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definition of accountability proposed in the introduction, there are a number of points
that arise in the literature that support the thesis that devolution should deliver
increased accountability. Boccia et al., in their critique of ECP implementation in
Italian regions, argue that nowadays policy-making for economic development
entails the elaboration of development needs and ideas emerging from the ‘territory’,
the transformation of these into viable projects, and the identification of financing
sources (Boccia et al., 2003, p. 102). The ‘territory’, intended as the plurality of
actors (institutions, interest groups and stakeholders) that operate in a locality,
becomes core to this new policy-making method. At the same time, this results in a
diminution of the role of the central state and of public institutions in the
management of the economy, as well as an increase in the weight of the regions,
which now address new coordination (of the actors operating in each territory) and

stimulus functions (of new ideas).

A similar emphasis on the closer linkages between policy-makers and policy-takers
can be found in studies on devolution in the UK. Investigations into Scottish
devolution emphasise that the process has shifted influence not just vertically (from
the level of the Union and that of the Scottish Government), but also horizontally,
creating a more open Scottish legislative system than prevails at UK level (Keating,
2004). Similar studies on devolution in Wales underline how the creation of a
regional Parliament and new institutional forms such as the Partnership Councils
allow for more active involvement of local governments and interest groups in

policy-making (Loughlin and Sykes, 2004).

Along similar lines, other authors have emphasised how devolution can have an
impact on the participation of key, albeit generally marginalised, groups in social,
economic and political life. As noted above, Hardill et al. argue that devolution has
had a positive effect on women’s participation in politics in all devolved nations, as
the proximity of the new institutions allows them to balance political and family
commitments, because political processes are less adversarial at regional/local level
(often based on committee structures), or because of the more local nature of
women’s networks and the opportunities to mobilise them at a regional level (Hardill

et al., 20006).
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However, one might add, being involved does not necessarily mean being heard, as a
recent study has shown, particularly regarding the application of the partnership
principle in the ECP of fourteen EU member states (Polverari and Michie, 2010;
2009). Other authors are thus more cautious and note, for example, that in Scotland
whilst the creation of a national Parliament has increased the scrutiny of the
Executive, ‘the extent to which this ... has been effective in terms of improving

accountability is less certain’ (Mitchell, 2004, p. 39).

On the whole, the literature reviewed suggests that the most fundamental change that
has been delivered by devolution in Scotland, as far as accountability is concerned,
relates to an increase in ‘political accountability’ (defined subsequently in this thesis

in Sub-section 8.2.1). Keating, for instance, observes that

Scottish politics is transparent as never before, politicians are accountable
and they face much more intense political competition than those in
Westminster. This no doubt enhances the quality of democracy and is another
advance on before (Keating, 2010, p. 260).

This view is echoed by Mitchell, according to whom

Devolution’s most significant impact has been in terms of representative
democracy. The lack of legitimacy that marked the years before devolution
was restored, and the transition was remarkably smooth (Mitchell, 2009, p.
141).
The present research aims to contribute to this debate, focusing in particular on a
specific policy: ECP. Before this, however, the next section summarises the main
characteristics that differentiate this policy from other public, notably sectoral,

policies, which might have important implications for accountability and the study of

it in this policy.
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3. DEVOLUTION AND EUROPEAN COHESION POLICY

The subject of this research is regional policy, in particular the strand of regional
policy that is implemented in European Union member states and regions with the
support of the EU Structural Funds, nowadays referred to as ECP. Whilst definitions
of regional policy vary (McCrone, 1969; Artobolevskiy, 1997; Keating, 1997; Bache,
1999; Armstrong and Taylor, 2000; Bachtler, 2001; Leonardi, 2005), the delimitation
of what constitutes ECP — at least as far as the operation of the policy is concerned —
is rather straightforward, thanks to the easily identifiable discriminating element
represented by the co-financing from the European Union’s budget (the European

Structural Funds and Cohesion Fund).

As illustrated in Table 3 and Table 4, both Italy and the UK have a long-standing
regional policy tradition,’ but in both countries regional policy was radically
overhauled following the introduction of ECP. This led to the introduction of new
development goals, types of intervention, spatial orientation, policy instruments and

an altogether new method for policy implementation. So, what is ECP and what are

" In Italy, although some forms of equalisation measures were already introduced by the liberal

governments of the post-unification period and in the fascist period, a proper regional policy came to the
fore only with the reconstruction following the Second World War and the significant resources coming
from the Marshall Plan, launched in June 1947. These led to the creation, in 1950, of a special agency
modelled on the American Tennessee Valley Authority — the Cassa per il Mezzogiorno, later denominated
Agenzia per il Mezzogiorno — with the exclusive task of planning and implementing large-scale investments
for the development of the underdeveloped South of Italy (La Spina, 2003; Yuill et al., 1999). Here, in
other words, and until the beginning of the 1990s, the focus of policy was on a single lagging macro-region
(the Mezzogiorno), the goal being its convergence with the rest of the country. The exclusive instruments
and resources (the Cassa and its finances) devoted to this task were not available to the remainder of the
Country. In the United Kingdom, on the other hand, a forerunner of regional policy was the creation, in
1928, of the Industrial Transference Board, which had the task of re-training and moving workers from
areas in decline to areas with growing industries. It was only after the 1929 crisis that a proper regional
policy was inaugurated, namely with the 1934 Special Areas Act — which designated four areas of high
unemployment and industrial decline for special assistance: South Wales, North East England, West
Cumberland and Clydeside/North Lanarkshire in Scotland — and the creation, in 1936 by the Bank of
England, of the Special Area Reconstruction Association (McCrone, 1968). After the war, the support for
(re-designated) special areas was continued with financial incentives to locate in these regions and
development constraints imposed on London. Regional policy in the UK continued broadly along these
lines until the beginning of the 1980s when it stalled, before picking up again around a decade later, but
with a changed emphasis (bottom-up regional development strategies) (Yuill et al., 1999; Bachtler, 2001).
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its distinctive characteristics compared to the domestic policies implemented in the

two countries under review?
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Table 3: Evolution of Italian regional policy, 1950s to date

1950 to early Nineties

Special intervention for the
Mezzogiorno

Early/late 1990s

Ordinary intervention for
‘depressed areas’

2000 - 2006

New regional policy paradigm (‘valorisation’
of underexploited potential)

2007-13
‘Unitary’ regional policy

Policy Objectives

Equalisation (exogenous approach)

Socio-economic  re-balance  and
development of the Mezzogiorno, to
be implemented through large-scale,
additional interventions for the
promotion, strengthening and
development of productive activities,
infrastructure and services for the
productive system in order to
guarantee employment, especially of
youths (art 1, law 651/1983).

Focus is on the creation of artificial
development poles (nuclei di sviluppo
industriale and similar).

Retained the objective of

equalisation (exogenous approach)

Create employment and attract
inward investments by providing
grants to industrial firms for
investment projects in the so-called
‘depressed areas’, characterised by
transparent and open selection
procedures and certainty of timing.

To overcome market failures and develop the
competitiveness of firms and territories (endogenous
approach). To create the conditions for closing the
relative gap of the southern economy by improving
the economic, social and environmental context of
the Mezzogiorno, activating a development process
aimed at the attraction of mobile (private) resources
and at the full exploitation of endogenous resources.
Employment  creation and tackling social
disadvantage (2000-06 CSF). Renewed emphasis on
the Mezzogiorno and on infrastructure, including
intangible.

Commitment to gradual reduction of incentives and

more selectivity/targeting of remaining ones;
implementation of interventions integrated in
territorial ~ systems (e.g. integrated territorial

programmes/local development projects).

2007-2013 National Strategic Document launches
a new ‘unitary regional policy’ that merges both
strands of regional policy - EU and domestic
(recently hampered by budget cuts) - into a single,
7-year strategic framework.

Endogenous, place-based approach retained, with
territorial emphasis on the Mezzogiorno, for
which 85% of the domestic fund for regional
development is reserved (intended as wider than
the areas eligible to the Convergence Objective of
Cohesion policy).

New devolved context implies different national
role: coordination and overview to avoid
interregional competitiveness and divergence of
orientation of policies.

Main policy instruments

Main instruments:  very large
subsidies for large infrastructure
projects and provision of utilities;
incentives for mobile investments
attraction; programming contracts and
incentives for young entrepreneurs
(both introduced 1986).

Main instruments: incentives to
firms for productive investments,
both as capital grants (Law no.
488/1992, implemented since 1986)
and fiscal concessions (Law no.
341/1995); programming contracts
maintained and incentives for young
entrepreneurs updated (Law no.
95/1995 and Law no. 236/1993).

More targeting of incentives: Law no. 488/92
extended to tourism, commerce and handicraft, and
reformed to respond to local priorities; Integrated
Aids Package (PIA) introduced to integrate grants for
investments with support for RTDI, training and
networking (Objective 1). National and regional
schemes for RTDI, financial engineering, young
entrepreneurs etc.

2000-06 CSF: integrated mix of interventions for

creating the conditions for the endogenous
development of the Mezzogiorno.
Strengthening  of  ‘negotiated  programming’

(Programming Contracts, plus newly established
Territorial Pacts and Area Contracts).

Restrictive fiscal policies and public finance
constraints entail a reduction (and even
suspension for some) in the use of incentives:
focus on large-scale industrial grants (the
Industrial Innovation Projects) and on smaller-
scale fiscal concessions (the fiscal concessions for
investments and employment creation, and of new
incentives for urban free zones and others).
Resource availability problems and delays with
approvals of implementation  procedures,
however, mark a delay in the operationalisation of
most schemes in 2009-2010.

Source: own elaboration (based on Polverari, 2000 to 2010).
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Table 4: Evolution of regional policy in the UK, from the 1930s to date

1920s to late 1950s The 1960s 1983-late 1990s Late 1990s-late 2000s 2010+
State control of investments’ State control of investments’ Grants for investment projects in Regional strategies Local growth and
location location assisted areas private jobs
Policy Objectives
Employment (social case, equity). | 1963 legislation replaces | Equity: key goal to deliver long-term | Reorientation of policy from ‘equity’ to ‘equity | Growth and private
Regional policy emergence in | ‘development areas’ with | reduction of regional imbalances in | and efficiency’ (i.e. from employment to | sector job-creation,
response to 1930s depression, | ‘development districts’ based on | employment (1983 White Paper Regional | productivity), pursued through an ‘all-regions’ | especially in areas
targeting employment. First | narrow unemployment thresholds. | Industrial Development). rather than spatially-selective approach: dependent on the

regional policy law in GB of 1934
focused on four industrial areas
(‘special areas’): stabilisation of old
industries, infrastructure provision,
and staff retraining.

Post-war expansion of regional
policy (1945-1960): employment in
‘development areas’, i.e. traditional-
industrial/problem areas in the
North and West, including parts of
Scotland (1945, 1950, 1958
Distribution of Industry (Dol) Acts,
and 1960 Local Employment Act,
replacing Dol Acts).

Criticised as anti-economical and
for lack of predictability of support,
though supplemented, in Central
Scotland and North-East England,
by growth strategies (focused on
growth areas/zones).

1966-67 policy reorientation on

growth and wide-scale
‘development areas’, but also
special status to ‘special

development areas’ (1966-67). On
the whole, rationale still based on
social case (equity).

Since 1995, greater emphasis on economic
competitiveness, linking regional policy to
wider regeneration policy.

e 2001 White Paper on Enterprise, Skills and
Innovation, Opportunity for all in a World of
Change;

e 2002 White Paper on regional governance,
Your Region, Your Choice: Revitalising the
English Regions;

e 2003 consultation document, A Modern
Regional Policy for the United Kingdom.

In England, increasing emphasis on policy
efficiency, via Public Service Agreement (PSA)
target.

public sector (White
Paper, Local Growth:
Realising every
Place’s Potential).

Main Policy Instruments

State-built or converted factories
and industrial estates; state control
of industrial locations/relocation
(via Industrial Development
Certificates, introduced in 1947);
direct financial assistance to
companies for investments (grants
and loans).

As before, but also discouragement
of investments in the London
metropolitan region and other
conurbations (since 1963) and
smaller-scale  incentives  (e.g.
Regional Employment Premium,
grants for training, grants for
reclamation of derelict areas).

In GB, Regional Selective Assistance (RSA,
1972 Industry Act), a capital investment
grant for different types of assisted areas.
Until 1996, also a Regional Investment
Grant for firms with fewer than 25
employees in Development Areas, and a
Regional Innovation Grant for firms with
fewer than 50 employees in Development
Areas and Intermediate Areas, for
product/process development. Measures for
the Dbusiness climate (e.g. business
infrastructure, science parks). Different
policy measures in Northern Ireland (e.g.
Selective Financial Assistance).

With devolution and creation of English RDAs,
new emphasis on regional development strategies.
RSA devolved and reoriented towards knowledge-
based economy, skilled jobs, quality projects
(1998 White Paper, Our Competitive Future:
Building the Knowledge-Driven Economy);
coordination via 1999 Memorandum  of
Understanding on financial assistance to industry.
Venture capital funds, Enterprise Grant and other
schemes for SMEs. Regeneration policy (various
instruments, e.g. New Deal for Communities, New

Single Regeneration Budget, New Towns
initiative). Continuation of Northern Ireland
differentiation.

Anticipation of a new
Regional Growth
Fund, assigned
through competitive
bidding; new local-
level enterprise
partnerships (to lever
private funds);
regional policy tied
to labour market
reform, local finance
reform and
reorganisation of the
planning system.

Source: own elaboration based on Artobolevskiy, 1997; Ferry, 2004 and 2010; Ferry and Raines, 2003; HM Government, 2010; McCrone, 1969; Raines, 2000 and

2001; Yuill et al, 1999.
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The policy was already foreseen by the Treaty of Rome (1957) that instituted the
European Economic Community. The Treaty assigned it the goal of supporting the
balanced and harmonious development of the economic activities of the member
states. However, the policy was effectively inaugurated only in 1975, with the
creation of the European Regional Development Fund, as the funding instrument
devoted to support the economic development of lagging regions and regions in need
of economic restructuring, so as to ensure that all countries that were part of the

European Community would benefit from the process of economic integration.

ECP steadily gained in importance with the progressive enlargements of the
Community and the need to prepare the conditions for the Single Market. Having
acquired constitutional status with the Single European Act in 1986, it was radically
reformed in 1988 and then revamped in each subsequent programme period (in 1993,
1999 and 2006). Since 1988 it represents the second-largest heading within the EU
budget and thus one of the most important EU policies (see Box 1).

Box 1: Milestones in the rise of European cohesion policy

1975 — Creation of the European Regional Development Fund (Regulation (EEC) No 724/75 of the
Council of 18 March 1975 establishing a European Regional Development Fund). ERDF support is
largely project-based, channelled through domestic investment programmes, schemes and projects.

1984-86 — 1984 marks the first ERDF reform which sees part of the fund reorganised in mainstream
programmes. The first programmes for regional development — the Integrated Mediterranean
Programmes (IMPs) — are introduced in 1985, followed by National Programmes of Community
Interest in 1986. They are precursors of the programming approach that will be introduced by the first
landmark reform of ECP in 1988. Meanwhile, in 1986, the Single European Act adds a whole new
Title on ‘economic and social cohesion’ to the Treaty of Rome, in acknowledgement that such a goal
within the Community is an essential prerequisite for the success of the Single Market.

1988 — Introduction of the first major reform of the Structural Funds to enhance effectiveness in the
use of community resources. The principles of programming, additionality, concentration and
partnership are introduced. EU allocations to the policy are doubled from ECU 7.2 million in 1987 to
ECU 14.5 billion in 1993 (1988 prices).

" A more contingent, political reason for the introduction of this instrument was the desire to reduce the
role of the Common Agricultural Policy in the EU Budget and to develop a European policy that would
benefit the UK, which had joined the Community in 1973, as a net contributor to the EU Budget (Allen,
2010, p. 231).
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1992 — The Maastricht Treaty strengthens the Community’s involvement in regional development:
economic and social cohesion becomes one of the Union’s promoted objectives (Art. 2). The Treaty
also redefines the aims of the interventions of the Structural Funds and anticipates the establishment
of the Cohesion Fund (established in 1994).

1993 — Second major reform of the Structural Funds. Financial allocations for the 1994-99 period rise
to an average of ECU 23.6 billion per year (1992 prices). The Cohesion Fund is set up (providing a
further ECU 12.5 million for the four countries with a GDP per capita lower than 90% of the Union’s
average: Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain). Broadening of the coverage (to 51.6 percent of the EU
population) and scope (5 and, following the inclusion of the Nordic Countries, 6 priority objectives) of
Community intervention.

1999 — Agenda 2000: strengthening of the principle of concentration (three Objectives instead of six),
progressive reduction of the resources allocated to Structural and Cohesion policies in the member
states, with an allocation of €195 billion (1999 prices) to the Structural Funds in the EU15 member
states, and annual spending declining from €29.4 billion in 2000 to €26.7 billion in 2006 (plus a
further €18 billion allocated to the Cohesion Fund and €47 billion to the applicant countries of Central
and Eastern Europe for pre-accession aids: Phare, Tacis and Ispa). Spatial coverage of the funds is
also reduced from 52.1 to 40.2 percent of the EU population.

2006 — Following the 2004 enlargement of the Union to 25 member states and with the prospect of a
further enlargement in January 2007 (to include Bulgaria and Romania), the 2007-13 EU budget
allocates just over €308 billion to ECP, in absolute terms the highest ceiling ever reached. The new
regulations place emphasis on increased coherence and coordination (achieved through EU Strategic
Guidelines and national strategic documents), improved simplification and strategic emphasis on the
objectives of growth and jobs of the re-launched Lisbon agenda.

2007 — Launch of the 2007-13 National Strategic Reference Frameworks and Operational
Programmes across the EU27.

2009-2010 — Start of the debates on the reform of the policy for the period 2014-2020. Contrasting
scenarios, including one that favours a radical rescaling of the policy, to allow the EU budget to be
focused on the new key challenges faced by the Union (European Commission, 2010b). At the time of
writing, there appear to be consensus emerging over the fact that the policy should continue to be
present across the entire Union (all EU regions and MS) and that it should focus on the goals outlined
in the Commission’s Strategy Europe 2020 (European Commission, 2010c) whilst continuing to
concentrate financially on the least developed regions (views confirmed by the Commission in its
Fifth Cohesion Report, which it published on 10 November 2010, European Commission, 2010a).

Sources: Allen, 2010; Bachtler and Mendez, 2010; Polverari, 2009a; Profeti, 2006a; Bachtler with
Josserand and Michie, 2002.

The implementation of the policy has been enforced through a comprehensive set of
common rules and procedures across the Union’s territory (which in itself is a good
reason for selecting this policy for comparative analyses such as the present study)
and has also determined a cultural change with respect to the conception and delivery

of regional policy in the recipient countries. This has contributed to the establishment
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of a new regional policy paradigm and method for policy design and implementation,

as summarised in Table 5.'*

Table 5: The new regional policy paradigm

Criteria | Classical regional policy | Modern regional policy*

CONCEPTUAL BASIS

Industrial location theories. Key Learning region theories. Key factors
factors are regional attributes, e.g. are regional capabilities e.g. innovative
production costs, availability of milieus, clusters and networks

workers
POLICY CHARACTERISTICS
Aim(s) Equity or Efficiency Equity and Efficiency
Objectives Employment creation Increased competitiveness (e.g.
Increased investments entrepreneurship, innovation, skills)
Sphere of Action  Narrow (economic/industrial) Broad (multi-sectoral)
Mode of Reactive, project-based Pro-active, planned, strategic
Operation
POLICY STRUCTURE
Spatial focus Problem areas All regions
Analytical base Designation indicators Regional SWOT analysis
Regional exporting
Key instrument Incentive scheme Development programme
Assistance Business aid Business environment
Hard infrastructure Soft infrastructure
ORGANISATION
Policy Top-down, centralised Collective/negotiated
development
Lead organisation Central government Regional authorities
Partners None Local government
Voluntary sector, Social partners
Administration Simple/rational Complex/bureaucratic
Project Selection  Internalised Participative
Timescale Open-ended Multi-annual planning periods
EVALUATION
Stage(s) Ex post Ex ante, interim, ex post
Outcomes Measurable Difficult to measure

Source: Bachtler, 2001, p. 19.
* Modern regional policy is in essence ECP.

' This has included spillover onto the domestic regional policies of Member States and their administrative
systems/public management practices. See the abundant Europeanisation literature on this topic (Bache,
1998; Leonardi, 2005; Fargion et al., 2006) and the recent ex post evaluation on the 2000-06 programmes
(Bachtler et al., 2009a and b).
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On a conceptual level, ECP has supported the consolidation of the move from
redistributive to endogenous development approaches, focused on regional
competitiveness, to be achieved through the full exploitation of local assets and
resources (OECD, 2003; Bachtler, 2001; Bachtler and Raines, 2002). This is in line
with the view promoted by the OECD," according to which the maximisation of
productivity in the regions, and thus of regional competitiveness, can be obtained
through the full mobilisation of local, endogenous resources: human, social, cultural
and environmental. The structure of the local economy, the quality of life and the
attractiveness of the regions for inward investors are all factors in this framework
that can contribute (or hinder) development. Accordingly, the policy becomes ‘place-
based’ (Barca, 2009) and focused on local capabilities and the mobilisation of ‘a
more effective use of public and private resources rather than direct intervention’
(Bachtler and Raines, 2002). As a result, the sphere of action of regional policy has
become broader and increasingly cross-sectoral, expanding from the purely industrial
vocation of early regional policies to the multi-disciplinary breadth of current ECP,
producing a varying policy-mix of industrial, economic, innovation, social, labour-

market and environmental policies.

A corollary of this conceptual shift has been the affirmation of a model of
implementation that relies on regional and local inputs for both policy formulation
and delivery (Bachtler, 2001; Bachtler and Yuill, 2001; Bachtler and Raines, 2002).
As policy does not rely any more on the sole combination of business aid and hard
infrastructures, as was typical of the post-war period (e.g. in both Italy and the UK),
but is focused on the full exploitation of the regions’ endogenous potential, the
involvement of local actors in the preparation and implementation of policy measures

becomes essential, leading to the meso-level becoming the key level for strategy

"> A recent OECD study, for example, states: ‘Acknowledgement that, in some circumstances at least,
convergence is not assured through market mechanisms has provided a justification for regional policies
based on re-distributive subsidies and financial incentives. Since these policies were first introduced,
however, evidence suggests that they have had a limited impact on regional competitiveness. Between 1980
and 2000, less than 25 per cent of the lagging regions in OECD countries, the lowest quintile in terms of
GDP per capita, improved their position relative to the national average. Over three-quarters of all lagging
regions have remained “trapped” in a position of low competitiveness.” (OECD, 2003, p. 4).
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formulation and implementation, and to the policy becoming articulated through
comprehensive, cross-sectoral development programmes (Bachtler and Raines,
2002). These programmes are multi-annual (of seven years duration), have clear and
defined financial plans, and are based on evaluation evidence and prepared with
input (albeit to variable degrees) from local socio-economic stakeholders (following

the principles of programming, subsidiarity and partnership) (Bachtler, 2001).

The key role in defining and implementing the programmes is generally attributed to
the regional authorities or other territorial bodies (where existing capacities at these
levels make it possible), which are responsible for the identification of the
appropriate strategy and policy mix, and for the correct implementation of the
programmes. In countries that have recently experienced processes of
decentralisation, deconcentration and devolution, ECP has in a sense been a
precursor of these processes, having already been devolved before the domestic

systems.

ECP is administered across the EU in accordance with a common set of rules
established in the regulations governing the Structural Funds (general regulation and
Fund-specific regulations).'® Thus, for the purpose of the present comparative
research, focusing on the implementation of this policy appeared to be an ideal basis
for comparison across the two selected regions, allowing the isolation of changes that
were not driven by the European regulatory framework and making the identification

of devolution-induced change more straightforward.

'® The general regulations for the period observed in this research are as follows: Regulation (EEC) No.
2052/1988 of the Council of 24 June 1988; Regulation (EEC) No. 2081/1993 of the Council of 20 July
1993; Regulation (EC) No. 1260/1999 of the Council of 21 June 1999; and Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006
of the Council of 11 July 2006. The specific regulations governing the European Regional Development
Fund are: Council Regulation (EEC) No. 2083/1993 of 20 July 1993 amending Regulation (EEC) No.
4254/1988 laying down provisions for implementing Regulation (EEC) No. 2052/898 as regards the
European Regional Development Fund; Regulation (EC) 1783/1999 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 12 July 1999 on the European Regional Development Fund; Regulation (EC) No. 1080/2006 of
the European Parliament and of the Council of 5 July 2006 on the European Regional Development Fund
and repealing Regulation (EC) No. 1783/1999; and Regulation (EC) No. 397/2009 of the European
Parliament and of the Council of 6 May 2009 amending Regulation (EC) No. 1080/2006 on the European
Regional Development Fund as regards the eligibility of energy efficiency and renewable energy
investments in housing.
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4. DEVOLUTION AND ACCOUNTABILITY

4.1  The rise of the notion of public accountability

To investigate the degree to which the accountability of ECP implemented in Italy
and the UK has changed as a result of devolution has necessitated questioning the
meaning of the concept of accountability. A difficulty encountered in this task was
that accountability has multiple connotations, ‘which vary according to context and
between scientific disciplines’ (Benz et al., 2007, p. 441; similar considerations
appear in Oliver, 1991; Hogwood and McVicar, 1996; Dubnick, 2002; Mulgan, 2000
and 2003; Blackman and Ormston, 2005; Dowdle, 2006; Bovens, 2005, 2007 and
2010; Gregory, 2007).

Accountability is described in the English language as the quality of being
accountable and the liability to give account of, and answer for, the discharge of
duties or conduct (Oxford English Dictionary, 1989), i.e. an obligation or willingness
to accept responsibility and to account for one's actions (or inaction). A Public
Administration Dictionary defines accountability as ‘a condition in which individuals
who exercise power are constrained by external means and by internal norms’
(Chandler and Plano, 1988, quoted in Koppell, 2005, p. 94). Along similar lines,

accountability has been defined as entailing

being liable to be required to give an account or explanation of actions and,
where appropriate, to suffer the consequences, take the blame or undertake to
put matters right if it should appear that errors have been made (Oliver,
1991, p. 22)

and as

a relationship between an actor and a forum, in which the actor has an
obligation to explain and to justify his or her conduct, the forum can pose
questions and pass judgements, and the actor may face consequences
(Bovens, 2007, p. 450).

These definitions imply acknowledgement of the existence of two actors (or groups
of actors), one of whom is in the position of making decisions that will bear
consequences for the other. However, this distinction between these two groups of

actors — the decision-makers, on the one hand, and the decision-takers, on the other
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hand (Held, 2004) — is not sufficient to define the concrete meaning of what being

accountable should entail.

There are different, often interdependent, types of accountability, depending for

example on:

e the context or setting of the action of account-giving, e.g. legal, organisational,
professional or political (Dubnick, 2002);

e the types of actors upon whom the obligation to give account is placed, e.g.
individuals, officials or civil servants, or organisations (Bovens, 2007), and to
whom accountability is bestowed, e.g. politicians, the public, the courts, or
administrative bodies (Oliver, 1991);

e the kinds of relationship between actors in the accountability system, e.g.
hierarchical versus collaborative types of relations (Mulgan, 2003);

e the object of the account-giving activity (for instance whether it is on inputs,
procedures, outputs or performance);

e the predominant goal/s of the accountability relationship, e.g. justice,
performance, democracy and ethical behaviour (Dubnick, 2002); and

e the differing emphases placed on the preventative, learning or punitive aspects of
accountability (Demke et al., 2006; Walker, 2006; Mulgan, 2003; Romzek and
Ingraham, 2000; Fuhrman, 1999; Barberis, 1998).

Because of the many ways in which the term is used, the notion of accountability has
been considered as ‘a slippery, ambiguous term’ (Day and Klein, 1987, p. 26) and to
entail ‘a contestable set of concepts’ (Hogwood and McVicar, 1996) that, for the

purpose of this research, must be specified and discriminated.

In democratic systems, where the ‘demos’ is attributed with the capacity to express
preferences that should be taken into account in policy-making,'’ accountability has

been linked to the legitimate exercise of political power, with the effect that decision-

"7 A principle enshrined in the Italian Constitution, in art. 1(2), where it states that ‘[t]he sovereignty
belongs to the people who exert it in the forms and in the limits of the Constitution’.

34



makers must be answerable for their actions or inactions and must be responsive to

the needs expressed by those affected by their choices.

Considered from the perspective of democratic theory, accountability can be
regarded as a constitutive, albeit not sufficient, element of modern democracy'® and
linked to the final point of Dahl’s institutional guarantees to qualify a democratic
system: the existence of institutions that make government decisions, dependent on
votes and other expressed preferences (Lijpahrt, 1988, p. 12), meaning that
accountability needs to be institutionalised to work effectively (Schmitter, 2004, p.
48). In this context, the concept is intimately linked to the notion of legitimacy (Benz

etal., 2002).

Political accountability has been extensively analysed by political scientists and has

been defined as

a relationship between two sets of persons or (more often) organizations in
which the former agree to keep the latter informed, to offer them explanations
for decisions made, and to submit to any predetermined sanctions that they
may impose. The latter, meanwhile, are subject to the command of the former,
must provide required information, explain obedience or disobedience to the
commands thereof, and accept the consequences for things done or left
undone. Accountability, in short, implies an exchange of responsibilities and
potential sanctions between rulers and citizens, made all the more
complicated by the fact that a varied and competitive set of representatives
typically interposes between the two (Schmitter, 2004, p. 47).

In this light, the issue of accountability applies also to the activity of the public
administrations and other bodies — such as agencies and quangos — which are

responsible for implementing the policies of the ‘rulers’, in that it is through these

'8 Modern democracy has been defined as ‘a system of governance in which rulers are held accountable for
their actions in the public realm by citizens, acting indirectly through the competition and cooperation of
their elected representatives’ (Schmitter and Karl, 1991, p. 1). However, accountability is a necessary but
not sufficient element of democratic systems, since other types of political, non-democratic regimes also
have some forms of accountability: ‘All stable political regimes probably have some predictable form of
accountability to some type of constituency. Sultanistic autocracies have their coteries and cadres. Military
dictatorships have their juntas and deals among the different armed services. Even absolute monarchs are
supposed to be accountable to God — not to mention more earthly dynastic and marital concerns’
(Schmitter, 2004, pp. 47-48). For an example of accountability in non-democratic regimes, see Day and
Klein’s analysis of accountability in feudal England (Day and Klein, 1987).
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that the democratically-determined decisions of policy-makers take concrete shape.
This is not to say that accountability is a concept that is confined to the public
sphere; as will be seen, the accountability of private, commercial and third-sector
organisations has also been subject to extensive research. However, the present study
focuses on public accountability (specifically with regard to the implementation of

ECP).

In the context of public policy, accountability has been understood as the response to
people’s tendency to place their own interest above that of those whom they are
intended to serve and the public’s interest at large (Mulgan, 2003, p. 14), as ‘a means
for organizing control and to prevent powerholders from wrongdoing’ (Puntscher-

Riekmann, 2007, p. 124) and as

the solution to the problem of fallibility ... around which the liberal-
democratic tradition has been built up: if nobody is infallible and no
particular substantive policy can be assumed to be right, then it is essential
that the constitution and the processes — the rules of the game — that it entails
recognize these factors and provide safeguards against bad government
(Oliver, 1991, p. 22).

4.2 Accountability and changing forms of governance

Previous research on accountability in the field of public policy is extensive but
relatively recent, spanning over thirty years overall and becoming particularly
prominent in the last decade (some of the most salient contributions include Day and
Klein, 1987; Oliver, 1991; SIGMA, 1999; Mulgan, 2000 and 2003; Romzek and
Ingraham, 2000; Considine, 2002; Dubnick, 2002; Harlow, 2002; Rhodes, 2003;
Gormley and Balla, 2004; Held, 2004; Mezlev, 2003; Blackman and Ormston, 2005;
OECD, 2005; Demke et al., 2006; Dowdle, 2006; Bovens, 2010, 2007 and 2005;
Gregory, 2007; Papadopoulous, 2007; Bovens et al., 2008). Crucially, with regard to

the present study, it is also largely concentrated — albeit less so — in English-speaking
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countries, notably the US," Australia, New Zealand and the UK. It was in these
countries, in fact, that the modern concept of public accountability emerged in
parallel with the introduction of public sector reforms that became known under the

label of New Public Management (discussed in Box 2).

Box 2: New Public Management

The successful label ‘New Public Management’, coined by Hood in 1991, indicates a reform trend
that first emerged during the 1980s in New Zealand, Australia, North America and the UK in response
to a growing concern over the efficiency, cost and value-for-money of public sector activity (Lynn L
E Jr, 2007; Radin, 2007; Tarschys, 2005). The economy at this time was still recovering from the
crises of the 1970s and the pursuit of the interventionist approaches that had characterised Western
democracies since the Second World War was taking a toll on public budgets. This led to a ‘crisis of
the traditional bureaucratic model processes that were unable to restrain public expenditure and enable
transparency in the sector’ (Kustec-Lipicer and Kova¢, 2008) and to governments introducing
administrative reform measures to reduce the growth and increase the efficiency of public spending
(Light, 1997; Talbot, 1999; Levitt and Joyce, 1987). In the UK, in particular, this translated into an
openness by the Conservative Governments of 1979-1997 ‘to generic management thinking, and to
ideas injected into government by the private sector’ (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004). Overall, the salient
character of NPM reforms included:

(1) the privatisation of civil service functions and liberalisation of services and goods provision
(Kolthoff et al., 2007; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004; Savoie, 1994);

(ii) the decentralisation or deconcentration of functions to sub-national bodies (Kolthoff et al., 2007;
Kustec-Lipicer and Kovagc, 2008);

(iii) a general introduction to the public sector of management techniques derived from the private
sector, such as subcontracting and competitive bidding systems, and the pursuit of collaboration with
the private sector, notably in the form of public-private partnership (Kolthoff et al., 2007; Pollitt and
Bouckaert, 2004; Savoie, 1994);

(iv) the measurement of the performance of public sector bodies (central and devolved authorities, and
agencies) through regular performance assessments, performance measurement techniques, and the
establishment of ad hoc bodies to oversee efficiency improvements and identify opportunities for
saving (Tarschys, 2005; Modell, 2004; Pollit and Bouckaert, 2004; Jackson, 2001);

(v) the modernisation, reorganisation, rationalisation and performance management of the civil service
(through business-like contractual arrangements, the introduction of performance targets and
indicators, a shift from direct authority to indirect control) and the use of external temporary workers
(Kolthoff et al., 2007; Fry, 1984);

" The emphasis placed on accountability in the US political-administrative systems is testified by the
renaming of the US General Accounting Office as ‘Government Accountability Office’ in 2004 (Walker,
2004). A change made to reflect the real scope of activities of the Office, whose ‘first priority is to improve
the performance of the federal government and ensure its accountability to Congress and the American
people’ (Walker, 2004, p. 3). GAO activities include programme evaluations, policy analysis, legal
opinions and other tasks, going ‘beyond the question whether federal funds are being spent appropriately to
ask whether federal programs and policies are meeting their objectives and the needs of society ... As a
strong advocate for truth and transparency in government operations, GAO is committed to ensuring that
recent accountability failures, such as Enron and Worldcom, are not repeated in the public sector’ (Walker,
2004, p. 1).
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(vi) strategic planning, what Kolthoff et al. call the ‘planning-and-control cycle’, i.e. output
budgeting, based on the use of performance information and feedback on results (Kolthoff et al.,
2007; Rubin and Kelly, 2007), and, at a later stage,

(vii) the adoption of service quality improvement schemes and quality management (McNary, 2008;
Kustec-Lipicer and Kovac, 2008) and emphasis on the ‘notions of service and good governance’
(Blaug, Horner and Lekhi, 2006; Goldschmidt et al., 2005; Independent Commission on Good
Governance in Public Services, 2004; CEC, 2001).

During the 1990s, NPM-derived reforms gradually permeated administrative culture of European
countries beyond the UK too, albeit with differing emphases and nuances, informing the so-called
‘European administrative space’ (SIGMA, 1999). In Italy, in particular, the 1980s witnessed a trend
with respect to the promotion of ‘a corporate, managerial culture in bodies such as regional and local
authorities and hospitals and health care units’, leading to a ‘strange mélange of traditional, French-
derived administrative doctrines and NPM ideas’ (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004, p. 264).

As has already been discussed, many of these features can be found in the management principles and
rules of ECP (Chapter 3), which in Italy, was a vehicle for channelling new ideas on financial
management, monitoring and evaluation of domestic public expenditure (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004,
p. 264).

During the latter part of the twentieth century, when the concept of public
accountability emerged in the English-speaking countries (Bovens, 2007, p. 449), it
was absent in other countries that were still anchored on a special body of
administrative law and centred on a traditional style of public administration. This is
witnessed by the fact that in all roman languages the English word ‘accountability’
has no equivalent and is often translated as ‘responsibility’ or ‘account-giving’,
words that cannot adequately convey the full meaning of the notion. To quote just a
few examples, the Spanish version of the World Bank 2004 Development Report
uses the word ‘responsibility’ (responsabilidad) in place of ‘accountability’ in the
English version. Campos (1990) draws attention to the lack of an equivalent term in
the Portuguese language; and in French, accountability has been translated as rendre
compte or redevabilitt (Mer, 2004, pp. 6-7). Dubnick talks about the
incommensurability of the term, noting that accountability ‘has proven extremely
difficult to translate into other languages, and by extension to other political and

administrative cultures’*® (Dubnick, 2002, p. 4).

These latter countries, which include Italy, have opened up to the notion only

recently (and also to others such as responsiveness, performance and, lately, value-

* Dubnick distinguishes between ‘accountabilityW’ (acountability-the-word) and ‘accountabilityC,
accountability-the-concept. The quote refers to the first of the two notions.
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for-money), but nowadays the English word ‘accountability’ is increasingly being
used in these countries too; however, it is not always used with sufficient conceptual
clarity or consistency (as the evidence from the Tuscan case study, presented in

Appendix 111, clearly illustrates).

Nevertheless, despite the above noted incommensurability and notwithstanding the
deferred appearance of this notion in European countries beyond the UK, the concept
of accountability has come to acquire increasing significance, becoming core to
European political and cultural debates (Nicolia, 2005, p. 3) and, related, to academic
investigation. Illustrative of this shift are the studies recently carried out under the
Connex research programme, funded by the European Union as part of the Sixth
Framework Programme of Research.?' This shift can be linked to a number of

factors:

o first, the permeation of NPM reform agenda themes ‘imported’ from the
Anglo-Saxon tradition of government and the related transition, domestically and at
EU-level as a whole, from a ‘legal-bureaucratic’ to a ‘managerial’ approach in public

administration (Olsen, 2003, p. 510);

. second, the emergence of stratified/multi-level and networked forms of
governance (Piattoni, 2010; Benz et al., 2007, Harlow and Rowling, 2007,
Papadopoulos, 2007; Bache and Chapman, 2008; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Rhodes,
2003);

o third, the process of European integration, where accountability emerged as a
necessary dimension of legitimacy in the light of the Union’s democratic deficit and
insufficient scrutiny (related to which, the fall of the Santer Commission in 1999 can
be considered as turning point, as observed by Metcalfe, 2001), in response to the

acknowledgement of the shortcomings of European decision-making processes,

*! See the 2010 special issue on accountability and European governance in West European Politics and the
2007 special issue on accountability in EU multi-level governance in the European Law Journal.
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which are complex and essentially technocratic (Benz et al., 2007; Curtin, 2007,
Nicolia, 2005; Harlow, 2002);

. fourth, globalisation, with its shift of decision-making powers to transnational
actors, which transcends the jurisdiction of domestic accountability systems

(Dowdle, 2006, p. 1); and,

o lastly, a generalised increase in public interest and concern on this issue
(Gregory, 2007), due not least to advances in standards of education and

communication technologies (Mulgan, 2003, p. 2; Walker, 2004, p. 1).

Further factors determined the rise of the notion of accountability in Italy, notably
the fiscal pressure generated by the process of European integration, linked to the
need to meet Maastricht criteria for the EMU, and the indignation and anti-corruption
sentiments fuelled by the political scandals of the early 1990s (Marconi, 1997, p. 3).
All of the above trends have contributed to eroding the traditional,
hierarchical/bureaucratic accountability mechanisms and generated a search for new
accountability systems (e.g. Dowdle, 2006). This has led to increasing academic but
also policy attention to this topic. The first two of the trends outlined above appear as
the most significant for the present research and merit more in-depth consideration

(below).

According to some scholars, the NPM reform agenda was somewhat intertwined
with an accountability reform agenda (Mulgan, 2003; Mulgan and Uhr, 2000). The
transfer of private sector approaches into public policy management and
implementation overcame the classical dichotomy between bureaucracy and profit-
making organisations, typical of traditional public administration studies pioneered

3

by authors such as Weber? and Von Mises.”> By preserving the basic assumption

that the public sector is answerable to different stakeholders and pursues different

2 Weber M. (1964) The theory of social and economic organization, New York, Free Press (translated by
A.M. Henderson and Talcott Parsons; edited with an introduction by Talcott Parsons).

» von Mises, L. (1946) Bureaucracy, Yale University Press, New Haven.
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goals than the private sector (e.g. Curristine, 2005; Barton, 2006), it placed public
sector accountability high on the agenda.’* Some authors note that ‘while the main
rationale of the new public management reforms has been to increase value-for-
money (efficiency) and to improve the quality of outcomes (effectiveness), some
weight has also been given to accountability, both as a value in its own right and as a

means of improving efficiency and effectiveness’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 154).

NPM reformers argued that the public sector was deficient in terms of accountability,
because it operated largely outwith clear and quantifiable objectives and because the
monopolistic position of public administration rendered it unresponsive to the public.
In addition, public sector organisations were considered to place emphasis on the
wrong elements of accountability — on inputs and procedures rather than on outputs
and outcomes. Reforms were therefore passed to introduce measures to tackle such
deficiencies, aimed at strengthening accountability by objectives (for instance
through outsourcing and contracting-out), reinforcing independent monitoring or
regulatory bodies and accountability to the public directly (e.g. through freedom of
information acts), and reducing political accountability to allow more freedom and
flexibility to public managers in line with private sector practice. Attempts were also
made to reduce input and procedure-related accountability (Mulgan, 2003, p. 151-
187).” In parallel, there also emerged a ‘fear that privatization and globalization’
would ‘break down the traditional accountability arrangements’ (Dowdle, 2006, p.

1). Thus, ‘what started as an instrument to enhance the effectiveness and efficiency

* In reality, this approach has not been linear. It was only in a second wave of reforms that awareness of
the difference in role and purpose of the public actor re-appeared, in response to the failures of the
unmediated adoption of private sector approaches. ‘If the public sector reforms of the 1980s were steeped
in the language of management, this new perspective stresses notions of service and good governance’
(Blaug, Horner and Lekhi, 2006). A new desire for legitimacy emerged, implying that certain ethical norms
should be observed by the public agent (Denhardt and Vinzant Denhardt, 2000), such as accountability,
democracy (i.e. decentralised decision-making, engagement of citizens, consultation) and fairness (de
Montricher, 1998). Indeed, the growing public dissatisfaction during the 1990s with respect to the quality

and scope of public services has led to a shift in the most recent literature from NPM to ‘good governance’.

» However, Mulgan argues, these reforms were only partially successful, because new forms of

accountability tended to complement, rather than replace, more traditional ones, and because of the
shortcomings of applying private sector approaches to public policies, given their politically contested
nature (Mulgan, 2003, pp. 151-187).
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of public governance, has gradually become a goal in itself ... first in the USA ... but

increasingly also in the EU’ (Bovens, 2007, p. 449).

By emphasising the ‘managerial concern about governance performance’, some
authors have argued that NPM reformers have indirectly caused neglect in the topic
of the ‘quality of our democracies’ of which ‘the democratic accountability of
governance structures’ is a key element (Papadopoulos, 2007, p. 470). More
generally, the upsurge of this concept in academic research, legislation and policy
documents has exacerbated the conceptual ambiguity of the notion, leading a notable
scholar to call rhetorically for a ‘defence of a concept that is threatened by its

popularity and undermined by those who use it most’ (Dubnick, 2002, p. 1).

As for the second factor, i.e. the emergence of multi-level and networked forms of
governance, increased attention to the theme of accountability has emerged from the
awareness that new modes of governance and decision-making — breaking from
traditional approaches and introducing flexible, multi-tiered, inclusive and networked
forms of decision-making — have led to questioning the traditional approach to
accountability, anchored in the principal-agent theory, and to a search for new

accountability mechanisms (Hogwood and McVicar, 1996). As observed by Rhodes,

the traditional mechanisms of accountability in representative democracy
were never designed to cope with multi-organizational, fragmented policy
systems (Rhodes, 2003, p. 21) ... [P]articipation in a network can be open
but without being formally accountable ... [T]he assumption of institutional
hierarchy which underpins so many discussions of bureaucratic
accountability no longer holds (Rhodes, 2003, pp. 58-59).

There ensued a widespread criticism of the lack of accountability in the new
governance, ‘whether through the alleged emasculation of local authorities, the
erosion of ministerial accountability by agencies, or the growth of non-elected,

special-purpose bodies and patronage appointments’ (Rhodes, 2003, p. 21).

Paradoxically, however, the above-discussed new governance, whilst having
contributed to raising the profile of the notion of accountability, generating increased

academic and policy interest in this topic, and extending its sphere of relevance
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geographically, has also ended up posing a number of unprecedented challenges to

its effective realisation and associated assessment.

With respect to the multi-level and networked aspect of the new ‘governance’,
accountability has been found to be hampered by the very complexity of the

governance arrangements, most notably:

the difficulty of attributing to any one actor in particular responsibility for
the final decision (the problem of *‘many hands’) — and by particularly long
chains of spurious delegation (Curtin, 2007) — as well as by the
simultaneous existence of multiple forums to which the actors must give
account (the problem of ‘many eyes’) ... The segmented nature of MLG
arrangements allows only to a moderate degree for responsibility to be
assigned to where it belongs (Piattoni, 2010, p. 225).%°

These considerations link to the difference between collective and individual
responsibility and to the problem that arises when collective actions are not
imputable to a clear individual or organisation (Mulgan, 2003, p. 23): when the
responsibility for collective outcomes is diffused, attributing accountability to any

one individual or organisation can be an arduous task.

The lack of visibility and ‘uncoupling from the democratic circuit’ of decision-
making procedures in multi-level, network governance, i.e. the fact that actors in the
networks may have distinct agendas from the elected decision-makers, and the
prevalence of softer, ‘peer’ forms of accountability, based on indirect mechanisms
such as moral or social pressure that ‘risk of being ‘toothless’’, pose further
challenges to accountability in this context (Papadopoulos, 2007, pp. 470 and 487).
In a multi-level, networked setting, moreover, the accountability system is more

dispersed and fragmented (Papadopoulos, 2007, p. 484).

Further, networks operate largely based on trust (a concept somewhat antithetical to
accountability, in the sense that where trust is high there is less need for

accountability) and as such are often based on informal relationships between

* The problems of ‘many hands’ and ‘many eyes’ are conceptualisations of Bovens (2007), quoted

elsewhere in Piattoni’s text.
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members and can lack clear stable, collegiate objectives (Mulgan, 2003, p. 235),
given that ‘although each organization affiliated with a network undoubtedly has its
own goals, the goals of the network itself evolve over time through a process of give-
and-take’ (Gormley and Balla, 2004, p. 115). To work effectively, accountability
needs clarity at the level of either ends or means, but in networks ends and means can
both be obscure or vague (Mulgan, 2003, p. 235). Finally, networks can also become
self-referential and even self-serving, and they can pursue (more or less overtly)
conflicting goals, arising from the contrasting self-interests of members. This can
blur further accountability by favouring opaque forms of deliberation and non-

transparent procedures.

The challenges to accountability posed by the new — managerial, multi-level and
networked - governance make understanding whether accountability is effectively
delivered in this new context particularly crucial but, quite evidently, also more

difficult to ascertain.

4.3  Accountability in policy-making

The increasing popularity of accountability is witnessed not just by the proliferation
of academic research, as discussed above, but also by an equivalent trend in policy,
testified by various studies on this theme undertaken in the last few years by a
number of supranational and national institutions. In this context, the focus on
accountability is linked to the emergence of the new concept of ‘good’ or ‘global’
governance, promoted by the World Bank, the IMF, the OECD and the Council of

Europe (Harlow, 2002), of which accountability is a key element.

In 2003, a United Nations’ report on improving public sector effectiveness included a
number of recommendations on mechanisms through which the accountability of
public action could (and should) be strengthened. The World Bank has also produced
a range of publications on the topic of accountability with respect to different
policies in developing and transition countries. The OECD’s Public Governance
Committee investigated the topic of public accountability in 2005 as part of a review

of the evolution of government in its member countries. In that case, the justification
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for the analysis was linked to the awareness that ‘technological innovations, changes
in the size and structure of government, and the introduction of performance
budgeting and management’ were altering the mechanisms through which

governments are held to account (OECD, 2005, p. 84).

Within the EU, the rising importance of the topic of accountability is confirmed by
the 2001 Commission’s White Paper on European Governance, launched by Romano
Prodi following the scandals of the Santer Commission (Benz et al., 2007; Harlow,
2002; Metcalfe, 2001). The White Paper enumerated accountability as one of five
key principles of ‘good governance’, the other four being openness, participation,

effectiveness, and coherence (CEC, 2001, p. 10). Accountability implied that

[r]oles in the legislative and executive processes need to be clearer. Each of
the EU institutions must explain and take responsibility for what it does in
Europe. But there is also a need for greater clarity and responsibility from
Member States and all those involved in developing and implementing EU
policy at whatever level (CEC, 2001, p. 10).

The paper did not provide a more exact definition of the concept, however, and it has
been found wanting in this respect because, by particularly emphasising ‘the
prospective notion of participation in rule- and policy-making’, it did not adequately
distinguish between accountability, responsiveness and responsibility (Harlow, 2002,

p. 185).

The concept of accountability had surfaced onto the policy agenda of the EU already
before the production of the White Paper, particularly through the OECD SIGMA
work carried out to support the public administration reform process in the twelve
Central and Eastern-European member states in preparation for their accession to the
European Union. This work also contributed to raising the profile and understanding
the concept of public sector accountability within the EU member states. In
acknowledgement of the lack of acquis communautaire on standards of systems of
governance and national public administrations, the SIGMA initiative theorised some

‘key components of good governance’ that included the rule-of-law principles of:
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reliability, predictability, accountability, transparency, technical and managerial
competence, organisational capacity, and citizens’ participation (SIGMA, 1999, p.
5). The SIGMA report provides a definition of accountability;*’ however, from the
perspective adopted in this research, it must be considered as partial. It relates only
to the accountability of administrative bodies, leaves out of the equation the public as
one of the potential actors towards whom accountability may be owed and, more
importantly, neglects the dimension of ‘rectification’ (Mulgan, 2003; Oliver, 1991).
As will be seen, rectification is an essential component of any accountability

relationships, as intended in the present study.

In addition, accountability — specifically, executive accountability — was the focus of
a study on sustainable governance across the OECD countries, carried out over the
period 2005-07 and published in 2009 by the Bertelsmann Foundation. The study,
which is set to be updated biannually, assessed executive accountability considering
‘the extent to which actors outside the core executive, such as parliament, political
parties, associations and other civil society actors inform, communicate with and
monitor the government, thus contributing to the improvement of its knowledge base
as well as its level of normative reflection’ (Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2009a, p. 13). A
summary of the key questions regarding accountability in the study is presented in
Table 6 to follow, which also indicates the assessment of the Italian and British

political systems with respect to each dimension considered.®

7 “Generally, accountability means that one person or authority has to explain and justify its actions to
another. So in administrative law it means that any administrative body should be answerable for its actions
to other administrative, legislative or judicial authorities. Accountability also requires that no authority
should be exempt from scrutiny or review by others’ (SIGMA, 1999, p. 12).

** The study assessed and ranked the 30 OECD Countries according to 149 criteria, grouped in two main
indexes: a ‘status index’ that measures a country’s quality of democracy and economic and policy-specific
performance, and thus indicates a country’s need for reform, and a ‘management index’ that assesses
executive capacity and accountability, and thus provides an assessment of a government’s capacity to carry
out reform. For each country and each aspect assessed, a 1-to-10 numerical score is accompanied by a brief
description of the reasons justifying the score. The complexity of the study requires in-depth reading to
fully appreciate the assessments made relating to cross-country comparisons (for example, countries with
overall similar values in one or the other index can present considerable variations regarding the different
aspects considered). Keeping this in mind, it can nevertheless be noted that Italy has emerged as fifth-
bottom in both indexes (followed only by Poland, Greece, Mexico and Turkey for the status index, and by
the Czech Republic, Turkey, Poland and Greece for the management index), whilst the UK was in a
middle-ranking position (thirteenth as regards the status index and sixteenth with respect to the
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A similar international ranking, but with a focus on global organisations rather than

governments — intergovernmental, non-governmental and corporations — is produced

annually by the One World Trust, a charity whose mission is to support global

organisations to become more accountable to the communities they affect (Bovens,

2010; Lloyd et al., 2007; Lloyd et al., 2008; Blagescu and Lloyd, 2006). Their

Global Accountability Framework assesses the selected organisations based on an

index articulated on four key criteria: transparency, participation, evaluation, and

complaint and response mechanism (Lloyd et al., 2007 and 2008; Blagescu and

Lloyd, 2006).

Table 6: Bertelsmann Foundation assessment of executive accountability in
OECD Countries

Report Criterion Question (IT and UK rating out of 10)

Citizens Policy knowledge To what extent are citizens informed of government
policy-making? (IT 6; UK 6)

Parliament Obtaining documents Are parliamentary committees able to ask for government

Summoning Ministers
Summoning experts

Task area coincidence

documents? (IT §; UK 9)

Are parliamentary committees able to summon Ministers
for hearings? (IT 9; UK 8)

Are parliamentary committees able to summon experts for
committee meetings? (IT 9: UK 10)

Do the task arecas of parliamentary committees and
ministries coincide? (IT 7; UK 6)

Audit office To what extent is the audit office accountable to the
parliament? (IT 7; UK 10)
Ombuds office Does parliament have an ombuds office? (IT 2; UK 7)
Intermediary | Media reporting Do the main TV and radio stations provide substantive

organisations

Party competence

Association
competence
Association relevance

information on government decisions? (IT 5; UK 9)

Do the major parties propose plausible and coherent
policies in their electoral programs? (IT 6; UK 9)

To what extent do interest associations propose reasonable
policies? (IT 5; UK 8)

Are interest association proposals considered relevant by
the government? (IT 7; UK 5)

Source: Bertelsmann Stiftung, 2009b, 2009¢ and 2009d (Accountability — Citizens, Parliament and
Intermediary Organizations Reports).

management index). In both rankings, the first positions are occupied by the Nordic countries and New
Zealand (in different orders). Country reports provide a more in-depth narrative of the situation in each

country.
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Lastly, in more recent years the concept of accountability has appeared also in policy
documents by — or studies for — some EU member states. For instance, in 2006
during the Austrian Presidency of the European Union, the Austrian Federal
Chancellery commissioned a survey on decentralisation and accountability,
considered as ‘central themes of public administration modernisation across all EU
Member States, the Accession States and the European Commission’ (Demke et al.,
2006, p. 9). Similarly, a 2004 report by an Independent Commission on Good
Governance in Public Services in the UK identified accountability as one of ‘six core
principles of good governance that are common to all public service organisations’
(Independent Commission on Good Governance in Public Services, 2004)
[henceforth Independent Commission, 2004]. Starting from the acknowledgement
that government bodies have multiple accountabilities ‘to the public (citizens) and to
those who have the authority, and responsibility, to hold them to account on the

public’s behalf’, it defined accountability as:

an agreed process for both giving an account of your actions and being held
to account; a systematic approach to put that process into operation; and a
focus on explicit results or outcomes. Real accountability is concerned not
only with reporting on or discussing actions already completed, but also with
engaging with stakeholders to understand and respond to their views as the
organisation plans and carries out its activities (Independent Commission,
2004, p. 23).

This is a comprehensive definition that takes into account both the ex ante and ex
post dimensions of the accountability relation, but one which, once again, does not

include the key aspects of ‘rectification’.

4.4  Defining and theorising accountability

Within the domain of public policy, the concept of accountability has been
investigated in a broad range of policy areas: education, higher education and
training (Courty and Marschke, 2007; di Gropello, 2004; Gormley and Balla, 2004;
Schwarz, 2000; Furham, 1999; Abelmann and Elmore, 1999; Day and Klein, 1987);
healthcare (Brinkerhoff, 2004; Kickbush, 2000; Bennett et al., 1996; Day and Klein,
1987); policing (Walker, 2006; Reiner, 2000; Oliver, 1987; McLauglin, 1992; Day
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and Klein, 1987); defence (Bryer, 2008; Romzek and Ingraham, 2000); infrastructure
privatisation and regulation (Barton, 2006; Kessides, 2005); and environmental

protection, biodiversity conservation and climate change (Brechin et al., 2002).

Previous academic research has discussed public accountability from a range of
perspectives, including not just the accountability of state, sub-national government
bodies and executive agencies (Gormley and Balla, 2004), but also the accountability
of non-profit and non-governmental organisations (Ebrahim, 2005) and of global,
supranational and international institutions (Koenig-Archibugi, 2010; Buchanan and
Keohane, 2006; Held and Koenig-Archibugi, 2005; Herz and Ebrahim, 2005; Held,
2004), including the European Union and its governance (Kohler-Koch, 2010; Wille,
2010; Busuioc, 2008; Puntscher-Rickmann, 2006 and 2007; Curtin, 2007; Arnull and
Wincott, 2002; Harlow, 2002).

In the news and amongst the public, but also in the academic literature to an extent,
the discussion of accountability is frequently linked to prevention and response to

crises, generally after something has gone wrong (Gregory, 2007), because

accountability seems to be one of those political concepts, like legitimacy,
that usually becomes apparent only when it is defective or absent. When the
accountability process is working well not much seems to be happening, and
one could reach the false conclusion that it makes no contribution to
improving the various qualities that a democracy should display (Schmitter,
2004, p. 55).

Thus, perhaps it is true that oportet ut scandala eveniant.?® Indeed, scandals or
contested governmental action in controversial circumstances, such as the war on
terrorism of the Bush/Blair administrations (Haque, 2002), the US government
response to Hurricane Katrina (Cigler, 2007), the Enron and Worldcom cases
(Walker, 2004) and, more recently, the materialization of the global financial and
economic crisis, have all generated great debate. The debates focused on: (i) whether
they could have been prevented; (ii) whether the wrong decisions had been taken

and, if so, who was responsible for them (and whether those individuals should be

29 . ..
This sentence means ‘it is opportune that scandals occur’.

49



sanctioned); (iii) whether there had been failings in the existing control systems and,
if so, how they should be addressed to prevent future such shortcomings; and, lastly,

(iv) what form of corrective action should be implernented.3 0

However, many references to the accountability principle in governmental
documents (including, as has been seen, the 2001 European Commission White
Paper), in the press and in the public parlance rely on assumed, implicit definitions of
what this term should mean that lend themselves to different interpretations. So, even
though the concept of accountability has become increasingly popular in the last few
decades, as discussed above (and as noted by authors such as Mulgan, 2003 and
2000; Harlow, 2002; Dubnick, 2002; Bovens, 2007, and Gregory, 2007)31, there is a

generalised consensus over the fact that accountability is a

word which a few decades or so ago was used only rarely and with relatively
restricted meaning [but which] now crops up everywhere performing all
manner of analytical and rhetorical tasks and carrying most of the major
burdens of democratic 'governance’ (itself another conceptual newcomer)
(Mulgan, 2000, p. 1).
By being ‘a golden concept’ (Bovens, 2007), a ‘hurra-word’ (Bovens, 2005), a
concept ‘that no one can be against’ (Bovens, 2005 and 2007) — because of its
‘evocative powers’ (Bovens, 2007) and because it lends itself well to symbolic,

‘rhetorical or iconic use’ (Dubnick, 2002) — accountability has become an over-

stretched concept, whose meaning can vary considerably depending on the context to

3% Similar recent UK examples of this attention to accountability in the face of political failings include the
death of infants and social care (e.g. Victoria Climbié in 2000 and ‘Baby P’ in 2008) , the consequences for
agriculture and public health from the BSE outbreak (Mulgan, 2003, p. 166), and the terrorist attacks in
London on 7 July 2007. In each case, there was extensive debate about the different types of government
investigation and public inquiry required to ensure accountability and on the measures to be taken to
prevent similar occurrences in future. In Italy, recent examples include the insolvency of the Parmalat
group in 2008 with its impact on thousands of savers, and the waste emergency in the region of Campania
in 2009/2010; or it has been related to the alleged misuse of public funds or abuse of power, as with the
bankruptcy of the national airline company, Alitalia, in 2008/2009, the use of public funds in works carried
out in preparation for the July 2009 G8 meeting in La Maddalena, and the reconstruction of the town of
L’Aquila after the devastating earthquake of April 2009 (though, in many respects, the Italian public seems
far more inclined to ignore or forget than the British public, perhaps as a consequence of the nature of the
media system in that country).

*' So much so that accountability has also been mentioned in the Queen’s speeches at the State Opening of
Parliament (in 2002 and 2007).

50



which it is applied and on the subjective interpretations of users (Dowdle, 2006). For
this reason, accountability as a word has successfully been described as a
‘chameleon-like’ term (Mulgan, 2000, 1) that ‘embraces a number of different
meanings and is commonly used in close associations with other ideas, particularly
responsiveness, answerability, fault and blame’ (Gregory, 2007, p. 339) or equated
with other, non-synonymous concepts, such as ‘responsibility, transparency,
answerability and responsiveness’ (Oliver, 1991, p. 22). Its meaning, in sum, is

‘elusive’ (Koppell, 2005, p. 94; Bovens, 2007, p. 448).

Perhaps for this reason, a considerable amount of the research on this topic appears
to focus on the characteristics of accountability and on discreet, case-specific
definitions, rather than on the elaboration of a universally-applicable definition.*
This is generally performed by focusing on a set of differentiations between types,
dimensions or mechanisms of accountability. The following paragraphs review some
of the most interesting categorisations proposed by scholars from a variety of
disciplines, discuss the ‘dimensions’ of accountability, and explore the tools through

which accountability is delivered in different settings.

4.4.1 Categorisations of accountability types

Considine - who defines accountability as ‘the legal obligation to respect the
legitimate interests of others affected by decisions, programmes and interventions’
(Considine, 2002, p. 22) - operates a distinction between vertical accountability,
referring to the formal hierarchical attribution of responsibilities within and between
organisations, based on the concepts of mandate and authorization, and horizontal
accountability, applicable to processes based on consultation and cooperation and
where accountability can be perceived as a structural contingency problem, which
requires constant adaptations and adjustments to suit the dynamic environment of

relations and co-responsibilities.
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Another common distinction, proposed by Considine and other authors, is that
between formal and informal accountability (Considine, 2002; Abelman and Elmore,
1999). Formal accountability can be referred to as that which is fulfilled through
formal requirements (e.g. submission of periodic reports, audit procedures, respect of
pre-set decision-making procedures and processes etc.) and in response to legal
obligations; whereas informal accountability refers to all the information flows,
cooperation patterns, consultation and similar activities that are based more on the
creation of a converging commitment towards common objectives, rather than on
compulsory obligations. The two are clearly not mutually exclusive; however, it can
be argued that the transition from traditional forms of government to new forms of
governance may contribute to the second type of accountability gaining weight.
Equally, accountability can relate to the individual public administrator or to an
organisation as a whole (individual versus organisational accountability, Demke et
al., 20006, p. 79).

A further distinction is between managerial and political accountability:

the latter is assumed to apply particularly to governments who are
accountable to their electors for the authority granted to them whereas the
former applies to managers being made accountable for the responsibilities
delegated to them ... Political accountability is implied to be more open-
ended and less detailed whilst managerial accountability is more closed and
defined (Broadbent and Laughlin, 2001, p. 1).

Managerial accountability can apply to both private and public sectors actors and
organisations (in this case it is also referred to as bureaucratic accountability, e.g.
Hunold, 2001). Political or democratic accountability, on the other hand, relates to
the public sphere and can comprise both electoral, indirect, mediated
accountability, such as the accountability owed and delivered by elected bodies
(parliaments, governments, regional and local authorities) and participative
accountability, relative to decision-making processes based more on partnership and

consultation. These two forms of democratic accountability often coexist (and

32 Notable exceptions include the work of Bovens (2007) and Mulgan (2003).
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indeed both elements can be found, for example, in the Commission’s 2001 White

Paper on governance, CEC, 2001, p. 4).

A distinction has also been made between external and internal accountability,
depending on whether the targets/recipients of the accountability function are
outwith or within the organisation responsible for the actions (Mulgan, 2003;
Romzek and Ingraham, 2000; Fuhrman, 1999). As individuals and organisations
alike are generally subject to both types of accountability at the same time, tensions
can occur between the two systems, resulting in potential idiosyncratic responses.
For instance, Furhman provides the example of diverging accountabilities in schools,
where the a tension might emerge from the need for teachers to increase schools’
average scores in league tables (external accountability), while at the same time
either being obliged to comply with internal school regulations indicating the
imperative to support lagging students or perceiving a personal, moral imperative to

do so (different types of internal accountability) (Fuhrman, 1999, pp. 9-10).

Accountability can have an economic connotation, related to the economical use of
resources and performance achieved, or a legal connotation (Considine, 2002), when
it focuses on the formal respect of a defined chain of commands and on the
fulfilment of procedural rules for the actions to be accounted for. It has been argued
that the emphasis on performance and compliance of traditional accountability
theories is now being replaced with an accent on network relations and trust,
characteristic of more modern theories of ‘organisational convergence’ (Considine,
2002). This argument is also followed by Zapico Goiii, who distinguishes between
traditional and performance-based accountability: the first is compliance-based,
reactive and intermittent; the second is proactive and on-going (Zapico Goiii, 1997,
pp- 1-2). The scholar argues that Spain is still characterised by a traditional model of
accountability, despite the changes introduced by subsequent constitutional and
administrative reforms. Similar to Goii’s ‘traditional’ accountability is West’s
procedural accountability, which he defines as the requirement for administrators
‘to solicit and address public comments on the merits of individual policy decisions’

(West, 2004, p. 66).
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More sophisticated typologies of accountability can be found in the work of Oliver
(1991), Brinkerhoff (2004), and Romzek and Ingraham (2000). Oliver, in her
analysis of the British governmental system, elaborates a categorisation of
accountability types based on the kind of actor towards whom accountability is
bestowed, in which: (i) political accountability is the accountability to parliament,
parliamentary committees and ministers; (ii) public accountability is the
accountability to the general public or its sections (interest groups); (iii) legal
accountability is the accountability to courts, linked to the duty to obey the law and
the related enforcement of non-compliance; and (iv) administrative accountability
is the accountability to non-political administrative bodies, such as the National
Audit Office (Oliver, 1991, pp. 23-28). Clearly, Oliver’s interpretation of legal
accountability is different from that given by Considine, as discussed above
(Considine, 2002): different authors adopt different perspectives in their analysis of
accountability, for instance starting by considering the accountability recipients
rather than the accountors, and therefore the same denomination can be used to

signify different concepts.

Brinkerhoff, in his analysis of health systems, distinguishes between financial,
performance and political/democratic types of accountability, where (Brinkerhoff,

2004, pp. 375-6):

e financial accountability places emphasis particularly on control and assurance
of elimination of waste, fraud and corruption (through a compliance focus, based
on set procedures and standards, with measures to ensure the efficiency of

resources use and control cost);

e performance accountability places emphasis on assurance and improvement
and learning, focusing on the adherence to legal, regulatory and policy
frameworks and through instruments such as set procedures, standard-setting
quality audits, benchmarking, quality management, monitoring and evaluation;

and

e political/democratic accountability, like financial accountability, emphasises

particularly aspects of control and assurance, based on the principal-agent
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relation, information dissemination, and adherence to quality standards, norms

and societal values.

Along similar lines, Bovens et al. (2008, p. 233) propose an understanding of
accountability based on three perspectives: democratic (where the key concern is the
control of executive power), constitutional (where the focus is on preventing abuse
of authority) and learning (where the key concern lies in the effectiveness and

responsiveness of public authorities’ action).

A seminal classification of accountability types was developed by Romzek and
Ingraham (2000), distinguishing between hierarchical (or bureaucratic), legal,
professional and political types of accountability, a typology based on the ‘source
of control (internal or external) and the degree of control (high or low) exerted over
public agents’ (Roberts, 2002, p. 658). In their analysis, hierarchical accountability is
characterised by little autonomy and close supervision from within; legal
accountability is based on detailed control by external bodies, such as parliaments or
courts; professional accountability is defined by high autonomy, based on
‘internalized norms of appropriate practice’ (Romzek and Ingraham, 2000, p. 242);
and political accountability is characterised by the responsiveness to key
stakeholders or client groups and is often accompanied by hierarchical and legal

types of accountability relationships (see Table 7). Clearly, in reality ‘these
distinctions are not always borne out’ (Gormley and Balla, 2004, p. 10).

Table 7: Romzek and Ingraham’s typology

Type of | Source of | Degree of | Value emphasis | Behavioural expectation

Accountability | control autonomy

Hierarchical Internal Low Efficiency Obedience to organisational
directives

Legal External Low Rule of law Compliance with external mandates

Professional Internal High Expertise Deference to individual judgement
and expertise

Political External High Responsiveness | Responsiveness to key external
stakeholders

Source: Adapted from Romzek and Ingraham, 2000, p. 342.

Denhardt and Vinzent Denhardt propose a further categorisation of the meaning

attributed to accountability, related to three possible evolutions of public
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administrations: Old Public Administration, New Public Management and New
Public Service (their own construct). In the first, the approach to accountability is
predominantly hierarchical: administrators are accountable to democratically
elected political leaders, and public servants are responsive to constituents and
clients. In the New Public Management phase, accountability is market-driven and
civil servants are responsive to the public as a customer (whereby ‘the accumulation
of self-interests will result in outcomes desired by broad groups of citizens’). In the
last conceptual evolution of public administration — New Public Service —
accountability is ‘multifaceted’, thus basically plural, as civil servants have to
balance and respond to a plurality of elements, such as ‘law, community values,
political norms, professional standards, and citizens interests’. Here, the citizen
becomes the key holder of accountability (Denhardt and Vinzent Denhardt, 2000, pp.
553-557).

An interesting typology on the ‘dimensions’ of accountability is proposed by
Koppell, who defines accountability according to the following five aspects:
transparency (to give account of actions and performance); liability (to face
consequences for actions and performance); controllability (to be subject to controls
regarding the alignment of the actions taken to the indications received);
responsibility (to adhere to law, rules and norms); and responsiveness (to deliver
‘substantive expectations’ on clients/stakeholders’ demands and/or needs) (Koppell,
2005). In contrast, Gregory (2007) disaggregates accountability into four

constituents: responsibility, control, prevention and assurance/answerability.

Lastly, Bovens (2007) offers a further typology of accountability based on the
analysis of the nature of: (i) the forum to whom accountability is owed (i.e. the
decision-taker in the terminology adopted in the present study); (ii) the accountable
actor (the decision-taker); (iii) the conduct for which accountability is to be given;
and (iv) the obligation to give account (i.e. why the decision-maker gives account,

and whether she is obliged to do so or not). It is summarised in the table below.
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Table 8: Bovens’ types of accountability

Based on the nature of the forum . Political accountability

. Legal accountability

. Administrative accountability

. Professional accountability

. Social accountability
Based on the nature of the actor . Corporate accountability

. Hierarchical accountability

. Collective accountability

. Individual accountability
Based on the nature of the conduct . Financial accountability

. Procedural accountability

. Product accountability
Based on the nature of the obligation . Vertical accountability

. Diagonal accountability

. Horizontal accountability

Source: Bovens, 2007, p. 461.

In reviewing the characteristics of accountability, the time dimension must also be
taken into account. This is not an aspect on which there is consensus amongst the
scholars of the topic. On the one hand, it has been underlined that accountability has
a before and an after dimension, entailing ‘procedures allowing for ex ante and ex
post scrutiny’ (Puntscher-Riekmann, 2007, p. 126), in that, as has already been
recalled, it implies: (i) the capacity and possibility to input effectively in decision-
making; (ii) the need for those in charge of decision-making to account for their
choices; and, (ii1) the possibility for stakeholders to express dissent and
dissatisfaction and to request changes to the course of action adopted (Mezlev, 2003;

also Mulgan, 2003).

Other authors, however, notably Bovens, argue that accountability in the strict sense
has only an ‘after’ dimension. Whilst acknowledging that ‘[t]he line between
retrospective accounting and proactive policy making can be thin in practice’, this
scholar adopts a definition that is exclusively retrospective, according to which
‘[a]ctors are to account to a forum after the fact’ (Bovens, 2007, p. 453). For reasons
illustrated in detail in the analytical framework sections (Part 2), this thesis takes into

account both the prospective and the retrospective dimensions of accountability.

An author who has placed particular emphasis on the time dimension of
accountability is Schmitter. In his work on political accountability in democratic

systems, this eminent scholar proposes an analytical framework for the comparative
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assessment of political accountability based on the behaviour of citizens,
representatives and rulers in the ‘before’, ‘during’ and ‘after’ phases of the policy-
making cycle. In this framework, the ‘before’ represents the phase of agenda-setting,
the ‘during’ the phase of deliberation (e.g. of a law or regulation), and the ‘after’ the
phases of implementation and subsequent impact generation (including intended and
unintended outcomes, and further evolutions of the measure, such as a possible court
review). The framework is based on a cross-tabulation of ‘the temporal aspect of the
decision-making process with the type of actor whose behaviour is being evaluated’
(Schmitter, 2004, p. 54). As illustrated in Table 9, this results in a rather complex set
of nine criteria, where each criterion is to be assessed through a system of associated,
simple yes/no questions (of which the author provides only a few indicative

examples).

Table 9: The generic properties of successful/failed accountability: time x actors

Before During After

Citizens Participation/ Abstention | Attention/Indifference Obligation/Resentment

Representatives | Mobilisation (for and | Competition/ Obstruction | Compliance/ Resistance
against)/Mobilisation
(against)

Rulers Accessibility/ Exclusion | Deliberation/ Collusion Responsiveness/
Imposition

Source: Schmitter, 2004, pp. 54-55.

There would be no point in dwelling further on Schmitter’s analytical framework,
given that it is proposed with a different purpose than the present analysis (large-
scale comparative assessments of democratic systems); nevertheless, the example is
an interesting one because it is illustrative of an alternative view of accountability,
one based on a temporal interpretative key, rather than on the more traditional
‘spatial metaphor that political scientists have traditionally used when discussing
political accountability’ that ‘stresses the ‘vertical’ power relations between citizens,

representatives and rulers’ (Schmitter, 2004, p. 52).
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4.4.2 The tools of accountability

The considerations on the time dimension also lead to the topic of the tools or
instruments through which public accountability is delivered. The wide array of
possible means through which accountability can be delivered, the need to reconcile
accountability and efficiency, and the necessity to ensure that delivering
accountability implies no distortive effects on goal delivery (discussed below) mean
that there are no off-the-shelf, ‘one-size-fits-all’ approaches. These accountability
tools have been found to be a function of a range of factors, for instance: (i) the
predominant emphasis of the accountability relationships on punishment or
prevention/learning; (ii) the type of public administration systems (e.g. traditional
Weberian, compliance-orientated versus performance/results-orientated); (iii) the
role of the state vis-a-vis private actors in the provision of public services and goods
(e.g. Keynesian versus liberal approaches; state provision versus outsourcing); (iv)
the prevailing human resource system in a country’s public administration (e.g.
career-based versus position-based, Demke et al., 2006); and even a country’s size
(Demke et al., 2006). An indicative classification of the wide range of accountability
tools proposed in a number of contributions reviewed is presented below (Demke et
al., 2006; Walker, 2007; Mulgan, 2003; Romzek and Ingraham, 2000; Fuhrman,
1999; Barberis, 1998).

e Prevention/learning types of accountability tools include: foreseeing standards
of practice, codes of conduct, ethical standards, guidelines, norms and rules (e.g.
on procedures); the introduction of incentives for correct administration (e.g.
promotions or symbolic awards) as well as sanctions for incorrect behaviour (e.g.
disciplinary action); internal and external supervision (e.g. routine hierarchical
supervision and internal/external audits); informal networks, soft coordination
and control mechanisms (networks for knowledge-sharing and best-practice
dissemination); procedural and financial monitoring and reporting; consultations;

and training and other capacity-building measures.

e Performance type of accountability tools comprise: the introduction of

performance assessment devices (e.g. target-setting and periodic reviews) linked
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to performance management systems (e.g. salary bonuses, performance-based
promotions/gratifications, regular performance evaluations); formative types of
internal audits/risk management procedures; formative types of evaluations and
self-assessments; monitoring systems with early warning mechanisms to timely

detect problems.

e Control/punitive types of accountability tools include: internal or external
supervision, control and audit based on rigid chains of command or institutional
responsibilities (e.g. through Accounting/Audit Offices or internal audit
divisions); the introduction of regulatory bodies, ombudsman-type structures or
watchdogs; the undertaking of investigations (e.g. parliamentary investigations)
and public inquiries; procedures to detect and act upon misconduct through

sanctions (e.g. internal controls).

All these tools entail a degree of scrutiny by one actor upon another. Given that
‘effective scrutiny implies access to information’ (Day and Klein, 1987, p. 22),
horizontal types of accountability tools and procedures can also be identified,
consisting of all transparency and information measures, e.g. the provision of
legislation to ensure access to information (such as Fol acts); the introduction of the
requirement for the public administration to identify the ‘responsible administrator’
for each administrative act (as in Italy, following reforms introduced with law
241/1990); all sorts of dissemination activities, for instance through the publication
of implementation reports and similar, not least through the use of the Internet — for
example, Walker underlined that ‘virtually every GAO report and congressional
testimony is posted on the Internet on the day it was issued’ (Walker, 2004, p. 1).
The media can also perform a powerful accountability function (Gregory, 2007;
Mulgan, 2003), provided that the information supplied is unbiased and with the
known caveats relating to the potential for manipulation by the government and to
the fact that the media can pursue their own and their owners’ agendas, rather than

act in the public interest (Mulgan, 2003, p. 73).

Not all of the above tools would necessarily fulfil an accountability function if not
endowed with specific characteristics. The accountability role of evaluation has been

widely acknowledged, for example (Newcomer, 2004; Polverari and Bachtler, 2004;
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Anselmo et al., 2004; Casavola and Tagle, 2003; Stern, 2003); nonectheless,
evaluation per se does not necessarily deliver accountability. For this to be the case,
‘it is necessary to determine obligations and the responsibilities of individuals and
organisations, and know if they have really fulfilled these obligations ... so as to
ensure that the recommendations are really implemented on the ground’ (Mezlev,
2003, p. 79) [own translation from French]. In other words, evaluation, like other
accountability tools, needs to be linked to a mechanism of follow-up and rectification
that ensures that the changes advocated by evaluators, if agreed upon, are

implemented.

In the reality of facts, different tools from across the above categories can coexist.
Different types of accountability are addressed with different tools, and, just as
‘different forms of accountability co-exist and complement each other’ (Held and
Koenig-Archibugi, 2004, p. 127), so do the tools. ‘[T]The PAs apply a set of these
instruments in order to cover all types of accountability that are relevant in the
specific administrative contexts’ (Demke et al., 2006, p. 84). However, the point
should be made that no situation will present itself as ideal in terms of accountability,
in the sense that this is one of many pressures faced by the public agent, implying the
need to balance opportunities/costs (Barberis, 1998, p. 464) in the names of

efficiency and effectiveness (Mulgan, 2003, p. 237).

4.4.3 Accountability as a tool for performance

This leads to the final issue in this brief review of existing research on
accountability: the issue of the effectiveness of current public accountability
mechanisms, both independently and as performance tools. Mulgan, for instance, in
his review of government accountability in Australia, New Zealand, the UK, Canada
and the US, concludes that key factors for the effectiveness of accountability include
the availability of plural accountability mechanisms or contact points, and of
effective compounded accountability, i.c. mechanisms through which the
controllers are accountable to others (2003, p. 198 and pp. 229-230). He also

suggests that governmental accountability is stronger where the executive does not
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wholly control the legislature, as in the case of minority governments in
parliamentary systems (2003, pp. 60-61), as incidentally is the case at present in
Scotland (as will be seen in Chapter 14).

Past research has also focused on the relationship between accountability and
performance. Curristine (2005, p. 12), for example, notes a trend in OECD countries
to move away from the ex ante approval of expenses and payments by external
supervisors, towards greater strategic management systems that speed up the
decision-making process and make it more efficient, concluding that ‘better
accountability can improve performance’ (Curristine, 2005, p. 12). Somewhat
similarly, Gormley and Balla have found a correlation between some aspects of
accountability and the performance of US government agencies, for instance with
regard to the clarity and visibility of intended outcomes, the pressure from multiple
and different types of constituencies, the availability of diffuse support to the
agencies’ policies, and the sensitivity of the leaders to communication with the

public (2004, pp. 164-178).

Nonetheless, whilst there is some evidence that accountability can be both effectively
exercised and a useful tool to enhance performance, past research also suggests that
accountability and effectiveness can also run counter to each other: ‘accountability is
not an unqualified good to be maximised at all costs. It must always be subject to
reasonable limits in the light of other conflicting values, including practicality and
costs’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 236). Enacting accountability imposes costs; further, the
increasingly complex nature of policies implies that officials need to have a certain
degree of room for manoeuvre and discretion. As has been observed, ‘at some point,
accountability must begin to yield diminishing returns and become counter-
productive’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 236). The demands of accountability thus need to be
constrained in the interest of effectiveness and efficiency. Besides, various scholars
have underlined the ‘perverse effects’ of accountability in that, when taken to
extremes, it can contribute to render public agents risk-averse (Gregory, 2007, p.
340) and to goal-displacement (Mulgan, 2003, p. 164). Perverse effects can also be
obtained by applying punctual, inadequate measures, which for example may reward

behaviour or performance based on deceptive targets or incentives, and, as has been
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observed, ‘increased accountability in terms of misleading measures can be worse
than no quantified accountability at all’ (Mulgan, 2003, p. 164). Arguably, and as
discussed in Chapters 13 and 14 of this thesis that deal with the two case studies, the
issue of perverse accountability incentives applies to the particular field of ECP,
where accountability is heavily linked to financial inputs (additionality principle,
financial management), procedural correctness (audits, procedural monitoring) and
the achievement of spending targets (de-commitment), leaving other important
aspects of the policy-making process, which relate to the quality of the decisions

taken and their impacts, less addressed.

45 Concluding remarks on accountability: implications for the
present research

The above considerations and theoretical conceptualisations have not been
thoroughly applied to the study of ECP. This might be due to a range of reasons, not
least the fact that much of the accountability literature originates in countries which,
if one excludes the UK, are outwith the EU and historically have not had a strong,
explicit regional policy. There have been, as has been seen, investigations of
accountability with respect to European governance, especially on the decision-
making process of EU institutions or agencies (e.g. Harlow, 2002; Curtin, 2007;
Wille, 2010) and with regard to multi-level governance (e.g. Benz et al., 2007,
Papadopoulos 2007), but not much empirical work has been conducted on
accountability in the actual design and implementation of ECP in the member states

and regions of Europe.

On the one hand, the complexity and technicality of the policy-making process that
characterises this policy might have prevented the systematic analysis of
accountability relationships in this area. On the other hand, the multi-level and
networked character of ECP governance — i.e. the fact that, as will be seen in the two
case studies, the design and implementation of this policy involve a wide and diverse
range of actors on many levels of government and across a variety of phases of the

policy cycle — may hamper empirical investigation by exacerbating the complexity
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entailed in the need to address a wide and diverse group of accountable actors
(decision-makers) and accountability holders (decision-takers), who can cover both
roles at the same time. The research on accountability in ECP, in other words, must
discount all the challenges discussed above relating to the assessment of
accountability in multi-level, network governance, such as: the problems of ‘many
hands’ and of ‘many eyes’ (Bovens, 2007); the dispersed character of accountability
systems (Papadopolous, 2007); the multiplication of control mechanisms
(Papadopolous, 2007) and the other challenges reviewed in this chapter (notably in
Section 4.2). These factors have posed considerable challenges to the definition of a
suitable analytical framework for the research, but they also make the present study

all the more relevant.

More generally, as observed by Bovens,

there are many scholars who talk about accountability, but few who study it
rigorously. Few papers move beyond the conceptual and theoretical analyses
and engage in systematic, comparative empirical research, with the exception
of a series of studies in the narrow field of social psychology (2010, p. 947).
[emphasis in original text]

The present research aims exactly to contribute to this series of studies, with a

systematic and thorough empirical analysis of accountability in a particular context.

To conclude, the above review of accountability conceptualisations and literature
points to a number of further considerations that appear of great relevance for the
present research and that have accordingly informed the analytical framework and
methodology that has been adopted. First, accountability is a complex concept. In
policy contexts and in public parlance, it is often used in a loose manner,
ambivalently, without qualification, as a rhetorical or iconic device, or as synonym
with other related concepts (such as responsibility, responsiveness and
answerability). This is exacerbated in Italy by the lack of an Italian equivalent to the
word, accompanied by an increasing use of the English word, but which is not
supported by sufficient conceptual clarity (or even awareness of the necessity of
rigour in this respect). Second, accountability as a concept can fulfil a number of
functions. It can be intended both as a process and an end-outcome, as an instrument

(e.g. for policy effectiveness) and as a goal in itself. It can have an empirical but also
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a normative connotation. All these considerations emphasise the crucial importance
of delimitating the scope of the present analysis through a clear-cut operational
definition of accountability. This is illustrated in the next Part of this thesis, Chapter
7 (Analytical Framework), Section 7.1.
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PART 2 - THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

Part 1 provided a critical review of the most salient scholarly contributions on the
topics of devolution, ECP and, most crucial of all, accountability. It highlighted the
relevance of research on how the accountability of ECP — with its multi-level,
networked governance — could change as a result of devolution. Building on the

discourse developed in Part 1, the following sections:

e provide a critical assessment of the literature reviewed and present the research

agenda, outlining some of the key challenges entailed by the research (Chapter

5);
e discuss the proposed analytical framework (Chapter 7);
e embed the analytical framework in a suitable research approach (Chapter 6); and

e describe the most important traits of the research design and methodology
adopted (and the reasons of the choices made in these respects, Chapters 8 and

9).

S. A CRITICAL PERSPECTIVE ON THE LITERATURE
REVIEWED: RESEARCH AGENDA

The key question of this research is whether the new, devolved institutional
framework in which ECP operates is more or less conducive to the accountability of
this policy; i.e. whether and how the accountability of ECP has changed following
(and as a direct/indirect result of) devolution. A number of reasons led to frame the

research in this way.

As has been noted, although research on accountability is substantial, it is not yet
well established, (Mulgan, 2003); it is mostly limited to English-speaking countries
and hampered by insufficient conceptual clarity (Mashaw, 2006) and a lack of
methodological rigour (Bovens, 2010).
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[A]uthors are talking about different methods and questions of accountability
without specifying with any precision either the particular accountability
problem that engages their attention or the choices that they are making
implicitly among differing accountability regimes (Mashaw, 2006, 117).
Likewise, the use that is made of this concept in policy documents, governmental
strategies and legislation is often superficial, with little or no explanation of the
concrete meaning adopted. In some cases, as in the European Commission’s White
Paper on Governance, the use that is made of the concept of accountability is both
partial and, as already noted, misleading (Harlow, 2002, pp. 185 and 190; Bovens,
2007, p. 453). All too often, policy documents rely on implicit assumptions of the
meaning of ‘accountability’ that de facto equate the term with other concepts — such
as transparency, inclusiveness, participation, responsiveness, responsibility and
answerability - all of which may — but equally may not — contribute to accountability.
In similar vein, mention of accountability is seldom accompanied by specific
enunciation of the subjects of the accountability relationship, of the scope and object
of this relationship, and of the processes and mechanisms through which
accountability is delivered. There is a strong need to investigate these aspects further,

focusing in particular on the processes of policy-making and implementation.

Further, whilst public accountability has been addressed from the perspective of a
number of key policies, as discussed in Sub-section 4.4, and whilst an extensive
amount of research has been carried out on the European Union’s governance,
legitimacy and democratic deficit (not least from the perspective of accountability, as
by Harlow, 2002, and Puntscher-Riekmann, 2007), the accountability of ECP
remains relatively unaddressed. This topic has seldom been investigated, and
assessments have generally focused on issues of partnership, inter-institutional
relations and additionality, neglecting the key processes through which regional
policy is delivered that have fundamental bearings on accountability. This gap —
which is particularly crucial for a policy implemented under ‘shared management’
between EU institutions and member states and in a multi-level, networked
framework (in line with the principles of subsidiarity and partnership, as has been
seen) — may be linked to the fact that much of the academic research on the topic of

public accountability comes from countries, if one excepts the UK, where explicit
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regional policy is not a key public policy (the US, Canada, New Zealand and
Australia). However, in the context of Europe, where regional policy is an important
policy of both the European Union and many of its member states, this gap is
particularly significant. With regard to the regional policy of the EU, this gap is
particularly significant, also because the accountability of the policy cannot be
captured by the discourse on the accountability of the Union as a supra-national
entity or networked polity, given that the implementation of this policy relies on
complex and often context-specific interactions between the European and the
domestic governance systems. The present study aims to shed much-needed light in

this direction.

In addition, a significant amount of research has been carried out on devolution and
its impacts (as was discussed in Chapter 2), for example on policy innovation and
divergence (e.g. Keating, 2005a, 2005b and 2010; Greer, 2001, 2004 and 2007,
Greer and Jarman, 2008; Jeffery, 2005 and 2009). However, not much research has
been conducted specifically on the impact that devolution has on policy
accountability. The common parlance and rhetoric on devolution have emphasised
that, by bringing decisions closer to the people involved, devolved governance
allows for increased accountability, but not enough evidence has been proposed to
assess whether this is actually the case, beyond this primary assumption. By focusing
on a specific policy (regional policy) and assessing the accountability implications of
specific changes to this policy’s design, management and implementation following
devolution in the two chosen case study regions, the present study aims to generate

new evidence on this very fundamental question.

Lastly, whilst extensive research has been undertaken on the impact of EU
developments on domestic policy-making, within so-called Europeanisation studies
(Toller, 2004) that consider the effects that European policies produce on national
policies and politics, not much research has been conducted to assess how domestic

developments affect the implementation of EU policies, notably ECP.

In all these respects, the current research aims to contribute understanding,

knowledge and evidence with a thorough empirical, case-study investigation well
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anchored in the most recent scholarly contributions on the key topics of

accountability, devolution and regional policy.

Nonetheless, achieving this goal has not been without challenges. The discourse
developed in the previous chapter has shown the complexity of the theme of
accountability, both generally and in its application to devolved regional policy.
Accountability is a multi-dimensional concept that applies to a range of institutions
and individuals and to a complex set of changing interactions, relating to the way
these actors perform their functions in the policy-making and implementation
system. For the present research, moreover, the complexity and multi-disciplinary
nature of the topic of accountability is compounded by the need to acknowledge the
specific characteristics of ECP that differentiate it from other public policies and

which can have important implications for its accountability.

ECP actively involves a wide range of actors such as politicians, policy-makers,
administrators, recipients, stakeholders and the public at large at various levels of
governance: local, regional, national, transnational and European. In addition, an
increasingly crucial role in policy-making and delivery is played by socio-economic
and other non-governmental partners who are becoming more involved in policy
decisions and who are often responsible for the delivery of projects (Polverari and
Michie, 2009 and 2010). The policy dynamics generated within such a complex
network of actors determines a layered web of interrelated, often mutual,
accountability relationships that are difficult to capture fully. The difficulties of
mapping and appraising accountability of multi-level and networked systems have
already been discussed, for instance relating to the facts that each actor may face
‘multiple accountabilities’ (Considine, 2002; Mulgan, 2001) and could potentially
play both an active and a passive accountability role or manage under a plurality of
‘masters’ (Romzek and Ingraham, 2000), with prioritisation strategies that may vary
depending on the specific contexts and tasks at hand. Whilst there ‘is no universally
“correct” number of accountability linkages’ (Brinkerhoff, 2004, p. 377) it has been
suggested that ‘too many linkages, particularly if they are distant or attenuated

connections, can limit the effectiveness of accountability’, generating a situation
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where nobody is adequately accountable to anyone (Brinkerhoff, 2004, p. 377).
Could this be the case with ECP?*

A further potential challenge is represented by the fact that the rules of ECP have led
to the introduction, in Tuscany and Scotland but also elsewhere, of new methods and
practices of policy-making and implementation that are more participative and
detached from clear political representation mandates, leading to potential
accountability deficits and to the quest for new accountability tools and interactions.
It has been noted that ‘[tlhe EU model obviously has its serious faults in terms of
accountability in relation to elected assemblies. Actors involved in partnerships in
relation to EU-funding are mostly drawn from administrative staff” (Svensson and
Osthol, 2001, p. 30). Moreover, the partial subordination of national/regional policy
objectives to the priorities stemming from European institutions (primarily the
Council and the Parliament) can also be considered with concern, reflecting
criticisms raised over the Union’s democratic deficit overall (a concern that is
starting to falter, as suggested by Saurugger, 2007, p. 377). Further, as the
governance of regional policy becomes increasing multi-level (Bache, 2004) and
networked (Rhodes, 2003), ‘[a]ccontability can no longer be specific to an
institution, but must fit the substantive policy and the several institutions contributing

to it” (Rhodes, 1996, p. 667).

Further, and partly again due to the influence of the EU framework, ECP is cross-
sectoral and interdisciplinary, as has been seen, and traditional boundaries between
ECP and other policies (broader economic policies, spatial policies, social policies,
sectoral policies etc.) are becoming more and more nebulous. This can have
significant implications for accountability, generating a possible confusion of roles
and responsibilities, and potentially a lack of transparency on the goals set and
achieved and on the responsibilities governing policy direction and implementation.

The tasks of mapping and assessing accountability relationships may be hampered by

3 However, the opposite is potentially equally dangerous, i.e. ‘too few linkages can open the door to
corruption, lack of responsiveness, poor quality services, and evasion of responsibility (Brinkerhoff, 2004,
p. 377).
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the difficulty in allocating the responsibility for collective decisions, which is typical
of networked governance (as discussed in Section 4.2), and by the fact that the
different actors involved in policy-making may prioritise their own agendas more or
less overtly (Mulgan, 2003, pp. 106-7). For instance, this could be the case with
representatives from institutions involved in ECP at various levels (EU, regional and
sub-regional) or from different sectoral departments within the same institution (e.g.
within the Scottish Government or Region Tuscany, or within the European

Commission).

The need to acknowledge the above caveats and to represent adequately the
complexity of accountability relationships in ECP in the two selected case studies
has arguably been one of the main challenges of this research. This required the
adoption of a pragmatic heuristic approach (similar to those of Mulgan, 2003, and

Mashaw, 2006), the specifics of which are illustrated in the sections to follow.
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6. A HISTORICAL INSTITUTIONALIST APPROACH TO
RESEARCH

If one agrees with Steinmo (2008) that political science research revolves around
three main approaches — behaviouralists (quantitative and ‘scientifically-minded’,
interested in the micro-variables of social, political and economic behaviour); grand
theorists (e.g. Marxists, structural-functionalists, systems theorists etc., who aim to
understand the universal mechanisms of the economy, politics and social change and
thus focus on the macro-social, political and economic forces); and new
institutionalists (who place emphasis on explaining ‘real-world events’ and look at
them through the lens of the role played by institutions) — it should be no surprise
that this study is placed in the new institutionalist strand*® and particularly the
historical institutionalist subset.”” Historical institutionalism represents the perfect fit
for the theme, scope and aims of the present investigation. This is because it focuses
on: (i) ‘real-world empirical questions’ (Steinmo, 2008, p. 125); (ii) the role of
institutions in shaping individual and collective action; (iii) the context in which the
phenomena observed operate: (iv) the action of individuals (and the motivations

behind these); and, (v) because it aims to understand change.

In primis, institutionalism ‘is not a canonical theory with strong claims about the

laws of the economy [or indeed society], but a nexus of convergent positions on what

** This expression was coined by March and Olsen in their seminal 1984 article in The American Political
Science Review. In this, they theorised an emerging trend in the social sciences towards a renewed interest
in the study of institutions. Institutionalist theory had fallen out of fashion after the Second World War,
replaced by alternative approaches (which March and Olsen categorise as (i) a contextual approach, (ii) a
reductionist approach (i.e. behaviouralism), (iii) a utilitarian approach (i.e. rational choice), (iv) a
functionalist approach, and (v) an instrumentalist approach). In response to the above, these authors observe
the emergence of a new approach, resulting from the resurgence of interest in institutions and the blending
of ‘elements of an old institutionalism into the non-institutionalist styles of recent theories of politics’
(March and Olsen, 1984, p. 738).

> There are various types of new institutionalisms that have different ontological and, consequently,
epistemological emphases. Peters, for instance, mentions the following: sociological, normative, rational
choice, historical and empirical institutionalism (Peters, 2008). The main types of institutionalism are
nevertheless probably threefold: historical, rational choice, and normative/sociological (see Steinmo, 2008).
(On the various strands of new institutionalisms, see also Ansell, 2008; Pierre, Peters and Stoker, 2008;
Shepsle, 2008; Sanders, 2008; Hay, 2008; Rhodes, Binder and Rockman, 2008). These subsets of new
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counts as the economic, how it is organised in different contexts, and how it might be
examined’ (Amin, 2001, p. 1237). Institutionalists do not aim to build universal
theories (Steinmo, 2008; MacLeod, 2001), and they are not ‘motivated by the desire
to press an argument or push a methodology [... but rather] by the desire to answer

real-world empirical questions’ (Steinmo, 2008, p. 125).

Furthermore, institutionalist research focuses on the study of institutions, intended as
the structures, rules, routines, norms and identities that shape and constrain
individual and collective action.*® This is because ‘through empirical investigation’
it has been found that institutional structures have ‘profound effects on shaping
political strategies, outcomes and, ultimately, political preferences’ (Steinmo, 2008,

p. 125).

Related, since institutions are believed to constrain and mediate the action of
individual and collective agents, the context becomes central to the analysis.

Institutionalists believe that economic, political and social action is

mediated by recurrent practices of varied constitution, from legal rules, state
policies, and technological standards, to informal habits, codes of conduct,
organisational cultures, and semantic or ideological conventions. ... This is
precisely why the temporal and spatial context matters, for it specifies the
templates, possibilities, and constraints of economic activity in different
settings, through the instituted modalities of these settings. These modalities,
institutionalist thought has taught us, are complex (Amin, 2001, p. 1238).

By viewing history not as a sequence of independent events, but as the result of the
interplay of individual actions, contexts and rules, institutionalist research (historical
institutionalist research in particular, at least in its more recent forms) gives full
consideration to the individual agent and her motivations in shaping change, with or

without awareness, and directly or indirectly. For historical institutionalists, in

institutionalism are not necessarily to be viewed as antithetical, rather as complementary (Sanders 2008, 43;
Rhodes 2008).

36 March and Olsen have defined institutions as ‘a relatively enduring collection of rules and organized
practices, embedded in structures of meaning and resources that are relatively invariant in the face of
turnover of individuals and relatively resilient to the idiosyncratic preferences and expectations of
individuals and changing external circumstances’ (March and Olsen, 2008, p. 3).
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particular, individuals are both norm-abiding rule-followers (as with sociological
institutionalists) and interest-maximising rational actors (as with rational choice
institutionalists) and thus ‘how one behaves depends on the individual, on the context

and the rules’ (Steinmo, 2008, p. 126).

Lastly, institutionalist research, especially in the last few years, aims to understand
institutional change and the causalities and mechanisms for this, in a logic that can be
defined as ‘of discovery’ (Schmitter, 2008).>” This is under the assumption that
institutions and the mix of structures, rules, routines, norms and identities that
constitute them ‘change over time in response to historical experience’ (March and
Olssen, 2008, p. 11), are in themselves arenas for change, and shape change by
determining who can inform decisions and by structuring the menu of options
available (Steinmo, 2008, p. 124). For historical institutionalists, change is
necessarily context-specific, given that actors learn from experience and mould their
expectations based on past events, and this results in context-specific, path-
dependent equilibria, rather than in the progression towards a historical optimum

(March and Olsen, 2008).*

%7 The inability to explain change has been one of the most criticised aspects of historical institutionalism.
Peters (2008), for example, argues that historical institutionalism is better suited to explain stability and
policy persistence, rather than change in policy and structures, because of the emphasis it places on the
formative stages of institutions as constraining future evolution and on path-dependency as the key
explanatory principle. The scholar argues that the concept of punctuated equilibrium (i.e. that institutions
remain at equilibrium until an exogenous shock forces them to adapt/change) is suited to describe change
after it has occurred, rather than to predict it (2008, pp. 2-3). However, Steinmo has observed that the
notion of punctuated equilibrium, which has until recently been the dominant explanatory factor for change
in historical institutionalist analysis, is now being superseded by an approach that places emphasis on ideas
and the role of powerful actors in determining change (Steinmo, 2008, pp. 129-131). One can thus argue
that historical institutionalist analysis not only describes but also explains change. The lack of predictive
power, furthermore, does not detract from the validity of explanation: explanation and prediction are simply
two different undertakings in political investigation, neither of which is ‘superior’ to the other (Schmitter,
2008, pp. 271-272). It should also be observed that there are different ways of interpreting the very
successful concept of path-dependency. This concept is increasingly viewed not deterministically, but as a
device to acknowledge the legacy and constraining power that past choices can have on future options. A
discussion of how institutionalism explains the dynamics of change can also be found in March and Olssen
(2008, pp. 11-15).

¥ The literature on political and social change and on policy change is of course copious, and it is not
within the scope of this research to review it. It should suffice to mention that for historical institutionalists
change is both exogenously and endogenously driven, and that it can be both the intended or unintended
outcome of individual and collective action.
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The above key traits of the institutionalist, and particularly historical institutionalist,

research approach carry some important ontological and methodological corollaries.

The first of such corollaries is represented by the ‘relativity’ of methodological

choices. This point is well illustrated by Steinmo, who observes that

In order to understand historically specific events and long-term political
outcomes, one cannot strictly apply methods and epistemologies drawn from
the study of invariant variables that have fixed relationships across space and
time. This, of course, does not mean that it is not science — unless one’s
definition of science excluded biology as well; rather, it implies that the
scientific method applied should fit the subject being studied (Steinmo, 2008,
pp. 128-129). [emphasis added]

A second corollary, derived directly from the previous one, is that historical
institutionalism is open and pluralistic (Amin, 2001, p. 1237) as far as methods are
concerned, in that it encourages drawing from a ‘plurality of research methods’
(Rhodes, 2003, p. 79) in a spirit that aims to supplement and integrate, rather than
reject alternative approaches (March and Olsen, 2008, p. 16), not least because of the

awareness of the limitations of the institutionalist approach (e.g. Peters, 2008).

A third corollary is that because change is viewed as the interdependent evolution of
multiple causal variables, given the ‘explicit awareness that important variables can
and often do shape one another’ (Steinmo, 2008, p. 128), historical institutional
research is undertaken through methods that are intended to capture all these factors
and their mutual interrelations. This is often performed through in-depth
investigation of individual cases. The in-depth case study method (both singly and as
part of comparative analyses, Della Porta, 2008) is probably the most utilised
amongst historical institutionalists, precisely because, as will be discussed in more
detail in Chapter 6, it allows for the thorough analysis of the multiple factors at play

in the specific, and carefully delimited, contexts that are being investigated.

Further, ‘adopting a sociological and historical institutionalist stance directs much
more attention to the role of actors and to their strategies and behaviours in concrete
policy-arenas’ (Gualini, 2004, p. 19) and thus to the policy processes that unfold
from the activity and interaction of these actors. This is particularly crucial for the

study of a policy — ECP — that, as has been discussed, has radically changed in the
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last twenty years (as discussed in Chapter 3), becoming increasingly cross-sectoral in
scope (thus requiring a multidisciplinary perspective), and multi-level and networked

in its formulation and delivery.

Many, if not most, of the scholarly contributions addressed in the literature reviewed
on devolution and on regional policy adopt an institutionalist approach, in one
variant or the other, ranging from the historical institutionalism found in Gualini
(2004) to the ‘policy network’ institutionalism of Rhodes (2003), the ‘multi-level’
institutionalist approach of Marks (1992) and Marks and Hooghe (2004), the
‘strategic-relational’ institutionalism of Jessop (2001 and 2004) and many other
contributions where institutionalism is not explicitly declared but appears evident
from the research scope and design. Equally, the research reviewed on accountability
also shows a certain predilection towards institutional approaches, focusing on how
accountability is performed by the different institutions that formally or informally
perform governmental action. Much of the study of accountability pertains to the
Public Administration sub-field of political science, which has been classified as a
variety of institutionalism (Rhodes, 2003, pp. 77-78). Even when the topic of
accountability is approached from a multidisciplinary perspective, the analysis of
accountability is often framed in an institutionalist construction: for example,
Gormley and Balla (2004) in their review of the accountability of selected US
policies utilise four approaches which, whilst correlated to a range of disciplines (not
just public administration, but also psychology, economics, political science and
sociology), can all be placed under the institutionalist umbrella — bounded rationality,

principal-agent theory, interest group mobilisation and network theory.

In sum, the institutionalist family seemed the best fit to frame the present research in
such a way to account for the complexity and multidisciplinary character of current,
devolved regional policy, as well as to discount the context-specific elements that
may explain the possible differences across the two case studies. The choice of a

historical institutionalist approach was made for a number of reasons, as follows.

In primis, this research aims at comprehending the dynamics of change in a specific
policy field (as a result of devolution) and its implications for a selected variable —

accountability — in this policy area (or, rather, selected sub-sets of this variable, given
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that accountability is disaggregated in different elements, as will be illustrated in the
section to follow). The aim is not to test an ‘if ... then’ hypothesis and predict future
outcomes, but rather to explain change, its causalities and effects, essentially
adopting what Exadaktylos and Radaelli (2009, p. 512) have called an ‘effects of
causes’ approach, i.e. tracking down the effects (in this particular case on a specific
dimension, accountability) of a particular cause (in this specific case, devolution).*

The logic of the investigation is thus exactly one of ‘discovery’, as discussed above.

In addition, and related, the research is a clear example of what has been termed a
‘meso-analysis’. The aim is not to put forward a universal theory or to achieve an in-
depth knowledge of micro-variables of political or administrative behaviour, but to
answer tangible empirical questions and, through this, to test a meso-level theory (the
research argument described in the introduction, i.e. that devolution has had an
impact on the nature of the accountability of ECP). The research considers
institutions, the individual behaviours within these and the broader environment as
part of a co-evolutionary process, with outcomes that are regarded as contingent
rather than linear and pre-determined (Steinmo, 2008). The interest is on specific
cases exactly because their context-specificity is acknowledged, together with the
need to account not just for the changes in institutions in the strict sense (the
structures, rules and practices of policy-making), but also for the co-existing
‘substantive, institutional and personal motivations’ that inform the policy process

(Tarschys, 2003) and the related changes.

* The alternative approach is the ‘cause of effects’ approach, whereby the researcher starts off with the
independent variable in terms of outcomes and investigates the possible cause (Exadaktylos and Radaelli,
2009, p. 521).
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7. THE ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

The main goal of the research, as has been illustrated in previous sections, is to
answer tangible empirical questions and, through this, test a meso-level or middle-
range theory — notably that devolution has had an impact on the accountability of
ECP, but that the exact scope and extent of this impact need to be empirically tested.
To do this, it has been necessary to outline an operational definition of
accountability, which would serve as a basis for the empirical research, and to

disaggregate the object of analysis into observable units.

7.1  Adopting an operational definition of accountability

As discussed in Part 1, in both the academic and policy fields there are a variety of
conceptualisations and definitions or quasi-definitions of accountability, but these are
often context-specific. For this research, the option chosen was to elaborate an
operational definition of accountability, based on the review undertaken of past work
in this area, which would be applicable to ECP. The definition obtained combines
perspectives from three key authors (Mezlev, 2003; Mulgan, 2003; and Held, 2004),
but draws particularly from Mulgan (2003). It is based on the following key

constitutive elements:

e Rationale — Public accountability, like accountability more generally, stems from
two key principles (Mulgan, 2003, pp. 12-13): the delegation, principal-agent
principle and the affected rights principle. The first principle declares that when
one actor (agent) acts on behalf of another (principal), the former has the
obligation to ensure that their actions or inactions are in line with the preferences
expressed by the latter. Conversely, the principal has the right and faculty to call
and hold the agent to account for her behaviour. The second principle, on the
other hand, places an obligation on any public agent (and indeed, more broadly,
any citizen) to be responsible for her actions or inactions that have an impact on a
second party, even outwith a delegation, principal-agent relationship. Much

academic work on accountability focuses on the principal-agent principle (e.g.
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Benz et al., 2007). However, the very multi-level, networked and complex nature
of European policy-making (to which ECP pertains) justifies retaining both of the

above as a basis for empirical investigation in the present research.

e Subjects — Accountability relates to the interaction of two actors or groups
thereof: decision-makers, on the one hand, and decision-takers on the other
(Held, 2004; Mulgan, 2003). Because of the two principles underpinning
accountability discussed above, these two groups of actors have a different status:
the decision-takers are ‘accountability holders’ or ‘accountees’ and have rights
(the rights to be informed and to call and hold the decision-makers to account),
whilst the decision-makers are ‘accountors’ (Mulgan, 2003) or ‘accountability
holdees’ (Papadopoulos, 2007*°) and have obligations to respond to the decision-

takers’ calls for accountability (Mulgan, 2003, p. 11).

e Content of the accountability relationship — To be one of accountability, the
relationship between decision-makers and decision-takers has to entail the
following elements (Mezlev, 2003): (i) the ability of decision-takers to inform the
decision-makers’ choices, linked to an obligation for decision-makers to take into
account such views and preferences; (ii) the obligation for decision-makers to
give account of the actions taken or not taken and of the outcomes of such
actions; and (iii) the capacity for stakeholders to express dissent or dissatisfaction
and to request changes to the course of action adopted. These actions have been
synthesised by Mulgan (2003) as dialogue, information and rectification (albeit in
different order). In the absence of one of these three fundamental stages, the
relationships observed amongst decision-makers and decision-takers is not one of

accountability.

e Nature of the relationship — As implied by the words ability, obligation and
capacity, the accountability relationship is one of ‘potentiality’ (Mulgan, 2003, p.

10), since the potential to be called and held to account is generally sufficient to

* Quoting R. D. Behn (2001) Rethinking Democratic Accountability (The Brookins Institution).
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prevent power abuse or wrong-doing. As noted by Papadopoulos, [t]he
availability of effective accountability mechanisms forces policy-makers to
anticipate the ex post control by policy-takers, and to act in the shadow of their
sanction, which produces a “deterrent” (or disciplining) effect’ (Papadopoulos,
2007, p. 471). Nonetheless, when the deterrent effect of this potentiality is not
sufficient, enforcement tools are needed to ensure both that decision-makers are
punished for an inappropriate course of action (as disincentive for the future) and
that the correct course of action is restored (Mulgan, 2003).*" In other words, the
obligation of decision-makers to justify their actions needs to be linked not just to

corrective mechanisms, but also to effective sanctioning. **

e Object of the accountability relationship — Lastly, a fifth dimension of public
accountability relates to the object of the accountability relationship, i.e. whether
account is sought and given over inputs (the use made of financial and human
resources), procedures (due process and fairness), outcomes (outputs, results and
impacts, in the terminology used in ECP evaluation), or performance (i.e. the
successful achievement or achievability of intended goals). This dimension has

become particularly relevant in recent years, as

[t]he new public management accountability reform agenda has attempted to
reorient the focus of public sector accountability away from inputs and
processes and away from political accountability for detailed decisions and
more towards accountability for results and accountability directly to
customers and through regulation (Mulgan, 2003, p. 184).

In sum, the operational definition adopted to investigate accountability in the present

research is as follows:

*I' As noted by Bovens, 2007, ‘it has been a point of discussion whether the possibility of sanctions is a
constitutive element of accountability’. Like Mulgan, he argues that: ‘[T]he possibility of sanctions — not
the actual imposition of sanctions — makes the difference between non-committal provision of information
and being held to account’ (Bovens, 2007, p. 451).

# Although, as noted by Papadopoulos, ‘the two dimensions do not need to be simultaneously present:
courts, for instance, are compelled to provide reasons for their decisions, but they cannot be sanctioned for
them; [explicative footnote omitted] while MPs can be sanctioned without being (formally) obliged to
justify their decisions’ (2007, p. 470).
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Accountability denotes a particular type of relationship between two actors or
groups, decision-makers and decision-takers, where the first acts on the second’s
behalf, or where the first, because of its actions or inactions, determines an impact
upon the second. For the relationship between these two groups to be one of
accountability: (i) decision-takers must be able to inform the decision-makers’
choices; (i1) decision-makers must be prepared to give account of their choices
(actions and inactions) and of the outcomes of such choices (with respect to a
plurality of aspects of their activity, ranging from the use made of inputs to the
performance achieved); and (iii) decision-takers must have the faculty to express
dissatisfaction and request changes to the course of action adopted. Enforcement and
sanctioning mechanisms must be in place to ensure that the correct course of action
is restored where necessary and to act as a deterrent for accountability failings in
future.

7.2 Focusing on the processes of the policy cycle

Having defined an operational definition of accountability, one can turn to the
ground upon which the analysis builds, i.e. the peculiar institutional framework in
which ECP operates. As discussed in previous chapters, this is considered as a multi-
level and ‘differentiated polity’ (Rhodes, 2003), Assessing accountability in the
‘differentiated polity’ entails that just as ‘the assumption of institutional hierarchy
which underpins so many discussions of bureaucratic accountability no longer holds’
(Rhodes, 2003, p. 59), the traditional approaches to accountability analysis — based
on an assessment of the accountability role played by legislative, executive and
judicial institutions — also no longer hold. The assessment of accountability in this
specific policy needs to consider the way accountability is performed across and
within the various actors that constitute the multi-level and networked polity that
intervenes in policy formulation and implementation, and how accountability is
performed in the interrelations across different networks and across the different
actors that comprise such networks. In other words, the study of accountability in a
‘differentiated polity’ needs to be based not just on an assessment of the
governmental institutions and their components at the various relevant territorial
levels (i.e. the traditional decision-makers), but also on the other actors and
organisations that participate or inform the policy-making and implementation

process, and the complex, often informal and at times even idiosyncratic,
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interrelations and exchanges between these institutions, organisations and

individuals.

For this very reason, the choice was made to implement the appraisal of
accountability in the two case studies by considering the policy processes of the ECP
management cycle and, for each process, to consider the roles and functions
performed by different actors in the system, looking at who takes the decisions, how
the decisions are taken and to what effect in terms of accountability, and the
interactions between different groups of actors. These processes are: (i) strategy
formulation and programme design; (ii) project generation, appraisal and selection;
(i11) monitoring; (iv) evaluation; and, (v) publicity and communication (see Figure 1
below). The topical issue of partnership will horizontally permeate the above-listed
phases, and thus it will be investigated as part of the appraisal of each phase. For
each policy process, and again using a conceptual framework found in Mulgan
(2003), the following key questions will be answered: who is accountable; to whom;
how (through which mechanisms under the key components of dialogue, information
and rectification); and, for what (notably inputs, procedures, outcomes or

4
performance).

# A re-elaboration of Mulgan’s framework was found in Mashaw (2006, pp. 117-118). This author
proposes a conceptual model to assess accountability regimes based on six questions (basically Mulgan’s
four, plus two more: by what standards and by what effects). However, Mulgan’s 2003 approach was found
to be adequately analytical for the present research.
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Figure 1: The processes of the programming cycle
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Source: own elaboration.

Related to this, the choice was made to focus the analysis on the meso-level, i.e. what
from a European perspective can broadly be considered as the regional level
(intermediate level between state and local authorities). This is the level at which the
responsibility for the implementation of policy is allocated (e.g. the so-called
Managing Authorities of the ERDF programmes are at this level). Nevertheless, with
its multi-level nature as noted above, ECP entails inputs from a plurality of levels of

government.

The national and European levels, through intergovernmental bargaining, define the
rules of the game and the resources available, approving the regulations and budget
for each policy-cycle (financial perspectives) through the Council of the European
Union (Allen, 2010; Bachtler and Mendez, 2007). The European Commission is
responsible for the correct implementation of the policy and imparts strategic
direction to the member state authorities; it monitors, audits and controls the policy’s
operation, and fulfils accountability towards the European Parliament and the
member states through annual reports and other reporting on the use made of the

Structural Funds. The same body is also responsible for the ex post assessments of
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the achievements and impacts of the policy. The European Court of Auditors is
responsible for the audit of the policy, whilst the European Parliament oversees and
controls the policy and has responsibility for the discharge of the annual budgets
(Davies and Polverari, 2011; Davies et al., 2008). Member state authorities, on the
other hand, i.e. central state and meso-levels, are responsible for the administration
of policy, but with an allocation of competences between state and meso-levels that

varies from country to country (e.g. Bachtler et al., 2008).

Thus, each and every one of the activities carried out by these bodies, and the
interrelations between different actors that intervene in each process at various
spatial scales, entail a plurality of potential accountability linkages. As a
consequence of the choice to concentrate the analysis on the processes of the policy
cycle and on the meso-level, the study considers the interactions that take place
between the meso-level and the territory, intended as the local authorities,
associations, stakeholders and residents (downstream accountability), and with the
national and European levels, i.e. national governments and Parliaments, European
Commission (particularly DG Regio), European Court of Auditors, as well as other
European-level institutions if and as applicable, such as the European Parliament, the
Committee of the Regions and other supra-national networks or associations that

may apply (upstream accountability).

Finally, since this research is diachronic, in that it deals with a before and after
(namely before and after devolution), the same questions of who is accountable, to
whom, how and for what are investigated under each policy process across the three
programme periods under observation, starting in 1994, with a view of establishing
the changes occurred, their bearing for accountability and the related causalities. For
each change, a key question addressed is whether devolution was the key factor for

the change observed and, if not, what other factors came to play a role.
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8. RESEARCH DESIGN

After having framed the research in a new institutionalist, notably historical
institutionalist, approach and outlined the analytical framework of the research
(operational definition of accountability and research scope), considerable attention
was paid to the research design. This was carefully established, based on the practical
methodological advice found in Hart (1998, pp. 48-52). Careful consideration was
given to the choice of a comparative case study method most suited to the research,
as well as to the design of the specific case studies and the methodology devised to
implement the research design. This chapter discusses, first, the decision to
implement a comparative case study research approach and the specific choices made
in this regard (i.e. diachronic analysis, limited in number for ‘thick’ analysis) and,
second, the key elements of the individual case studies, i.e. the independent and
dependent variables, the dimensions (both for single case and cross-case assessment),

and the spatial and temporal delimitation of the investigation.

8.1 Comparative case study method

The adoption of an institutionalist stance had direct methodological implications for
the research, resulting in the implementation of a comparative case study method
which, as noted by Rhodes (2003, p. 83), ‘has a key role to play in developing
institutional analysis’.* The following discussion does not dwell on the relative
benefits of case study method as opposed to alternative social science methodologies
— such as survey, experimental analysis, statistical analysis, quantitative modelling
and others (Della Porta, 2008; Yin, 2003; European Commission, 1999) — but

focuses on the specific strengths of the approach chosen, in the light of the goals and

scope of this research.

* And, in fact, as underlined by Della Porta (2008, p. 214) ‘[e]specially within neoinstitutional approaches,
historical sociology or international relations, the use of case studies continues ... to be considered as a
main strategy in order to address complex historical phenomena’.
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First of all, it is necessary to provide a definition of a case study:

A case study is a research strategy based on the in-depth empirical
investigation of one, or a small number, of phenomena in order to ...
elucidate features of a larger class of (similar) phenomena by developing and
evaluating theoretical explanations (Ragin, 2000, pp. 64-87, quoted in
Vennesson, 2008, p. 226).

As discussed in previous sections, the main goal of the research is to answer tangible
empirical questions and, through this, to test (and possibly refine) a meso-level
theory. This can be achieved through case-oriented research (Della Porta, 2008).
Case-oriented research can serve a range of purposes,” one of which is theory-
testing (Della Porta, 2008; Vennesson, 2008; Rhodes, 2003; Yin, 2003; Fisichella,
1992), irrespective of whether the theory is universal, predictive or, as in this case, a

middle-range.

Even individual case study can put theoretical hypotheses to the test, by comparing
the initial assumptions made with the actual findings of empirical research
(Fisichella, 1992), but obviously this same hypothesis-testing function is fulfilled
through multiple case studies (Hix, 1998, p. 45). Indeed, this latter approach can be
considered more conducive to the generation of conclusions that have the potential to
be generalised, albeit in this case with only partial (Fisichella, 1992, p. 38) and
context-specific validity, i.e. generalisations that need to be subjected to further
empirical investigation (Della Porta, 2008). It is essentially for this reason that the
choice was taken to implement a comparative case study approach as opposed to a
single case study analysis. The focus on two cases rather than a single case was due
to the desire to test the basic assumption that underpins the research in more than one
specific milieu, so as to allow a minimum degree of generalisation of the conclusions

achieved, whilst retaining the capacity to carry out an in-depth investigation of the

# Others include the identification of deviant cases, the interpretation of theories, and the generation of a
hypothesis (Fisichella, 1992). In line with these varied purposes, there are also different types of case
studies. Vennesson, for example, mentions descriptive, interpretative, and heuristic (hypothesis-generating
and refining) case studies (2008, p. 227).
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issues at hand, ensuring in so doing empirical ‘thickness’ (which is essential in the

context of an analysis that interrelates multiple variables and complex processes).

Because the research is about explaining change after the introduction of
constitutional and institutional reforms, the research is diachronic. Time is treated as
a variable (Della Porta, 2008) in order to track the evolution of the observed
dependent variable (accountability) from T1 (pre-devolution) to T2 (post-
devolution), where the explanation of the causalities of such evolution are addressed
through a historical, process-tracing-based narrative (Vennesson, 2008). Framed in
this way, the research entails, first, a cross-time comparison within each single case
study and, subsequently, the cross-consideration of the empirical conclusions

obtained in each case study.

8.2  Defining the individual case studies

In line with the above considerations, the two case studies carried out for this
research have been used to: (i) test and substantiate the theory put forward at the
beginning of this thesis; (ii) investigate the extent of change determined by
devolution in the way ECP is designed and implemented (and the causalities for
this); and, (iii) assess the effects of the overall impact of such change on the
accountability of the policy in the two contexts investigated, following a logical
framework visually represented in Figure 2. The two case studies were thus
developed along a common methodological approach. This has entailed clarifying
the independent and dependent variables observed (Sub-section 8.2.1), the spatial
and temporal delimitation of each case investigated (Sub-section 8.2.2), and the

questions for the empirical investigation (Sub-section 8.2.3).
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Figure 2: The logical framework for case study investigation
INDEPENDENT VARIABLE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

DEVOLUTION

Overall government

SUBJECTS: who/to whom?

Cohesion policy design,

Source: own elaboration.

88



8.2.1 Dependent and independent variables

For the purpose of the empirical investigation, devolution is considered as the
independent variable. This does not imply that devolution as a process has not been
affected by parallel developments in the field of ECP implementation®® (as well as
other ongoing reforms and public policy processes), but that, because the aim of the
investigation is to understand the impact of devolution on the accountability of ECP,
devolution is conventionally presumed as the independent variable. This deliberately
and artificially ignores any possible double-loop effects that the changes in the
management of ECP introduced during the time-period observed might have made to
the devolution process, for instance with regard to the consolidation of the structural

and operational arrangements of devolved institutions.

The dependent variables are selected types of accountability that are assumed to
have changed after, and potentially as a result of, devolution. The literature review
has highlighted that a number of different and not necessarily congruent
categorisations of public accountability exists (Section 4.1). The following two
categorisations have been adopted as the focus for this research, the first of which is
based on the subjects of the accountability relationships, whilst the second is based
on the object of account-giving (or, the ‘nature of the conduct which is the subject of

scrutiny’) (Bovens, 2007).

The first classification is the one between political, administrative and participative

accountability:

(i) Political accountability, i.e. the accountability that relates to the relationship
between political leaders and their constituents. This category will include both the
accountability that regards the relationship between executive and legislature (which

will be referred to as ministerial accountability) and that which regards the

* Indeed, there is a full body of research on multi-level governance that argues exactly this, i.e. that ECP
has determined regionalisation and devolution processes across EU Member States that hitherto had a
unitary or centralised character.
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relationship between the politicians (Ministers, Members of Parliament, local
authority Councillors) and the electorate (which will be called democratic

accountability).

(i) Administrative accountability, i.e. the accountability regarding the relationship
between civil servants and other officials in charge of administrative functions (even
outwith the administration if applicable) and their political referents, notably between

the administration and the Executives/Ministers.

(ii1) Participative accountability, i.e. the accountability that relates to the relationship
between the public, policy stakeholders and policy recipients, on the one hand, and

the policy-makers on the other hand (i.e. both politicians and administrators).

The second classification is the one between financial, procedural, outcome and

performance accountability:

(1) Financial accountability, i.e. the accountability that relates to the control and
assurance of elimination of waste, fraud and corruption and which ‘concerns tracking
and reporting on allocation, disbursement and utilization of financial resources, using

the tools of auditing, budgeting and accounting’ (Brinkerhoff, 2004).

(i) Procedural accountability, i.c. the accountability regarding the correct
compliance of the acts and procedures put in place for policy delivery with the
relevant administrative law, standards and codes of practice (such as the observance
of public procurement and tendering rules for project selection and of reporting and

monitoring obligations).

(iii) Outcome accountability, i.e. the accountability that relates to the outcomes

achieved, notably the outputs and/or effects of the interventions (results or impacts)

(MEANS, 1999).

(iv) Performance accountability, i.e. that which pertains to the performance of
public authorities’ activity, assessed on the outcomes achieved or their achievability

(when assessed in itinere) contrasted to the targets set. In other words, that which
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relates ‘to demonstrating and accounting for performance in light of agreed-upon

performance targets’ (Brinkerhoff, 2004, pp. 374).

These types of accountability are the dependent variables in the research. The
empirical investigation of the changing relationship between the independent and
independent variables has been articulated around a number of dimensions: first, the
dimensions of accountability discussed in Section 7.1 — namely the subjects, content
and nature of the accountability relationship; and, second, the dimension of the
distinct policy processes through which ECP is delivered, notably those of strategy
setting/programme design, project generation, appraisal and selection, monitoring
and evaluation, and communication and publicity. The first have informed the case
studies’ research questions; the second are the areas to which the research questions
are applied. According to this framework, the questions regarding who is
accountable, to whom, through which mechanisms, and on what (i.e. financial inputs,
procedures, outcomes or performance) have been linked to the different stages of
policy design and implementation in order to to map the situations before-and-after
devolution and to track and assess change. By focusing on these themes, the research
has been able to identify not just the changes in ECP implementation, but also, where
relevant, any significant shift in the overall governance of public policy in the two
case studies. Further, concentration on these policy processes — which are common to
both case studies — has enabled not just the capture of the extent and causalities for
‘change’ (in the context-specific environments of each case), but also the framing of
the two case studies in a comparable construction, so as to facilitate cross-case-study

conclusions.

8.2.2 Space and time

Having clarified the purpose and subject of the case study research, the subsequent
step was to circumscribe the scope of the investigation both spatially and temporally.
From a spatial point of view, the decision was taken to focus on Scotland and
Tuscany. From a temporal perspective, the focus was placed on the two most recent

(past) regional policy programme periods (1994-99 and 2000-06) and on part of the
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current policy phase (2007-13), to cover the fifteen years from 1994 to 2009. These
choices were carefully considered in order to make the research design meaningful

and manageable. They are explained in more detail in the paragraphs to follow.

Scotland and Tuscany were chosen for a number of reasons. Both are part of
countries that have recently experienced devolution reforms, i.e. a transition towards
what has been defined as ‘holding together’ type of federalism (Ventura, 2008, p. 16,
borrowing from Alfred Stepan’s (2001) differentiation between ‘coming together’
and ‘holding together’ federalisms). They present a wider set of similarities too.
First, both Italy and the United Kingdom have been traditionally centralised
countries.”’  Although Italy experienced a first wave of administrative
decentralisation in the early 1970s, it cannot be considered to have been a
regionalised or devolved state before the reforms that are the subject of this thesis.
Groppi has defined it as a ‘state-centric’ system for a number of reasons that include:
the exclusively ‘concurrent’ competences attributed to the regional authorities (i.e.
allowing state law to dictate overarching norms); the preventative controls not just of
legitimacy but also of merit of the legislative and administrative acts passed by the
regional authorities; the adoption of the regional statutes by the national Parliament;
the privileged relationship enjoyed by the local authorities (which also had
constitutional standing) with the central state; and the lack of a regional chamber of
Parliament and of other mechanisms for the participation of the regional authorities
in state functions. All of these gave rise to ‘a regional State in which the political
autonomy of the Regions was circumscribed, and in which these characterised
themselves most of all as administrative bodies’ (Groppi, 2009, p. 43). In both cases,
the creation of the nation state was the result of a not-uncontested merger of pre-
existing ‘previously autonomous or separate entities’ (Mitchell, 2009, p. 4). As a

consequence, in both countries there have been persistent, historically grounded

*7 Centralised is preferred here to ‘unitary’, since the conventional consideration of the United Kingdom as
a unitary State has been challenged and there is consensus in the literature that ‘[tJhe United Kingdom was
not a unitary state even before devolution but a state of unions in which citizens enjoyed different rights
and had different obligations’ (Mitchell, 2006a, p. 154; also Mitchell, 2009, p. 6).
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regionalist movements and considerable regional socio-economic disparities and

even cultural differences.

Second, both countries are long-standing members of the European Union (Italy
being a founding member of the Community and the UK having joined in 1973), and
both have been engaged in the implementation of ECP since its inception in the mid-
1970s. Finally, both countries have experienced recent devolution processes, which
present elements of similitude, including the centrifugal force represented by sub-
state nationalist parties (such as the Lega Nord in Italy and the Scottish National

Party in Scotland) and the progressive and evolving nature of reforms.

On a more general level, Italy and the UK have a similar size of population — around
60 million inhabitants,* placing them among the most populated member states of
the EU — and a comparable economic weight, both being part of the group of eight

most economically prosperous countries in the world, the G8.*

Turning to Scotland and Tuscany more specifically, these two regions are quite
dissimilar entities from a demographic and geographic perspective (at least if one
considers Scotland in its entirety).”® Yet, in the past twenty years both regions have
faced the crucial challenges of industrial reconversion and rural restructuring, which
they have tackled with support from ECP. In doing so, they have provided examples
of efficiency and innovation in regional development policy-making, distinguishing
themselves as cases of European good practice, despite having adopted very different
institutional responses to deliver this policy. In Tuscany, regional policy
implementation has been ‘subsumed’ within domestic regional governance, under the

administrative machine of the regional executive (the so-called Giunta); whereas in

48 Italy currently has 58,175,000 inhabitants, the UK 59,834,000. Tuscany and Scotland, on the other hand,
have respectively 3,582,000 and 5,075,000 inhabitants (CEC, 2007).

* This is the international forum of the governments of Canada (included in 1976), France, Germany, Italy,
Japan, Russia (since 1998), the United Kingdom and the United States, which together represent c. 63
percent of the world economy.

%% Scotland has just over 5 million inhabitants, a population mainly concentrated in two cities in the so-
called central belt and a large region in the North characterised by sparse population and
remoteness/insularity; whereas Tuscany with its c. 3.58 million inhabitants presents a much more
fragmented population and a settlement based on a closely-knit net of small and medium-sized towns.
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Scotland, ECP was implemented, until the current programme period, in a
framework of separation (or ‘differentiation’) from domestic policy, through the
management of ad hoc bodies (the so-called European partnerships) with the
involvement of local partners and stakeholders (Taylor, Bachtler and Rooney, 2000;

Ferry et al., 2007).

The facts that both meso-levels have been subject to devolution since the end of the
1990s, that they have a long-lasting experience with the implementation of ECP but
have provided policy delivery responses that are highly context-specific and different
from each other (though at the same time equally praised), make them ideal for
comparative research, presenting both an adequate level of commonality (e.g. the
rules of ECP apply equally to both regions) and differentiation (i.e. the way

devolution and ECP have been implemented).

The timeframe of the research was also carefully established. The devolution reforms
were introduced in both countries from the late 1990s, in between two different ECP
programme periods (1994-99 and 2000-06). The obvious choice — at least initially —
was for this research to span from the beginning of the first and the end of the latter
programme periods, i.e. from 1994 to 2006. However, after a first phase of
investigation — entailing both desk research and a first set of interviews — it appeared
clear that many of the changes that could be expected to take place in policy
formulation and implementation as a result of devolution had yet to become apparent
in 2006. Partly due to the state of flux of reforms and the time needed for new
institutions or competences to take hold, and partly due to the impossibility of
radically altering the programming of regional policy in itinere during the 2000-06
period, it appeared clear that it would be only in 2007-13 that significant changes to
ECP and, even more so, the associated impacts would manifest in the two case study
regions. The extension of the research well into the 2007-13 period was thus not part
of the initial research design, but it became necessary to render the research more

meaningful.
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8.2.3 The research questions

In defining the case study research design, one of the last steps was to ‘translate’ the
overall research questions developed at the outset of the process, together with the
main research hypothesis, into specific empirical case study questions. The overall

research questions were already outlined in the introduction to this thesis; they are

as follows:

o First, what has been the impact of devolution on the accountability of ECP?
And,

o Second, how has the accountability of ECP been affected by devolution?

To answer these questions, three different sets of issues are explored:

. First, what have the devolution reforms entailed and how have they affected
the way ECP is designed, managed and implemented? How have the reforms
impacted on the types and roles of institutions and actors involved in the design,

management and implementation of the policy?

. Second, what does the concept of accountability mean and how does it apply

to ECP?

. And, lastly, how has the accountability of ECP changed following
devolution? How have the subjects and mechanisms of accountability changed in this
policy following devolution? And, ultimately, has change enhanced or hindered the

accountability of this policy?

These overall research questions have been applied to the two case studies, linking
them to the working definition of accountability discussed in Section 7.1. This
process has resulted in the following case study questions that informed the

empirical work carried out:

. Content of the devolution reforms — what Thave the

regionalisation/devolution reforms introduced in Italy and the UK commencing in
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the early 1990s entailed, and what implications have they had for Tuscany and
Scotland specifically?

o Impact of the devolution reforms on ECP management and delivery —
how have these reforms impacted on the way ECP is implemented in these two
regions with respect to both the overall governance and the specific ECP
management arrangements? How was ECP designed and implemented in the two
case study regions before the devolution reforms and how has this changed as a

result of devolution?

0 Which actors were involved in these activities and in what capacity have they

been involved? How has this changed after devolution?

0 Unpacking the policy cycle into processes, what did each process entail, and

how has this changed as a consequence of devolution?

0 Other than devolution, what other factors have played a role in determining

the changes detected?

o Impact of devolution reforms on ECP accountability — how has the
accountability of ECP changed as a result of the above changes, in particular with

regard to:

0 The subjects of the accountability relationship — Who were and are the key
decision-makers (accountors) and decision-takers (accountees, accountability
holders)? How have these and the relationships between these two groups

changed in the period observed?
0 The content of the accountability relationship —

» Dialogue — has the ability of decision-takers to inform the decision-
makers’ choices (in the different processes that compose the policy-
cycle as applicable) changed in the period observed? If so, in what
ways? Are the decision-takers better able to inform decision-makers’

choices than they were pre-devolution?
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= Information — has the account-giving of decision-makers to decision-
takers (in the different processes that compose the policy-cycle as
applicable) changed in the period observed? Are decision-takers better

informed than they were pre-devolution?

= Rectification — has the capacity of decision-takers to express dissent and
obtain rectification of decision-makers’ choices (in the different
processes that compose the policy-cycle as applicable) changed in the

period observed? Is this capacity higher than it was pre-devolution?

o0 The nature of the accountability relationship — have the tools available to
ensure that the above phase of rectification is enforced changed in the period

observed? Has this strengthened accountability?

0 The object of the accountability relationship — has the object of the
accountability relationship changed in the period observed? Is post-
devolution accountability about inputs, procedures, outcomes or

performance? How has this changed compared to pre-devolution?

Each of the two case studies is developed along a common structure, based on the
above research questions. This allows for comparative conclusions to be drawn on
the extent to which devolution has been conducive or not for accountability in the

two cases.
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Q. THE METHODOLOGY

The above summarised research design was implemented through a carefully defined
methodology that entailed a combination of desk research, on both secondary and

primary sources, and field research.

9.1 Desk research

As far as the desk research is concerned, the study entailed a rolling programme
reviewing literature, policy documents and press. The literature review was already
illustrated in detail in Part 1. It involved the examination of books, book chapters,
articles, and conference and policy papers on the topics of accountability, devolution,
and ECP. The literature review entailed addressing a multidisciplinary set of
academic outputs in both Italian and English, processing the messages from the
various sets of literature to distil a limited set of concepts meaningful for the research

framework.

The analysis of policy documents, on the other hand, was carried out primarily
during the empirical research phase, i.e. during the investigation of the two case
studies. This entailed reading Structural Funds programming documents, such as the
Single Programming Documents (from 1994 to 2006) and Operational Programmes
(in the current period) of Tuscany and Scotland;’' reading regional strategies
implemented in each case study at the meso-level, such as the Scottish Framework
for Economic Development or the five-yearly Tuscan Regional Development Plans;
reviewing the programme evaluations (the available ex ante, interim, ex post and
thematic evaluations); and the examination of monitoring reports, project selection
procedural guidance, Programme Monitoring Committee minutes and similar

implementation documentation, annual implementation reports and other documents

°' And, for the past programme period, the programme complements were also reviewed (including the
current programme complement of the Tuscan ERDF OP, now called the Regional Implementation
Document, as discussed in the Tuscan case study).
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relevant to the understanding of the concrete mechanisms of regional policy

implementation and delivery on the ground.

Finally, a press review was conducted throughout the research project to obtain an
overview of the domestic debates on devolution and ECP, and to supplement other
documental or interview evidence. The press reviewed mainly comprised the
Financial Times and The Herald for the Scottish case study, and Il Sole 24 Ore and
La Repubblica for the Tuscan case study. For the monitoring of Italian press, the web
was extensively utilised, particularly the online press review of the Italian Parliament
(which is publicly accessible, organised thematically and includes all Italian
newspapers). Press releases were also often obtained from the websites of the
institutions involved in managing the Structural Funds programmes in both Scotland

and Tuscany (and Italy more widely).

Relevant national and European websites were also regularly monitored, such as the
Inforegio website, the website of the Italian Development and Economic Cohesion
Department, the website of the Scottish Government and various other websites of
academic departments or associations (e.g. the website of the Italian Association of
Constitutionalists). A full list of the web sources utilised in this research is provided
in an appendix to the bibliography. These latter sources were particularly helpful in
monitoring the latest developments in the Italian literature on the topics explored.
This rolling programme of desk research was a useful tool to supplement the
information obtained from the interviews, and to make sure that the research findings

would not be biased or based on anecdotal evidence.

9.2 Field research

In addition to the review of written sources, thirty interviews were conducted so as to
go beyond policy documents and the often limited or fragmented insights of
academic sources, and to acquire an in-depth understanding of the practices of policy
design and implementation on the ground and how they had changed following
devolution (a full list of the interviews carried out is provided in Annex I). For the

interviews, an intermediate approach between positivist and interactionist (as
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illustrated by Silverman, 1993) was adopted, based on semi-structured discussions
with open-ended questions and flexible checklists, notified to the interviewees in
advance of the meetings. The semi-structured approach ensured a high degree of
flexibility and adaptability of the interviews to reflect the areas of particular interest
and expertise of the interviewees, allowing the interviewer to follow the flow of the
discussion, and also digressing — insofar as relevant - into issues that might not have
been previously anticipated. To this same purpose, all interviews were carried out
face-to-face (entailing travel to Brussels, Rome, Florence, Lucca, Edinburgh and
Inverness). As the fieldwork progressed, interview questions were adapted to tackle

specific information gaps or double-check certain information.

The selection of the interviewees and the questions for the interviews were carefully
considered. In order to avoid any risk of self-referentiality and to gauge a plurality of
views, interviewees were selected from a range of interviewee ‘types’. Interviewees
were targeted under three conceptual groups - ‘strategic’, ‘operational’ and
‘external’. Strategic interviewees were individuals involved in the programmes at a
strategic level, for instance Heads of Managing Authorities; directors of programme
secretariats; national and EU-level officials with policy direction or coordinating
functions and so forth. Interviews with these actors were used in particular to gauge
views on the broader context in which regional policy in the two case study regions
has operated, to discuss the main strategic changes that occurred in ECP as a result of
devolution and their accountability implications, to obtain general views on the
evolving nature of policy accountability and the embeddedness of the changes found
and their likely future development. Operational interviewees were individuals
involved at an operational level in the implementation of the programmes, such as
measure managers, representatives of programme secretariats, representatives of
intermediate bodies, and members of management committees, advisory groups,
project selection committees and other programme delivery organisations (e.g. sub-
regional or thematic partnership groups, intermediary bodies). Interviews at this level
were used to explore the specific operational changes that occurred to regional policy
delivery and their implications in terms of accountability. Lastly, external
interviewees were key individuals who, whilst not being directly involved in the

management or implementation of the programmes, could provide useful insights on
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the topics under investigation because of their knowledge about the key topics of
devolution or regional policy implementation in the two case study regions. These
included mainly academics, programme evaluators and members of organisations
involved in the programmes as beneficiaries. This last group was particularly
important to gain an external, and thus often less biased, perspective on the

developments observed.

A first set of interviews was conducted in the initial stages of the research, simply to
understand the practical mechanisms of regional policy implementation in the two
case study regions, and this was helpful in refining and finalising the analytical
framework and research design. However, it was mainly during the period from
September 2008 to December 2009 that the interviews were directed to understand
how accountability had changed in the post-devolution phase in the perception of the
actors involved in ECP implementation in each meso-level authority. The processing
of the information obtained from field research, which was clearly qualitative in
nature, was accordingly analysed, in order to infer causalities and look for patterns

. . : 52
and discrepancies across the two case studies.

In addition to field research, fundamental evidence and insights were obtained
through informal networking and ongoing personal contacts with the ECP
community, which were facilitated by the author’s ongoing engagement in regional
policy research, as part of her daily work initially as Research Fellow and since 2006
as Senior Research Fellow within the European Policies Research Centre, and
through the author’s active involvement in the IQ-Net research programme, an
initiative carried out for a network of Structural Funds programme managing

authorities across the EU that has included both Tuscany and Scotland.” This

*2 The interviews carried out in this period were recorded and scripted. Cited excerpts from interview
recordings are referenced using a coding system to prevent identification. This system is based on an
abbreviation followed by a number, where TOS means interviewee from Toscana, ITA means Italian
national level interviewee, SCO means Scottish interviewee, and COM refers to an interviewee from the
European Commission.

» JQ-Net is a network of Structural Funds programming authorities — i.e. Managing Authorities or
Secretariats — involving the European Commission (DG Regio) and around 20 national and regional
partners from throughout the EU. The European Policies Research Centre is its secretariat, and the author

101



entailed close and regular contacts with Italian (including from Tuscany) and
Scottish civil servants and programme managers, as well as with European
Commission officials, and it allowed the author to capitalise on knowledge that the
PhD research alone would have been unable to obtain. Such contacts — notably
through bi-annual fieldwork visits to Italian administrations and through participation
in the bi-annual conferences with all members of the network — gave the author the
opportunity for an in-depth understanding of the details of the implementation of
ECP, in general and in the two case study regions, and to create a solid foundation on
which the present research could build. Where specific information presented in this
thesis is drawn from interviews by the author carried out as part of this (or other)

EPRC research projects, the source is acknowledged in footnotes to the text.

9.3 Methodological challenges

The implementation of the above-summarised methodology has been conducted with
a number of practical methodological challenges firmly in mind. First, the political
nature of concepts such as devolution and accountability, as well as that of the
reforms analysed, implied that in reading academic sources and policy documents,
and in conducting interviews, it was necessary to discount potential biases. The
somewhat hybrid nature of ECP (as discussed in Chapter 3), i.e. its cross-sectoral,
multi-disciplinary character, and its wider interrelations with a broad range of
domestic policies, necessitated clear communication of the exact scope of the

analysis during field research.

The cross-country character of the analysis meant that care was taken to ensure
comparability, for example when gathering similar information from a plurality of

sources across the two case studies. Special attention was given to ensuring that

has managed this network since 2004. Established in 1996, the network has the goal of improving the
quality of Structural Funds programming through exchange of experience. Its activities are centred on a
structured programme of applied research and bi-annual partners-only conferences. See
http://www.eprc.strath.ac.uk/ignet/default.cfm.
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Italian and English expressions were applied consistently across the two case studies
when interpreting written material, carrying out interviews and drafting the thesis. As
already noted, the very concept of accountability can be interpreted differently in
Italy and the UK. As all Italian sources had to be translated into English, extra care
was taken to ensure that nuances of meanings and associations were correctly
represented (when an Italian source is quoted, the translation is by the author of the

present thesis, unless otherwise stated).

The complexity of the devolution processes and the parallel evolution of ECP
implementation was another challenge. These processes have obviously not been
clear-cut® and are in many respects still evolving in both countries, as discussed in
more detail in the two case study chapters. In Italy, in particular, the past decade has
seen the part-approval of a number of reform bills that did not reach the final stage,
however, and this situation of ongoing reform has made the task of tracking and
understanding the actual state of the game a thorny one. The ongoing monitoring of
the Italian press and the annual visits to Italian administrations carried out by the
author as part of her job — in particular the annual visits to the Department for
Development and Economic Cohesion, Directorate General for Community Unitary

Regional Policy - were fundamental in this respect.

Finally, the timing of the research meant that the changes that the research had set
out to observe (devolution in regional policy) were only starting to be introduced in
the first years of the investigation, and indeed many of the effects of the devolution
processes within and outwith the ECP sphere were still in fieri when much of the
research was carried out. This rendered the analysis of change, its underlying factors,
and the related accountability implications particularly complex and, as already
mentioned, required the adoption of a longitudinal approach. From a methodological
perspective, this long time-span presented both advantages and disadvantages: it

meant that the desk research had to be constantly updated, but it also facilitated the

** See, for example, the 2002 referendum in the North-East of England and 2006 referendum in Italy on the
constitutional reform voted on in 2004 by the Italian Parliament, both of which to an extent halted the
process of regionalisation.
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validation of preliminary findings in itinere, seeking feedback from some of the same
referents at various stages of the research, as well as allowing enough time for some

of the effects of devolution on ECP delivery to become tangible.
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PART 3 — DEVOLUTION IN ITALY AND THE UNITED
KINGDOM (SCOTLAND)

This part of the thesis provides a review of the content of the devolution reforms in
Italy and the United Kingdom, describing what was entailed in reforms introduced in
the late 1990s and early 2000s. The particular changes introduced to Tuscan and
Scottish policy-making (also beyond ECP) as a result of devolution are discussed in

detail in Part 4 of the thesis, which presents the results of the empirical investigation.

Reflecting the different character of the reforms introduced in the two countries,
notably their country-wide scope in Italy (covering in equal manner the entirety of
the 15 ordinary statute regions) compared to the asymmetric arrangements
introduced in the United Kingdom (where separate and different reforms were passed
for Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland), the two chapters to follow focus on the
one hand on the devolution reforms in Italy, covering the entire legislation passed,
which affected not just Tuscany but all ordinary statute regions (Chapter 10), and, for
the UK, on the devolution reforms in Scotland (as opposed to devolution in the
United Kingdom overall), discussing the overall UK framework only in passing and
focusing exclusively on the new Scottish, as opposed to also Welsh and Northern
Irish, arrangements (Chapter 11). Each chapter examines: the reforms introduced
and their main causal factors; the new competencies attributed to the devolved
administrations and the institutional arrangements introduced; the type of
government adopted for the devolved meso-levels; and a number of unresolved or
open issues that are still pending (e.g. themes anticipated by the reforms but not yet

materialised, or new issues that are currently subject to debate).
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10. THE DEVOLUTION REFORMS IN ITALY

The intricate historical evolution of the Italian state from unitarian to regionalised is
well summarised in this opening paragraph in a recent contribution by Baldi and

Baldini:

The government of the Italian territory, in the one and a half century of
unitarian history of the country, presents significant crossovers between
historical-institutional heritages and contingent political interests. To a
genesis informed by the French administrative model (inherited by Piedmont
after the Napoleonic occupation and soon extended to the national territory
after 1861), very few transformations occurred until the republican period. At
the start of the latter, a long regionalisation process opened-up, in several
stages. In the last fifteen years, then, the re-emergence of the centre-
periphery cleavage has led to a progressive, but still uncertain and
unaccomplished, dynamic of federalisation (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, p. 69).

This last period of ‘progressive, but still uncertain and unaccomplished, dynamic of
federalisation’ is the core focus of the present research. The main bulk of federalist
reforms that are the subject of the present study took place between the late 1990s
and early 2000s and were passed under the Centre-Left Governments that ran the
country from May 1996 (Prodi I) to June 2001 (Amato II). The various reforms that
were introduced in this period, both through ordinary legislation and constitutional
laws, radically altered the pre-existing system of state-periphery relations, enhancing
the competences, status and autonomy (also financial) of the regional authorities, and
increasing the scope for multi-level dialogue and coordination (particularly between

the state and the regions).

These reforms took place in the context of a wider-ranging reform programme,
which included both a plan of financial and economic recovery, aimed to achieve
access to the EMU, inclusive of privatisation of state-owned firms and liberalisation
of previous state-monopoly sectors (Bernardi, 2000; Florio, 2000), and a
comprehensive reorganisation of the public administration, put in place to achieve a

performance orientation, improve the quality of public services, eliminate waste and
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corruption, professionalise the civil service, and simplify administrative procedures
(Torchia, 2000).>> This comprehensive set of reforms was introduced in the
aftermath of an unprecedented shake-up of the post-war Italian political system,
represented by the scandals of the so-called ‘clean-hands’ judiciary operation and the
affirmation, in the north of Italy, of the Northern League, a new party with

sometimes separatist, sometimes federalist ambitions.®

As in the UK, as will be seen, the reforms were introduced in a piecemeal fashion.
First, during 1997-1998 the so-called Bassanini 1 law (law no. 59/1997) and the
related implementation decrees introduced a major reform of the public
administration, re-assigning important functions in the fields of economic and
territorial development and the provision of services and infrastructure to the
regional authorities (Fabbrini and Brunazzo, 2003; SVIMEZ, 2001a). The law
introduced the principles of subsidiarity and aptness (adeguatezza) by which the
regional authorities became the holders of all administrative functions, i.e. even
those relating to matters of state legislative competence (with the exception of those
relating to matters of national interest or relevance, notably foreign affairs, EU
affairs, defence, citizenship, currency, public order, cultural heritage and scientific
research) and also of certain coordination functions over the lower-tier local
authorities (Baldi and Baldini, pp. 88-89). The transfer of competences — which was
completed in 2003, well after the timetable foreseen by the law, in that it involved a
long process of a series of Decrees of the President of the Council of Ministers,
adopted after agreement in the State-Regions and State-Cities Unified Conference
and in the Bi-cameral Parliamentary Commission for Administrative Reform — was
particularly significant for regional development, in that at least forty percent of
administrative functions related to productive activities were transferred from

national ministries to regional and local administrations (Svimez, 2001 c).

> Notably through Laws no. 142 and no. 241 of 1990 and the so-called Bassanini legislation.

% A more detailed discussion of the factors that led to the devolution reforms is presented later in this
chapter.
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The Bassanini reforms also strengthened the inter-institutional dialogue between
state and regions by reforming the operation and role of the State-Regions
Conference (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, p. 89). The State-Regions Conference is a
collegial body chaired by the Italian President of the Council of Ministers (or
Minister for Regional Affairs) and comprises the Presidents of the Giunte (or the
delegated Assessori) of the regional authorities and autonomous provinces of Trento
and Bolzano. It was established by decree in 1983 and reorganised in 1988 with Law
no. 400/1988 (Carpani, 2006). The Bassanini reform brought in an unprecedented
strengthening of this body’s functions, by rendering the opinion of the Conference
obligatory for any national decision affecting regional competences, particularly
introducing the Conference’s examination of government bills on such matters. The
Bassanini reform also established a further forum for inter-institutional, multi-level
dialogue — the ‘Unified Conference’ — for matters affecting all territorial autonomies
(Baldi and Baldini, 2008, p. 89), which comprises the members of the State-Regions
Conference and those of the ‘State-Local Autonomies Conference’ (the latter being a
forum involving the President of the Council of Ministers, or delegated Minister, and
the Mayors and Presidents of the provincial authorities; it was established in 1996,
following the 1993 local government electoral reform that introduced the direct

election of Mayors and provinces’ Presidents) (Carpani, 2006, pp. 78-79).

In parallel with the Bassanini reforms, two legislative decrees introduced some
financial autonomy to the regional authorities: first, with the institution of a regional
tax on added value IRAP (Legislative Decree no. 446/1997) and, second, with the
replacement of the majority of ring-fenced transfers from the central budget
(trasferimenti vincolati) with regional participation in certain taxes, notably VAT,
petroleum tax and the increase of the so-called ‘IRPEF-additional’, i.e. a national tax
with an additional regional component (Legislative Decree no. 56/2000). This fiscal
decentralisation considerably enhanced the regional authorities’ expenditure

autonomy (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, pp. 90-91).

Before the completion of the transfer of competences foreseen by the Bassanini
legislation, further reforms, this time of constitutional standing, were passed between

1999 and 2001, and they fundamentally reshaped centre-periphery relations. First,
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Constitutional Law no. 1/1999 introduced statutory autonomy for ordinary statute
regions®’ and the direct election of the Presidents of the regional executives (art.
122(5)), who will become known also as ‘Governors’. This was followed by
Constitutional Law no. 2/2001, which introduced the direct election of the Presidents
also for special statute regions and the autonomous provinces of Trento and Bolzano.
Lastly, Constitutional Law no. 3/2001 redrafted the entire Title V of the second part
of the 1947 Constitution, which deals with regions and local authorities, and foresaw
the integration of the Parliamentary Commission for Regional Affairs with
representatives from the territorial autonomies (a provision not yet implemented)

(Cerreto, 2009).

These reforms marked, in principle at least, an unprecedented strengthening of the
ordinary statute regional authorities by: (i) acknowledging their statutory autonomy
(and thus the faculty to modify their form of government, within the provisions of
Constitutional Law no. 1/1999, and the electoral systems, within the principles fixed
by national law, for the Regional Councils); (ii) strengthening the regional
Executives and their stability through the direct election of the regions’ Presidents
and the transition towards a hybrid system between parliamentarian and presidential
forms of government; and (ii1) introducing a radical shift in the allocation of
responsibilities between tiers of government, with a much stronger emphasis on
regional and local levels of government (well beyond the administrative
decentralisation of the Bassanini legislation) (Fabbrini and Brunazzo, 2003; Baldi

and Baldini, 2008; Musella, 2009).

7 These comprise all Italian regions except Friuli Venezia Giulia, Sardinia, Sicily, Trentino-Alto

Adige/Siidtirol and Valle d'Aosta/Vallee d'Aoste. The latter are so-called special statute regions, in that
their statutes are approved with constitutional law and thus have constitutional standing (art. 114.1 of the
Italian Constitution). The Region of Trentino-Alto Adige/Siidtirol is composed of two Autonomous
Provinces (Trento and Bolzano).

*¥ Interestingly, this last constitutional law was not approved with the required strengthened majority, as it
failed to obtain the support of the opposition. It was thus definitely approved after popular referendum, as
required by the Constitution in such circumstances, on 7 October 2001, well into the new Berlusconi
Government (Berlusconi IT) (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, pp. 91-92).
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In terms of the regional form of government, the revised constitutional text has de
facto introduced what has been defined as a ‘neo-parliamentary’ system, where the
Presidents of the regions are elected directly and have the faculty to chose and recall
the individual Assessori, but also where a vote of no-confidence against the regional
President by the Regional Council, his/her resignation or permanent impediment
determine the fall of the whole Giunta (according to the principle simul stabunt simul
cadent) (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, p. 93; Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 73).59

With regard to the allocation of legislative competences, the re-drafted Title V
reversed the previous perspective, bringing the Italian Constitution more in line with
the approach typical of federal states: while the former formulation of art. 117 listed
the fields of competence allocated to the regional authorities, the renewed article, in
line with a practice consolidated in the constitutional texts of federal countries
(notably that of Germany, see Giarda, 2004), lists the matters for which the central
state has exclusive or concurrent legislative competence whereby, for the latter, the
regional authorities have legislative competence but within ‘fundamental principles’
defined by state legislation (see Table 10). All non-listed matters are referred to the
regional authorities as ‘residual’ competences (a wording not present in the article
and introduced by the Constitutional Court). Local economic development and the
support to productive activities are not mentioned in either list and, as such, relate to
an exclusive competence of the regional authorities (except when interfacing with
R&D&I support or with infrastructural investments in the fields listed below, e.g.

transport or energy).

* Literally, ‘together we shall stay, together we shall fall’. As observed by Pietrangelo, the regional form of
government could not evolve — other than with further constitutional reform — into a full presidential
system, because art. 126 of the Constitution and art. 5 of Constitutional Law no. 1/1999 provide clear limits
to the freedom of the regional authorities, i.e. not just the fact that a no-confidence vote (sfiducia
distruttiva), the permanent impediment or the resignation of the President leads the whole Giunta to fall,
according to the principle simul stabunt simul cadent, but also that the President of the Giunta is also the
President of the Region and the two cannot be separated (Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 73).
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Table 10: Exclusive and concurrent state competences

Exclusive (reserved) matters

foreign policy and international relations;

immigration;

relations between the Republic and religious confessions;

defence, armed forces, security and weapons;

currency and currencies system, protection of savings and financial markets, protection of
competition, accounting and taxation system of the state, equalisation of financial resources;

state organs and related eclectoral systems, state referenda and elections of the European
Parliament;

regulation and administrative organisation of the state and national public bodies;

public order and security, except for local administrative police;

citizenship, civil status, register of births, marriages and deaths;

jurisdiction and trial norms, civil and criminal system, administrative justice;

determination of essential levels of services relating to civil and social rights that must be
guaranteed across the entire national territory;

general norms on education;

social security;

electoral legislation, government bodies and fundamental functions of municipalities, provinces
and metropolitan cities;

tolls, protection of the national borders and international prophylaxis;

weights, measurements and determination of time; coordination of the statistical and IT
information of the data of state, regional and local administrations, copyrighting (opere
dell’ingegno);

protection of the environment, of the ecosystem and of the cultural heritage.

Concurrent matters

the regional authorities’ international relations and relations with the EU;

foreign trade;

protection and safety at work;

education, notwithstanding the autonomy of school establishments and with exclusion of
professional education and training;

scientific and technological research and support to innovation for the productive sectors;

health; diet; sports system;

civil protection; government of the territory;

civil ports and airports; large transport and navigation networks;

regulation of communication;

production, transportation and distribution of electrical energy;

complementary and integrative pensions;

harmonisation of public budgets and coordination of public finances and of the tax system;

full exploitation of the cultural and environmental heritage, and promotion and organisation of
cultural activities;

savings banks (casse di risparmio), rural banks (casse rurali), regional credit institutions and
regional agricultural and land banks.

Source: Italian Constitution, consolidated version (post-Constitutional Law no. 1/2003).

The revised constitutional text also allows each ordinary region to submit bills to the

national Parliament to extend the range of residual functions within its competence

or the range of concurrent competences for matters listed as of national exclusive

competence (within certain limits, art. 116, and with strengthened approval
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procedures, i.e. the approval of the majority of the components of each chamber),

thus allowing room for an asymmetrical evolution of the Italian devolved system.

Further, the new formulation of Title V has placed subsidiarity at the core of the new
allocation of responsibilities between centre and periphery. As observed by Caravita

di Toritto,

One of the main changes introduced by the last reform was the provision of
Municipalities, Provinces, Metropolitan Cities, Regions and State (the central
government) as components of the Republic with equal ‘dignity’, rejecting the
notion of an absolute identity between State and Republic.

This important shift was consolidated through a decision of the Constitutional Court

(no. 106/2002) which

clearly stated that, according to Article 1 of the Constitution, the only
sovereign subject existing is ‘the people’, and not the state. Local and
regional institutions derive their legitimacy from the people in the same way
as the national Parliament and Government (Caravita di Toritto, 2010, p. 7).

This parity between levels of government and reinforcement of the principle of
subsidiarity means in practice that, as regions are called to undertake administrative
functions that were previously allocated to the national level, provinces,
municipalities and metropolitan cities are now responsible for functions that were
previously allocated to higher (regional) levels of governance (the not—yet-

implemented art. 118).%

Lastly, the reformed constitutional text acknowledges fiscal autonomy to the local
authorities (art. 119) by allowing them to define — in terms of both rates and bases —
and apply their own taxes. After years of stalling — made up of failed attempts at

reform® and repeated solicitations by the Constitutional Court®” — the Italian

% The implementation of this ‘administrative federalism’ will likely be linked to the laws and decrees that
will be introduced for the implementation of art. 119 on fiscal federalism (Cerreto, 2009).

5! Notably, the proposal passed by the Centre-Right in the XIV Legislature that was rejected by popular
referendum on 25-26 June 2006. It foresaw a revision not just of Title V but of the whole second part of
the Constitition (Lupo, 2009, p. 26) including: the integration of the matters of ‘exclusive’ State
competence; the reduction of matters of ‘concurrent competence’; and the transformation of the ‘residual
competences’ of regional authorities in ‘exclusive competences’, with explicit mention of competences in
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Parliament passed a delegation law in May 2009 (Law no. 42/2009).°> However,
more time is required for this framework legislation to become operational, given the
need to pass a range of implementation decrees and regulations that will touch upon
highly controversial issues and will thus require extensive negotiations both at

national level between the different political parties and with the regions.®*
A synthetic review of the above-described reforms is presented in Box 3.

Box 3: Chronology of the main reforms

1983

e Institution of the ‘State-Regions Conference’ by PCM decree.

1988

e Reorganisation of the State-Regions Conference as part of Law no. 400/1988.

1993

e Law no. 81/1993 introduces the direct election of Mayors and Presidents of the provincial
authorities.

1995

e Law no. 43/1995 introduces a new electoral system for the Regional Councils, based on a
corrected proportional system with a variable majority premium (premio di maggioranza) and the
naming of a capolista (head of list) who is de facto the candidate to the Presidency of the

Regional Giunta (thus a precursor of the reform introduced in 1999 with Constitutional Law no.
1/1999).

1996

e Institution of the ‘State-Towns and Local Autonomies Conference’ by PMC decree.
1997

the fields of healthcare, education (mainly school organisation and curriculum adaptation) and regional and
local administrative policing, as matters of exclusive regional competence. For a comment, see Ruotolo
(2006). 52.3% of voters participated in the referendum, which registered 61.3% no and 38.7% yes votes
(Carpani, 2006, p. 191).

% De Fiores (2009) lists more than ten rulings by the Constitutional Court made between 2002 and 2008.

% Law no. 42, 5 May 2009, ‘Delegation to the Government on the subject of fiscal federalism so as to
implement article 119 of the Constitution’, published in the Official Journal no. 103 of 6 May 2009.

% Consequently, the recent Law no. 42 of 5 May 2009 on fiscal federalism is not part of the investigation. It
is a framework law and will necessitate a range of implementation laws and regulations before it becomes
operational (the Italian Government approved an initial draft legislative decree on this topic on 22 July
2010 - Schema di decreto legislativo recante disposizioni in materia di determinazione dei fabbisogni
standard di comuni, citta metropolitane e provinces - and presented its “Report on fiscal federalism” to the
Parliament on 30 June 2010. These are not part of the present investigation).

The full implementation of the above law can be anticipated to take a long period of time — around five
years, according to the Minister for Regional Affairs, Raffale Fitto (intervention at the presentation of the
2009 SVIMEZ Annual Report, Rome, 16 July 2009) — as it will entail tackling delicate political questions
regarding, for instance, the equalisation mechanism anticipated by the law and thus complex negotiations
within the governing majority and between national government and sub-national administrations. For a
brief description of the content of the law, see OECD, 2009, pp. 30-31, and Italianieuropei 1/2009, pp. 278-
283. For a more detailed account and commentary, see Bassanini 2010, Pica, 2009, and Rivosecchi, 2009a.
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e Law no. 59/1997 (so-called Bassanini 1) attributes all administrative functions to the regional
authorities, reforms the operation of the State-Regions Conference (whose opinion becomes
obligatory on all national decisions affecting regional competences), and establishes the ‘Unified
Conference’.

o Legislative Decree no. 446/1997 introduces a new regional tax on added value (IRAP).

1999

e Constitutional Law no. 1/1999 introduces the direct election of the Presidents of the regional
Giunte (art. 126 of the Constitution), statutory autonomy for the ordinary regions (art. 123 of the
Constitution) and the regional competence on the design of the electoral system for the election of
the Regional Councils (within the limits of a state framework law, art. 122 of the Constitution).

2000

o Legislative Decree no. 56/2000 reforms the funding system of regional authorities, replacing a
considerable portion of state transfers with regional participation in state taxes (VAT, petroleum
tax and IRPEF additional increase).

2001

e Constitutional Law no. 2/2001 introduces the direct election of the Presidents of the regional
Giunte also for special statute regions.

e Constitutional Law no. 3/2001 redrafts Title V of the Constitution: the new formulation assigns
residually all non-listed matters to the regional authorities, sanctions the principles of subsidiarity
and the equality of different levels of government, introduces administrative and fiscal federalism
(arts. 118 and 119 of the Constitution, neither operational as yet), foresees the integration of the
Parliamentary Commission for regional affairs with representatives of the territorial autonomies,
assigns individual regions the faculty to submit bills to the Parliament to extend their legislative
powers both on concurrent competences and on reserved national matters.

2006

e Popular referendum halts a further, more substantial reform (passed by the Centre-Right
Berlusconi III Government).

2009

e Law no. 42/2009 on fiscal federalism is approved by the Parliament with bipartisan approval
(framework law, passed based on a bill of the Berlusconi IV Government).

2010

e A “Report on fiscal federalism” is submitted by the government to the Parliament on 30 June
2010 and an initial draft of a legislative decree on this topic is passed by the government on 22
July 2010 (Schema di decreto legislativo recante disposizioni in materia di determinazione dei
fabbisogni standard di comuni, citta metropolitane e province).

The progression of the Italian system towards a federalist territorial organisation has
certainly not been linear and straightforward; instead, it ‘has proceeded haltingly and
uncertainly, depending largely on partisan considerations’ (Keating, 2009).
Observers at the time argued that the rushed passing of Constitutional Law no.
3/2001 was an attempt by the then Centre-Left Government nearing elections to pre-
empt any immediate scope for further reform by what could be (and in fact was) a
different political majority and that may include (as it happened) the Lega Nord.
Reforms have also been essentially top-down (Keating, 2009), with limited

involvement of the regional authorities, other than through the parties’ channel.
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A decade after their introduction, a considerable portion of the reforms has still to
materialise. This is particularly the case with the new articles 118 and 119 — which
introduced administrative and fiscal federalism — but also more generally
implementation has been ‘slow and timid’ (Giarda, 2004, p. 3), hampered by

fundamental shortcomings that have included:

e the ambiguous and sometimes contradictory character of the reformulated norms,
particularly with respect to the subdivision of matters of state versus regional

competence (Caravita di Toritto, 2010; Lupo, 2009);

e an unclear articulation of the limitations imposed by the concurrent competence,
which has seen referrals to the Constitutional Court time and time again to resolve
controversies over the correct interpretation of the norms and the conflicting

nature of some competence attributions (De Fiores, 2009; Giarda, 2004);65

o the partial (from a federalist perspective) character of the reforms introduced, e.g.
the lack of a regional chamber, the related lack of participation of the territorial
autonomies to constitutional reforms, and the choice of the equality amongst all

levels of territorial government (Cerreto, 2009; Lupo, 2009; Groppi, 2009);66

o the absence of measures capable of balancing the new framework of sub-national
competences with adequate national coordination (not least pending a reform of
the operation of the Conferences system, Pietrangelo, 2009), e.g. the deletion of
reference to the ‘national interest’ (De Fiores, 2009) and the lack of any
constitutional provision entailing the possibility of state legislation to prevail over

regional legislation (Caravita di Toritto, 2010); and,

e most crucial of all, the absence of the necessary ordinary legislation for a large

number of provisions, notably those foreseen in articles 118 and 119 as discussed

% Especially with respect to concurrent matters for which no exact definition has been provided of what the

‘fundamental principles’ mentioned in art. 117(3) should be (Giarda, 2004).

% Not least pending the introduction of regional representatives in the Parliamentary Committee for

Regional Affairs, as envisaged by the revised Title V.
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above, and, related, the unclear future of some aspects of the reforms, such as the
multi-level subdivision of competences between municipalities, metropolitan
cities, provinces, regions and state (art. 114 of the Constitution), most notably
with respect to the role of the provincial authorities seen by many as a redundant
intermediate level between municipalities and regions, generating a lively debate

over the opportunity for their suppression.®’

As a result, the assessments of the new set of rules are on the whole rather negative.
Whilst there is consensus that Constitutional Law no. 1/1999 has contributed to
stabilising the regional Executives and reinforced the political capacity and external
visibility of the regional authorities (Baldi and Baldini, 2008; Musella, 2009), the
new constitutional text that emerged after Constitutional Law no. 3/2001 ‘has been
strongly criticised by both the scholarship and the political actors’ (Caravita di
Toritto, 2010, p. 7), for instance, by scholars such as Groppi (2009), Lupo (2009),
Keating (2009) and De Fiores (2009). This relates to a number of shortcomings not
limited to the still largely unaccomplished nature of the reforms, as described above
(particularly as regards Constitutional Law no. 3/2001), but also to the intrinsic
contradictions determined by the resulting framework, such as the incentivisation of
a ‘negotial’ rather than collaborative method for the operation of the regional

authorities through the state-local autonomies Conferences (Lupo, 2009, p. 33).

Altogether, the above-highlighted shortcomings have contributed to generating a
considerable gap between the ‘living’ and the formal Constitution (Groppi, 2009),

7 E.g. see the debates of the I Commission of the Lower Chamber (Constitutional affairs) on the law
proposal Nucara, submitted in September 2008 and debated within the Commission throughout 2009
(‘Modifications to articles 114, 117, 118, 119, 120, 132 and 133, and of the VIII transitional provision of
the Constitution, for the suppression of the provincial authorities’, Atto Camera no. 1694, subsequently
rejected). Further, in a bill linked to the anti-crisis initiative for 2011-13, the government proposed the
rationalisation of the provincial authorities, entailing the suppression of those with fewer than 200,000
inhabitants (or 150,000 for provinces with more than half of their territory in mountainous areas), only to
backtrack following considerable opposition to this plan (even though the measure would have involved
only four provinces: Vercelli, Fermo, Isernia and Vibo Valentia). See the bill ‘Identification of the
fundamental functions of Provinces and Municipalities, simplification of the organisation of regional and
local authorities, and delegation to the Government on the transfer of administrative functions, Charter of
the local autonomies, rationalisation of the Provinces and of the territorial offices of the Government.
Reorganisation of decentralised bodies’, Atto Camera no. 3118. See also Bruno, E. (2010, June 11). Salta di
nuovo l'abolizione delle quattro mini province. Il Sole 24 Ore (online).
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determining a paradoxical situation in which there is both a substantial continuity
with the pre-2001 system — where the state continues to play the role of the
guarantor, which ‘makes it acceptable for it to intervene in any matter, independently
from the listings of article 117° (Groppi, 2009, p. 45)°® — and ‘virtually irremovable
regional presidents [...and] the unstoppable dilatation of local level public

expenditure’ (De Fiores, 2009, pp. 3 and 15).

Nevertheless, notwithstanding the numerous shortcomings reviewed, the above
reforms — even though partial and unaccomplished — have indeed had a marked
impact on the operation of the regional and sub-regional authorities. First, after the
approval of the new constitutional text all regions were engaged in re-drafting their

stat?utes.69

This has generally been a long process (Cassese, 2004; Musella, 2009)
and, again, generated in a number of cases disagreement between national and
Regional Governments, which were solved by reference to the Constitutional Court.
Tuscany, in particular, approved its new Statute in 2004, but this only entered into
force in 2005 (Regione Toscana, 2005a), following Constitutional Court ruling on

the dispute with the National Government over the legitimacy of 11 points of this

document (sentence no. 372/2004)."

Second, for the first time in 2000, and then again in 2005 and 2010, the regional
populations directly elected the Presidents of the Regional Giunte (the ‘Governors’,

as they are now commonly referred to). This has led to a personalisation of political

% According to Groppi, the constitutional reform has been followed by a ‘phase of reflux. After seven years
from the reform, the living constitution ... is profoundly different from the 2001 text. ... The continuity
with the asset of Italian regionalism which preceded the 2001 reform has prevailed: in particular, a
conception of the unitary principle centred on the role of guarantee of the State has been reaffirmed, which
makes it acceptable for it to intervene in any matter, independently from the listings of article 117. The
state legislator has acted through three main modalities: a) continuing to legislate at 360 degrees as if the
reform did not exist ...; b) through the approval of a general law for the implementation of the
constitutional reform (law La Loggia, from the name of the then minister of Regional Affairs, law 131/03)
which, in addition to appearing of doubtful constitutional foundation, has contributed to a reductive reading
of the reform (especially as regards the concurrent legislative power); ¢) omitting to approve the norms
necessary for the implementation of the reform, most of all as regards financial autonomy and the re-
organisation of administrative functions coherently with the principle of subsidiarity’ (Groppi, 2009, pp.
44-45).

%" At January 2009 only 11 ordinary statute regions had approved their new Statute (Pietrangelo 2009, 72).
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relations and to a ‘phenomenon of valorisation of the personalistic-charismatic
element of power’ (Lupo, 2009, p. 30) which, together with the new form of
government envisaged by the reformed constitutional text (Baldi and Baldini, 2008),
has contributed to a radical alteration of the balance of power between regional
executives and legislatures, as well as the relative weight of different components
within the regional executives (Musella, 2009; Di Quirico, 2006). This has led,
amongst other things, to calls for a reassessment of the performance of the regional
governments and to the necessity to acknowledge the need for a better balance in the

attribution of powers between executives and legislatures (Cerreto, 2009, p. 18).

Third, the sanctioning of the principle of subsidiarity in art. 118, even though not yet
fully operational, has led to more explicit attention being paid to the intra-regional
institutional relationships and to the strengthening of the roles of sub-regional
authorities and their dialogue with the regional administrations. This contrasts with
the initial phases of regionalisation, which saw the regional authorities — with the
exceptions of Tuscany and Emilia Romagna — re-centralise functions at the regional
level (Fargion, 2006, pp. 133-134). In the field of regional policy, this process has
been consistent with the parallel affirmation of the endogenous development/place-

based policy paradigm already mentioned (in Chapter 3).

Lastly, one of the effects of the reform of Title V has been the strengthening of the
role and importance of inter-institutional negotiation and thus of the State-Regions
Conference (and of the Conference system more broadly), which, in the absence of a
regional chamber, has come to occupy a ‘supply role’ (Busia, 2009, p. 123). This is
evidenced by the practice according to which the Conference has incrementally
stipulated ‘agreements’ (rather than just ‘opinions’) on amendments to be introduced
to government bills prior to their submission to Parliament, and according to which,
including circumstances where bills are sent to the Parliament without the prior

involvement of the Conference (e.g. for reasons of urgency), the view of the

7% All of which were cleared by the Court as fully legitimate, Sentence of the Constitutional Court no.
372/2004.
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Conference is sent directly to the two chambers of Parliament and disseminated

amongst MPs and Senators to inform their vote (Busia, 2009, pp. 123-124).

Nevertheless, the impact of the reforms cannot be expected to be uniform across the
Italian regions, not just because of the pre-existing differentiation between ordinary
and special statute regions, but especially because of the heterogeneity of the Italian
regional and local government system, which is a heritage of the country’s
fragmented past (e.g. see Diodato and Lippi, 2007; Lippi, 2006; Fargion et al., 2006;
and Fargion 1997 for an account of the different policy-style of Centre-North regions
with respect to specific policy fields). Musella’s analysis of electoral behaviour in
the 2000 and 2005 regional elections in the 15 ordinary statute regions, for example,

fully confirms this path-dependence (Musella, 2009).

But a key question is: was the pursuit of increased accountability one of the driving
forces behind the reforms described? The evidence suggests it was in part. It is
interesting to observe the large cross-party consensus that formed in the late
1990s/early 2000s around the notion of the need for devolution, for instance in the
bicameral Commissions for institutional reform set up in the mid- and late 1990s’"
(notwithstanding the variable specific stances over the extent and scope of the
proposed devolved arrangements, both across the two political aggregates — Centre-
Left and Centre-Right — and within them) (Keating, 2009). The reasons behind the
convergence towards this ‘second round devolution’ (Keating, 2009) were various
and both endogenous and exogenous (Lupo, 2009). External drivers comprised the
processes of European integration — including the need to fulfil the Maastricht

criteria to access the EMU (De Quirico, 2006, p. 98)"% and the steer, under ECP, to

"' They comprise the bicameral Commission De Mita-lotti of 1992-93 (II bicameral Commission for
institutional reforms) and the D’Alema bicameral Commission of 1997-98 (II bicameral Commission for
institutional reforms) (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, pp. 86 and 91). Both ‘failed to achieve their objectives: the
discussion on the proposal of the first was halted by the early dissolution of the legislature, while the
proposal put forward by the second was rejected by the centre-right opposition when it was presented to the
general assembly (floor) of the Chamber of Deputies (along with the entire document of constitutional
reform.” (Fabbrini and Brunazzo, 2003, p. 114).

> Whereby by ‘decentralising increased expenses to the regions it would have been possible to reduce the
debt and deficit in the central state budget which was the only relevant to the purpose of the parameters of
Maastricht’ (De Quirico, 2006, p. 98).
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regionalise policy delivery — as well as globalisation, which has rendered the state

increasingly less capable of directing the economy (De Quirico, 2006; Lupo, 2009).

Nevertheless, the most crucial drivers were domestic. They include: first, a possible
desire by a Centre-Left administration conscious of its uncertain future as a national-
level government force to strengthen the regional level, so as to preserve its power at
least in those regions where it had traditionally been the dominant political force (De
Quirico, 2006, p. 98); second, a pragmatic response to an inefficient and stalled
central public administration and to the resistance encountered when introducing
plans to rationalise it (De Quirico, 2006, p. 98); and, third, the most important causal
factor of all, the centrifugal force exerted by the emergence in the political scene of
the Lega Nord (Northern League) in the mid-1990s (Lupo, 2009; Groppi, 2009;
Baldi and Baldini, 2006). The populist rhetoric of the Lega Nord on ‘Roma ladrona’
(Rome thief), on the inefficiencies and waste of the central state administration
(largely composed of southern Italians, see Cassese, 2004), and on the supposed
draining of resources attributed to the special measures put in place (needlessly) for
the development of the southern regions, found a shoulder in ‘the willingness
amongst the local political classes to make the connection between autonomy and
responsibility re-emerge’ (Lupo, 2009, p. 31). An undercurrent to this, and one of the
primary reasons for the consensus obtained by the Lega Nord in the northern regions
in these early days, was the failure of the political system of the so-called first
Republic ‘to create a normal bond of mutual service and respect between the state
and the citizen’ amid the massive expansion of public spending that took place in the
1980s (Gilbert, 1993, p. 101) and the corruption scandals that followed. This

generated a desire for emancipation of the northern regions from the central state.

A similar desire for emancipation emerged, but for different reasons, in some Centre-
Italian regional administrations, most notably Tuscany and Emilia Romagna,
governed by parties that had traditionally been excluded from central decision-
making. Over time, they had matured an efficient local administration system and
with this ‘a strong desire of becoming autonomous and emancipated and to have

control over the expenditure’ (TOS3).
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Nevertheless, if the focus is moved from the causes of the devolution reforms to the
effects of the reforms, as they have been detected in the literature on this topic, it
appears that they have determined some important accountability tensions,
particularly with regard to the interrelation between regional legislatures and
executives and the relative weight of the latter compared to the former (Cerreto,
2009; Pietrangelo, 2009; Baldi and Baldini, 2008; Ventura, 2008). It has been noted
that

the direct election of the president of the Region has deprived the assemblies
of a portion of the power of political direction, now entrusted to the approval
by the electorate of the electoral programme of the candidate to President
(Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 74);

and equally

the reform of the Title V ... has shown a significant widening of the spaces of
regional politics wholly at the advantage of the executives and of their
administrative management competences. The executives participate
autonomously to the formation of state law in the negotiations arenas and
often operate the substantial choices related to the territorial effects of state
and community policies (Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 75).

There are a number of elements that indicate this strengthening of the regional
executives, including: the fact that in almost all ordinary statute regions in the VIII
legislature (2005-2010), the selection of the regional Assessori has preceded the first
meeting of the Councils” (Pietrangelo, 2009); the declining number of regional laws
passed by the assemblies over the period 1995-2005 and, within this, the higher
proportion of laws passed by initiative of the Executive’* (Musella, 2009); the
increased use of regulations by the regional Giunte in this same period, enabled by
the new-gained regulatory competence that was previously assigned to the Councils
(Musella, 2009); the predominance of ‘control activity’ by the assemblies, expressed

by the high proportion of control acts passed as opposed to total acts (Pietrangelo,

7 In some regions, but not Tuscany, the new statutes do not even foresee the need for the programme of
government of the winning President to be debated and approved by the regional assemblies (Pietrangelo,
2009).
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2009, p. 74); and the fact that the Councils have no role in the fora represented by the
system of the Conferences in which, as has been seen, only the regional Executives
participate (Carpani, 2006; Petrangelo, 2009). As these fora have become more and
more important over time, as a result of the enhanced devolved framework and of the
increasing complexity and multi-level nature of public policies (Pietrangelo, 2009),
this exclusion can be considered particularly problematic from the point of view of

political accountability.

Some of these shortcomings have also emerged strongly in the desk and field
research conducted on the Tuscan case study specifically, as can be seen in Chapter
13, which explores the extent to which such tensions apply to Tuscany, especially in

the specific field of ECP, but also more generally.

™ A trend that contrasts, in the Centre-North regions, with the increased activism of the assemblies in terms
of submission of law proposals and which indicates the much higher success rate of bills as opposed to the
Council’s law initiative (Musella, 2009, pp. 172-173 and 190).
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11. THE DEVOLUTION REFORMS |IN THE UNITED
KINGDOM (SCOTLAND)

A process of devolution of competences from the central state to the meso-level
territorial units was also launched in the United Kingdom at the end of the 1990s:
elected Assemblies were established in Northern Ireland and Wales in 1998 and
1999, and a Parliament was set up in Scotland in 1999.” The scope and scale of
devolution varied markedly, however. Three distinct devolution settlements were put
in place, assigning dissimilar competences and degrees of autonomy to each
territorial unit (Mitchell, 2009; Bradbury, 2008; Emmerich, 2003; Bradbury and
Mitchell, 2002; Brown, 1998). Scotland was acknowledged to have the greatest
autonomy, having obtained a Parliament with power to make primary legislation on a
wide range of policies (including key competences in the fields of economic and
regional development) and (limited) tax-varying powers. This was in line with the
considerable administrative decentralisation that the nation already enjoyed before

devolution.”®

Scottish devolution emerged as a result of a number of forces. First of all, it was a
response to bottom-up pressures from the Scottish civil society for home rule. The
1707 Act of Union had aimed to preserve those Scottish institutions that were

considered instrumental to the maintenance of a Scottish identity (e.g. the Church of

™ England, on the other hand, underwent a gradual regionalisation process. The territorial groupings of
local authorities that had spontaneously emerged throughout the 1980s had led to the creation of
Government Offices in the regions by the mid-1990s. Between 1998 and 1999, the incoming Labour
Government established Regional Chambers, representatives of regional stakeholders (indirectly elected),
Regional Development Agencies (RDAs) in the English regions, and a Great London Authority, made up of
a mayor and a representative assembly, in London (Bradbury, 2008). Despite the publication by the UK
Government of a White Paper entitled “Your Region, Your Choice’ in May 2002, in which the government
anticipated regional assemblies for all English regions, these were never established, due to a lack of
demand from local stakeholders (McGarvey, 2008) and, perhaps, also to a mixed commitment from across
the Labour Party (SCO7). The no vote in the 2004 referendum in North East of England marked the
definitive end to this project for England.

7% This should not be confused with political devolution, however (Keating, 2010). As pointed out by
Keating (2010, p. 27) ‘to talk of Scotland’s autonomy from Westminster before 1999 risks confusing
administrative decentralisation with political devolution. It also risks confusing the autonomy that some
elites may have exercised due to their position within Scottish civil society with the autonomy of the nation
as a whole’.
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Scotland, Scottish private law and legal system, the education system). However, the
role of these institutions in Scottish society changed over time, and this rendered the
Union settlement dated, giving rise to further requests for autonomy (Mitchell,
2009). After all, ‘[tlhe underlying principle [of the union settlement] was that
Scottish national identity should be protected, but that might take different
institutional forms at different times’ (Mitchell, 2009, p. 10). On the other hand,
years of political misalignment between governments in London and the Scottish
electorate (traditionally Labour-dominated) accentuated the desire for greater
territorial autonomy than the administrative devolution already in place through the

Scottish Office.

Politically, devolution has been considered the child of the Labour Governments that
followed the Thatcher/Major years, starting in 1997 (Emmerich, 2003; also
Bradbury, 2008; McGarvey, 2008). As noted by Emmerich, ‘Devolution to the
“home countries” ... marks the fulfilment by the incoming Labour Government of
1997 of a series of historical debts to the largely Labour voting inhabitants of
Scotland and Wales’ (Emmerich, 2003, p. 1).

Indeed, in Scotland, the cultural distinctiveness of the country compared to other
parts of the UK had generated a distinct political ideology in the Scottish Labour
Party (Bradbury, 2008), where considerable sections saw devolution as a way to
reform the working of politics in the country, which would ‘break Scotland free from
old-style, elitist, confrontational politics centred on the House of Commons’
(Mitchell, 2000, p. 605). Devolution was seen as a way for some parts of Scottish
Labour to restate Scottish distinctiveness in politics and public policy (Bradbury and
Mitchell, 2002), characterised by a more marked inclination to collectivism, equality
and traditional social democratic values (Keating 2005a and 2010).”” As observed by

McGarvey (2008, 27), the yearning for such emancipation emerged strongly during

77 Keating observes that ‘Scottish electors seem committed to the same blend of economic and welfare
policies as those in the remainder of the United Kingdom and share much the same outlook on questions of
social tolerance and order. Yet there is a certain egalitarian ethos, which has dominated public debate and
framed political discussion within Scotland. Even where policy preferences are the same there is a strong
desire to realise them in a Scottish context’ (Keating, 2010, p. 42).
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the 18 years of Conservative Government (in contrast with the minority status that
the Conservative Party held in Scotland), and this distinctiveness continued during
the Labour administration, vis-a-vis aspects of the New Labour reform agenda. As
pointed out by Bradbury, ‘continuities in the UK Labour Government’s approach
with Conservative reform undoubtedly encouraged those who were not fully
supportive of Labour modernisation to believe that devolution gave a chance to buck
the approaches of UK central government, whether they were Conservative or
Labour’ (Bradbury, 2008, 17). This point is proven by the fact that ‘key aspects of
the Blairite modernisation agenda were ignored, or deemed not suitable for
implementation by the Scottish Government’ post-devolution (McGarvey, 2008, p.
38), resulting for instance in the rejection of innovations such as school league tables,
foundation hospitals, university top-up fees or beacon Councils that were introduced
in England (Keating, 2005a). As New Labour pursued a programme of public sector
reform that was in broad continuity with the earlier Conservative Governments,
Scotland ‘generally followed the same principles of management reform as in
England, but applied them a little differently’, with more emphasis on partnership
and agreement on target-setting and ‘less emphasis on competition among service
providers and less inclination for summary measures of their achievement that can be

used to put them in hierarchy’ (Keating, 2005a, p. 428).

Devolution for Scotland was also a way for the Labour Party to respond to electoral
pressures from the Scottish National Party (SNP) in favour of more radical
constitutional change, while at the same time preserving the unity of the Kingdom.
From this perspective, it is quite a paradox that the third elections of the Scottish
Parliament, which took place in May 2007, saw the Scottish Labour Party lose out to
the SNP, generating a shift in government from a Labour-Liberal Democrat coalition
to an SNP minority Government, especially given that one of the distinctive features

of the SNP election manifesto was the plan for a referendum on Scottish
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independence (which will not take place during this term, however, as the SNP

Government lacks the necessary majority for this).”®

The setting up of the elected Parliament for Scotland was stipulated by the Scotland
Act, 1998, a constitutional document that reviews the 1707 Act of Union that unified
Scotland and England (McLean, 2001). The content of the Scotland Act was largely
inspired by the works of the Constitutional Convention created after the Conservative
electoral victory of 1987 (in 1989) (Mitchell, 2000) as an inter-party forum in
support of devolution (Bennett et al., 2002). The Act was passed in 1998 after a
referendum held the previous year had ‘overwhelmingly endorsed’ (McGarvey,
2008, p. 28) the new Labour Government’s proposal of instituting a Scottish
Parliament with tax-varying powers.” With the Act, an elected Parliament with
primary legislative powers in a wide spectrum of subjects and limited tax-raising
capacity was created, as well as an Executive from within the Parliament (Bradbury

and Mitchell, 2002).

Devolved competencies, over which the Scottish Parliament has primary legislative
competence, relate to the following fields: education, training and life-long learning;
economic development and enterprise (including the administration of ECP);
tourism; local government and planning; housing; agriculture, fisheries and forestry;
the environment; transport; health; social work; justice, home affairs and most
criminal law; sports and the arts; and research and statistics relating to the above
listed devolved matters (Keating, 2010, p. 35). For some of these fields, certain
matters continue to be reserved (e.g. transport and economic development), whilst
others are fully devolved (e.g. education) (Keating, 2010, p. 35). In addition to these

competencies, further powers can be exerted by the Scottish Ministers in certain

" The SNP Manifesto for the May 2007 election included amongst the Government priorities the
‘Publication of a White Paper, encompassing a Bill, detailing the concept of Scottish independence in the
modern world as part of preparations for offering Scots the opportunity to decide on independence in a
referendum, with a likely date of 2010” (SNP, 2007).

7 It returned a 74.3 percent vote in favour of setting up a Scottish Parliament and 63.5 percent preference
for it to have tax-varying powers. The turnout was in excess of 60 percent. (Bradbury, 2008).
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reserved areas upon delegation (generally, functions that were previously attributed

to the Secretary of State for Scotland).

Table 11: Reserved and devolved matters

Reserved matters

the Crown, the Union of the Kingdoms of Scotland and England, the Parliament of the United
Kingdom;

international relations, including foreign trade except for: observing and implementing EU and
European Convention on Human Rights matters;

defence and national security; treason; provisions for dealing with terrorism;

fiscal and monetary policy, currency, coinage and legal tender;

immigration and nationality, extradition;

criminal law in relation to drugs and firearms, and the regulation of drugs of misuse;

elections, except local elections;

official secrets, national security;

law on companies and business associations, insurance, corporate insolvency and intellectual
property, regulation of financial institutions and financial services;

competition, monopolies and mergers;

employment legislation including industrial relations, equal opportunities, health and safety;

most consumer protection, data protection;

post office, postal and telegraphy services;

most energy matters;

railways, air transport and road safety;

social security;

regulation of certain professions, including medical, dental, nursing and other health professions,
veterinarian surgeons, architects, auditors, estate agents, insolvency practitioners and insurance
intermediaries;

transport safety and regulation;

research councils;

designation of assisted areas;

nuclear safety, control and safety of medicines, reciprocal health agreements;

broadcasting and film classification; licensing of theatres and cinemas, gambling;

weights and measures; time zones;

abortion, human fertilisation and embryology, genetics, xenotransplantation;

equality legislation;

regulation of activities in outer space

Main devolved matters

health;

education and training;

local government, social work, housing and planning;

economic development and transport; the administration of the European Structural Funds;

law and home affairs including most civil and criminal law and the criminal justice and
prosecution system; police and prison;

the environment;

agriculture, fisheries and forestry;

sports and the arts;

research and statistics in relation to devolved matters

Source: M. Keating (2010) The Government of Scotland. Public Policy Making After Devolution,
Second Edition, p. 35.

Listed policy areas, the so-called ‘reserved matters’, on the other hand, were left by

the Scotland Act to the UK institutions, and these include some of the key variables
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for economic development, notably: macro-economic policy (fiscal, economic and
monetary policy); the regulation of international trade; competition; social security;
state-aid area designation; labour market; and industrial relations. In such reserved

matters, the Scottish Parliament cannot legislate.

The devolution arrangements have obviously entailed the need to introduce different
coordination arrangements between the Scottish level and that of the Union. In the
post-devolution era, the main channels for this are the concordats, ‘non statutory
frameworks for agreement on areas of functional inter-dependence’, and the practice
of setting up joint ministerial committees (Keating, 2010, p. 38) which, however,
have been deemed not to have been used as anticipated (Mitchell, 2008, p. 250) and
far less effective than the pre-devolution interdepartmental committees (Keating,
2010, p. 38). A number of as yet unresolved tensions have emerged, linked to a range
of causes, such as: (i) the lack of ‘federal’ departments and, related, of a ‘hierarchy’
on devolved matters between UK departments and Scottish ministries, with the result
that ‘over large areas of public policy, there is now no “centre” (Keating, 2010, p.
37); (ii) the reduced participation of Scottish Ministers and civil servants in the dense
network of UK-level policy committees as was the case prior to devolution (Keating,
2010, p. 37); (i1i) the lack of a ‘devolved political culture’ in London (Mitchell,
2008, p. 249); and (iv) the dominance up to now of informal arrangements to deal
with inter-governmental relations: these might have been effective due to the same
party dominance in both London and Edinburgh, which existed until 2007, but they
may need to be re-thought under the present circumstances of diverging government
leaderships north and south of the border and tighter finances (Mitchell, 2008, p.
251).

As mentioned, the fiscal autonomy given to the Scottish Parliament is limited,
consisting only of the theoretical faculty to modify income tax by three pence in the
pound. Other than this, the same financial method to calculate the transfers from the
UK Treasury to the devolved administration has remained in force as prior to

devolution, which essentially links Scottish budgets to per capita spending in
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England.®® Moreover, subsequent Scottish Governments have not taken advantage to
date of the tax-varying power. The revival of the debate on Scottish independence,
which has gone hand-in-hand with the coming to power of the SNP, has led to an
intensification of the political debate about the opportunity to increase fiscal
autonomy, ‘extending in some views even to a full fiscal autonomy in which
Scotland would raise all its own taxes, then passing on a payment to the UK
Exchequer for UK services delivered in Scotland’ (Jeffery, 2007, p. 101) and
including the proposal of the Calman Report (discussed below) to increase the
Parliament’s income-tax-varying powers from three to ten pence in the Pound
(Commission on Scottish Devolution, 2009). Nevertheless, so far, autonomy for the
new Scottish institutions has related only to the allocation of the set expenditure
decided at UK level by the Treasury. This is considerable, however, as the Scottish
Government and local authorities together are responsible for circa 60 percent of the

overall public spend coming to Scotland (Scottish Executive, 2005a, p. 76)."'

The form of government on which the new Scottish system rests is cabinet (Keating,
2010). It entails the election of a First Minister by the Scottish Parliament and the

appointment by the First Minister of Cabinet Secretaries and non-Cabinet

% Allocations to the Scottish Parliament are defined mainly through the application of the so-called Barnett
formula — from the name of the Minister that introduced it at the end of the Seventies — in the same way as
it was pre-devolution (Bennet et al., 2002; Midwinter and McGarvey, 2001; McGarvey, 2008). Through the
formula, the ‘historical’ budget for the Scottish authorities is recalculated every three years, in a set
proportion to the evolution of spending programmes in England, and in this way the ‘DEL, Departmental
Expenditure Limit’, i.e. the amount of resources allocated to the Scottish Parliament, is established. In
addition to the quota of resources that are calculated on the basis of the formula, there is a further amount of
resources that is subject to an annual negotiation, the so-called AME, Annual Managed Expenditure
(Midwinter and McGarvey, 2001). In addition to the faculty to modify income tax, other forms of self-
finance also intervene, in particular the residential Council tax and the taxation on business; however, these
are also influenced by the UK-wide financial and taxation system (as explained in detail by Bennet et al.,
2002, pp. 3-4).

8 The amount of resources allocated to Scotland is a contested issue on both sides of the border, since ‘a
majority of the English think the Scottish Parliament should be financed by taxes raised in Scotland, and
not by the UK (and therefore predominantly English) taxpayer. While around a half of the Scots feel
Scotland gets less than its fair share of public spending, a little under a half of the English think the Scots’
share is ‘pretty much’ a fair share. Devolution in other words has not just raised issues about representation

at Westminster, but has also opened up questions about the appropriate allocation of resources between
England and Scotland.” (Jeffery, 2007, 98).
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Ministers,* which must be selected from amongst the MSPs (in contrast with the
practice found in Tuscany, as described in Chapter 13), appointments that the First
Minister has the power to change if he so deems. The First Minister and his
Government are bound by the confidence of the Parliament. The model of
government is of the Westminster type, characterised by the dominance of the
executive branch, which ‘sets the agenda, sponsors most legislation and has wide

scope for discretion through administration’ (Keating, 2010, p. 111).

As in Italy, devolution is ‘unfinished business’ (Mitchell, 2006b). The future
evolution of the Scottish constitutional setting appears uncertain in a context that, as
underlined by Keating (2009), is both more complex — due to the presence of the
devolved institutions in the political arena, ‘as actors in the process as well as
structuring opportunities’ (Keating, 2009, p. 3) — and more polarised, with the SNP
strongly in favour of independence (backed by the Greens) and the Conservatives,
Liberal Democrats and Labour against it (Keating, 2009, p. 4). As has been observed,
moreover, ‘opinion within the main parties is in flux’ (Mitchell, 2008, p. 252). The
parties and their political leaders, especially the Scottish Labour Party, have not
always been consistent in their positions on constitutional reform, having shown
internal disagreement on such matter and even contradictory stances (Jones, 2008;

Mitchell, 2008).

The success of the SNP in the May 2007 elections clearly marked a watershed in the
debates. Fulfilling its electoral promise, the SNP issued a first White Paper on
constitutional reform — Choosing Scotland’s Future — in August 2007 (Scottish
Executive, 2007¢). Soon thereafter, it launched a national consultation — or National
Conversation, as the Scottish Government called it. In 2009, the Scottish
Government outlined different possible scenarios for Scotland’s future and
anticipated a forthcoming Referendum Bill in a further White Paper (Scottish

Government, 2009b). As the Scottish Government launched its National

%2 This is the current nomenclature adopted by the SNP Government. Prior to this, Cabinet Secretaries were
called Ministers and non-Cabinet Ministers were called Deputy Ministers (Keating, 2010, p. 110).
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Conversation, the three opposition parties launched their own ‘counter-move’ in the
form of a Resolution by the Scottish Parliament to set up a Commission to consider
further constitutional change, but excluding independence (Keating, 2009, p. 7).
Chaired by Sir Kenneth Calman, it delivered its final report on 15 June 2009
(Commission on Scottish Devolution, 2009).* Perhaps unsurprisingly, given the
progressive ‘dilution’ of the Commission’s work from the original intentions — which
saw the Commission move ‘from being expert-led to largely party-based and from
being the creature of Holyrood to being serviced and run by Whitehall’ (Mitchell,
2008, p. 253)™ — <[t]he outcome was a very cautious set of proposals with some
enhancement on fiscal autonomy’ (Keating, 2009, p. 7).*> At present thus, there
seems to be a clear fracture in the Scottish Parliament with regard to the future
constitutional evolution of Scotland, a fracture which has meant that the SNP
Government has had to temporarily drop the referendum, given that it failed to obtain
the backing of at least 16 opposition MSPs (Keating, 2009) to support the
referendum Bill in Parliament.*® Crucially, furthermore, any further constitutional
reform — whether for more devolved powers or towards a system of full fiscal
federalism — would have to be voted on by the UK Parliament, because it is at this
level that sovereignty is retained (Mitchell, 2008, p. 255) (and, in fact, the UK
Parliament could in principle suspend or repeal the Scottish Parliament) (Keating,

2010, p. 33).

8 http://www.commissiononscottishdevolution.org.uk/index.php.

8 Keating notes that ‘[a]lthough this was ostensibly a home-grown response with the legitimacy of the
Scottish Parliament behind it, the process was soon taken over by Westminster. The Labour Government
re-appointed a full-time Secretary of State in the Cabinet (the post had been downgraded to part-time after
devolution and had been expected to disappear). The Calman Commission was given central government
funding and a secretariat based in the UK Department of Justice. Proposals were cleared by UK
Government departments before the final report of the commission was issued’ (Keating, 2009, p. 7).

% And some would even question this, e.g. Hughes Hallet and Scott (2010) who underline that “both
Calman’s original proposals and those set out in the subsequent White Paper are fundamentally flawed and,
if implemented, are very likely to damage the performance of Scotland’s economy” (Hughes Hallet and
Scott, 2010, p. 8).

% 1t should also be mentioned that before the 2007 elections, the Scottish Liberal Democrats entrusted a
Party Commission led by Lord Steel of Aikwood to look into the possible evolution of devolution. The
Commission delivered its report in March 2006, arguing in favour of increased devolved competencies,
including ‘almost complete control over taxation, firearms, immigration and asylum, drugs and some
welfare policy’ (Jones, 2008, p. 30). The Lord Steel report did not represent the views of the Liberal
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But how do the Scottish devolution reforms introduced to date and the current
debates relate to accountability? Accountability was a key driver for the progressive
momentum gained by the home rule movement during the 1980s and 1990s and a
key concern of the Scottish legislators in defining the remits of the devolved Scottish
institutions. Scholars have debated the extent to which pre-devolution Scotland faced
a ‘democratic deficit’. Keating, in particular, points to two distinct democratic
deficits that characterised the pre-devolution Scottish political system: ‘between
Scotland and Westminster and within Scotland’, due to the privileged position
enjoyed by the Scottish élites as a consequence of the guarantees to Scottish

institutions foreseen in the Union settlement (Keating, 2010, p. 28).

The thrust for more accountable policy-making became evident both in the works of
the Constitutional Convention and in those of the Consultative Steering Group set up
by the UK Government after the 1997 referendum. This latter, in particular,
elaborated some key principles that ‘were summarised as sharing power,
accountability and participation’ (Mitchell, 2000, p. 606), including specifying that
‘the Scottish Executive should be accountable to the Scottish Parliament and the
Parliament and Executive should be accountable to the people of Scotland’ (Millar,
2000, p. 15; Winetrobe, 2001, 19; Mitchell, 2010a, p. 105;). The Consultative
Steering Group also made explicit the ambition that ‘the Scottish Parliament should
be accessible, open, responsive and develop procedures which make possible a
participative approach to the development, consideration and scrutiny of policy

legislation’ (Mitchell, 2000, p. 606 and 2010a, p. 105).

With regard to policy, one of the strongest aspirations of devolution was to be able to
deliver ‘Scottish solutions to Scottish problems’ (Bennett et al., 2002; Brown, 2001),
in contrast to previous practice when, at least as far as regional policy was
concerned, ‘priorities were very much set from the centre and were very expenditure-

driven, not regional-driven in the way that we understand it now’ (COM3). Indeed,

Democratic Party, but it represented an important milestone for the debates, and much of its content found
its way into the SNP 2007 White Paper (Mitchell, 2008, p. 252).
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stakeholders’ consultation and working with interest groups are at the heart of
current Scottish arrangements (Keating, 2005) as is a new emphasis on transparency
and information to the public. As soon as the new, devolved administrations were set
up, wide consultations were held with socio-economic groups and stakeholders to
identify policy priorities in a number of key areas.®” Perhaps even more important
than the spending autonomy granted to the Scottish institutions is the fact that the
reforms have determined the potential for a major change in the management of the
res publica in Scotland, one that is more in tune with the Scottish culture, ethos and

aspirations.

This same commitment to transparency and information to the public is testified by
the approval by the Scottish Parliament in 2002, again after a stakeholders’
consultation, of the Freedom of Information (Scotland) Act to supplement the
provisions of the UK Freedom of Information Act of 2000 with respect to Scottish
public authorities, and by the appointment, in February 2003, of a Scottish
Information Commissioner to promote and enforce the provisions of the Act

(Scottish Information Commissioner, 2004).

There is some evidence that the quest for more responsive and accountable policy-
making has been realised to a certain extent over the past ten years. For instance,
because ‘only organised interests had access to the Scottish Office’ (Mitchell, 2000,
p. 613), interest groups had a lesser role in the policy-making process than at present
(McGarvey, 2008), and there was arguably an asymmetry between the influence
exerted by national-level interest groups operating in London and the meso-level
interest groups operating in Scotland. Fundamentally, as emerged during field
research, even though there was scope for interest group representations to access

Scottish Ministers prior to devolution, these interactions occurred only on bilateral

¥7 The first economic strategy for Scotland, for instance, The Way Forward: Framework for Economic
Development in Scotland, was published in June 2000 after an extensive process of consultation. Whether
this more consultative approach has led to effective increased responsiveness and the evolution of this
approach in ten years of devolved institutions is much less clear-cut, however, as is the distinctiveness of
Scottish policy responses compared to those of the rest of the UK (certainly as regards ECP).
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bases and this limited these actors’ knowledge and thus their capacity to pursue their

goals effectively (SCOS).

The part-proportional electoral system through which the Scottish Parliament is
elected, the ensuing practice of governing by coalition or minority governments (and
the related need to seek parliamentary backing for individual bills in the latter case)
(Keating, 2010; Jeffery, 2009), the more open working procedures adopted by the
Scottish legislative assembly compared to the UK Parliament (such as the greater
weight acknowledged to parliamentary committees) (Mitchell, 2000, p. 606), and the
general commitment to a more consultative approach to policy development
(Keating, 2010, p. 32) have indeed determined more open policy-making on
devolved matters, albeit not to the extent that the Scottish Constitutional Convention
anticipated (McGarvey, 2008; Mitchell, 201021).88 The Scottish Parliament,
moreover, effectively scrutinises the executive (Winetrobe, 2006), not least through
the activity of the Parliamentary Committees which, as has been observed, has not

been without limitations but also not without impact (Carman and Shepard, 2010, p.

24).%

Yet, if there is a certain consensus over the fact that ‘devolution has, undoubtedly,
enhanced the scrutiny and accountability of the public sector in Scotland in scope,
quality and quantity’ (McGarvey, 2008, p. 40), the extent of this has not yet been
sufficiently empirically tested (Kirkpatrick and Pyper, 2001). After ten years of
devolution, the time is right for a more thorough assessment of this issue. This is the

focus of the empirical research presented in Chapter 14 (Scottish case study) in the

% For example, McGarvey observes that ‘generally, it would be fair to say that the committees have, to
date, not impacted on the policy process to the degree that the CSG had hoped for’ (2008, p. 32). He also
notes that despite the marked difference in the working methods of the Scottish Parliament compared to
Westminster (which ‘appears to have acted as a negative template for the constitutional designers of the
new Scottish Parliament’), ‘the Scottish legislative and policy process remains Government dominated’
(McGarvey, 2008, p. 31). Mitchell, on the other hand, notes that ‘despite rhetoric of ‘new politics’, the
devolved institutions exhibit the pull of their genealogical roots. In part, this may reflect the failure to
break properly with the Westminster model. ... Coalition government has turned out to be less different
from single party majority government than many expected’ (Mitchell, 2010b, p. 87).

¥ According to these authors, the scrutiny function of the Committees within the Scottish Parliament is
hindered by their broad thematic and functional remits (compared to Westminster).

134



next Part of this thesis (empirical investigation), which looks at devolution’s impact

on public accountability in Scotland in the specific policy area of ECP.
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12. COMPARATIVE CONSIDERATIONS ON ITALIAN AND
SCOTTISH DEVOLVED ARRANGEMENTS

The previous two chapters have provided the background for the empirical
investigation illustrated in the next part of this thesis. They have clearly pointed out
not only that the two processes of devolution have been very dissimilar across the
two countries as well as across the two meso-levels selected for investigation
(Tuscany and Scotland) — not least given the pre-existence in Italy of meso-level
democratically elected governments — but also that, as a consequence, the outcome of

the reforms have been dissimilar across a range of key areas:

e the degree of political and fiscal autonomy granted to the devolved institutions:
in Italy, sovereignty is in the hands of the people, and thus all levels of
government are formally equal; whereas, in the UK, the Scottish Parliament is
subordinated to the UK Parliament and this could in theory repeal it. With regard
to the fiscal powers assigned to the devolved meso-levels, the Italian reforms,
through the not yet implemented art. 119 (fiscal federalism), anticipate
substantial fiscal autonomy for all Italian regions; whilst Scotland and the other
devolved nations have only limited financial autonomy and operate based on

transfers from the centre.

e the extent of asymmetry that exists within the states’ system of territorial
governance: whereas in Italy the same powers are assigned to all ordinary statute
regions by the written Constitution, in the UK the arrangements between the UK
level and the devolved nations of Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland are
formally separated in specific agreements and entail differentiated degrees of
autonomy and competences. Furthermore, whilst the Italian reforms have
contributed to re-absorb the previous differentiation between special statute and
ordinary statute regions, the different devolution settlements in the UK have on

the contrary exacerbated the already previously asymmetric system.

e the systems of government adopted by the two devolved meso-levels: new-

parliamentarian system in Toscana (Baldi and Baldini, 2008) and a cabinet
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system in the case of Scotland (Keating, 2010). Specific differences include the
fact that the leader of the executive is elected directly in the Italian regions but
selected from within the Parliament in Scotland, and the fact that Ministers must
be MSPs in Scotland, whilst they cannot be regional Councillors in Tuscany
where, if appointed, they must resign (though in both Tuscany and Scotland the

leader of the executive can hire and fire Ministers).

the modalities for inter-institutional, central state v. meso-level negotiation and
coordination: reflecting the more symmetric arrangements, this is joint in Italy
and takes place through formalised fora, the State-Regions and State-Autonomies
Conferences, and in the UK it is largely bilateral, i.e. between UK and
Scottish/Welsh/Northern Irish institutions, in line with the separate devolved

settlement and asymmetric power allocations.

Nonetheless, the comparative reading of the previous two chapters also indicates a

number of important commonalities, notably:

devolution has not entailed the transformation of the two states into federal states

(at least so far, with regard to Italy);

a situation of distinct political and party systems characterises the two meso-

levels compared to the broader national contexts;

the evolving nature of the current constitutional and institutional arrangements,

both of which are in a state of flux; and lastly

the dominance, at the meso-level, of the executive branch over the legislature (a
novel feature in the Italian context, but an element of continuity (with the

Westminster model) in Scotland.

These traits of differentiation and commonality are summarised in Table 12. The

empirical analysis that follows allows the assessment of the extent to which the

differences summarised above also determine differences in the accountability of

ECP.
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Table 12: The Italian and Scottish devolved systems: commonalities and

differences

Main commonalities

Devolved, not federal systems

Dominance at the meso-level of the executive branch
Distinct meso-level political and party systems

State of flux

Main differences

Sovereignty:

o the people in Italy - subsidiarity, i.e. all levels of government are
equal

e The UK Parliament in the UK-> lack of parity between UK and
Scottish institutions (UK Parliament could repeal Scottish
Parliament)

Asymmetry:

e the Italian reforms have contributed to re-absorb the previous
differentiation between special statute and ordinary statute regions

e UK reforms have on the contrary exacerbated the already
previously asymmetric system

Fiscal autonomy:

o the Italian reforms, through the not yet implemented art. 119 (fiscal
federalism), anticipate substantial fiscal autonomy for all Italian
regions

e Scotland and the other devolved nations have only limited financial
autonomy

Devolved systems of government: neo-parliamentary in the case of

Italian regions (Baldi and Baldini, 2008); cabinet in the case of

Scotland (Keating, 2010). Specific differences include that:

o The leader of the executive is elected directly in the Italian regions
but selected from within the Parliament in Scotland

e Ministers must be MSPs in Scotland whilst they cannot be regional
Councillors in Tuscany where, if appointed, they must resign
(though in both Tuscany and Scotland the leader of the executive
can hire and fire Ministers)

Inter-institutional negotiation (between centre and meso-level): joint

in Italy, reflecting the more symmetric arrangements (through the

State-Regions and State-Autonomies conferences); largely bilateral in

the UK (between UK and Scottish/Welsh/Northern Irish institutions)
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PART 4 - EMPIRICAL RESEARCH

13. CASE STUDY 1: TUSCANY

13.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a narrative of the Tuscan case study and summarises the main
results of the empirical investigation carried out on the impact of devolution on the
accountability of ECP implementation in Tuscany. The case study has been
conducted in line with the analytical framework outlined in Part 2. Consistent with

this, the analysis proceeds as follows.

First, Section 13.2 presents a review of the new institutional arrangements put in

place in Tuscany following devolution.

Second, after a historical excursus on the evolution of ECP support in Tuscany
(Section 13.3), Section 13.4 discusses the impact of the devolution reforms on ECP
management and delivery, presenting the key °‘systemic’ and organisational,
management and delivery changes introduced to ECP. In order to isolate the impact
of devolution from that of other factors (such as changes in the European regulatory
framework and domestic developments other than devolution), the review focuses
explicitly on the factors underpinning the changes (and their relative weight, where

possible).

Third, having reviewed the main changes introduced in post-devolution Tuscan
governance and ECP implementation, and assessed the extent to which these are
attributable to devolution, the case study concludes by assessing the impact of
devolution on the accountability of ECP in Tuscany (Section 13.5). This assessment
is carried out in line with the approach described in the analytical framework,
notably considering the main changes with respect to: (i) the subjects of the
accountability relationship, i.e. who were/are the key decision-makers and decision-
takers, and how the relationship between these two types of groups has evolved in
the period observed; (ii) the content of the accountability relationship, i.e. the

changes that occurred regarding the ability of decision-takers to inform decision-
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makers’ choices (dialogue), the degree to which decision-takers are informed on the
policy (information), and the capacity of decision-takers to express dissent and
obtain rectification of decision-makers’ choices (rectification); (iii) the enforcement
tools available to ensure that any corrective action required is implemented and that
sanctions are enforced for inappropriate action; and, lastly, (iv) the object of
accountability, i.e. whether accountability is on inputs, procedures, outcomes or
performance, and how this has changed following devolution. As outlined in Section
8.2.1, the following classifications of accountability are utilised in this analysis:
political, administrative and participative accountability (based on the subjects of the
accountability relationships) and financial, procedural, outcome and performance

accountability (based on the object of the accountability relationships).

13.2 Changes in Tuscan governance following devolution

This case study assesses whether the reforms summarised in Chapter 10 have
determined a change in the implementation and delivery of ECP and whether such
change has impacted on the policy’s accountability in Tuscany. Tuscany is a regional
authority that has been at the forefront of ECP management and recognised European
best practice in this field (Fargion et al., 2006; Profeti, 2004a),”® and one that, for
political as much as institutional reasons, has emerged as amongst the best
institutional performers in the Italian panorama (Pavolini, 2008; Profeti, 2006a and

2004; Fargion, 1997).

To make the intended assessment, however, it is important to acknowledge that the
Tuscan regional authority, with its elected regional Parliament (Council) and related

Government (Giunta), like other Italian ordinary statute regions, has been in place

% Profeti recalls in her work that ‘Tuscany is cited everywhere as an exemplar case both for the good use of
the funds and for the acquisition of a true community profile’ (2004, p. 27), quoting the 1996 report of the
Special Commission for community policies of the Parliament’s Lower Chamber (Camera dei Deputati),
Commissione Speciale della Camera dei Deputati (1996) ‘Utilizzazione da parte dell’Italia dei fondi
strutturali’, Indagini conoscitive e documentazioni legislative, no. 6, p. 198 (quoted in Profeti, 2004, p. 27).
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since 1970°" and therefore over time it has developed a specific administrative
culture and modus operandi in the undertaking of its functions, directly linked to its
specific societal and political sub-culture (Trigilia, 1986).°* The impact of the
reforms on the governance and administration of ECP (and the associated
accountability), as much as the overall governance and administrative model
established by the Tuscan regional authority more generally, can thus be expected to
be inevitably linked to the heritage of socio-historical, institutional and political

traditions of this region.”

As pointed out by one of this study’s interviewees, a scholar with long-standing
expertise on the study of the performance of Italian regions in a specific policy field,

when one looks at ECP,

one can see an extremely strong path-dependence ... When | analysed the
reactions of the regions to the theme of the Structural Funds, | was able to
predict how the individual regions would behave ... The regions that have
operated in a particularly active, frontrunner manner have maintained this
type of behaviour compared to others ... | found a perfect line of continuity
between the analyses that | made in a very limited sector and what | found

! 1t is not the purpose of this study to review the evolution of the Italian regional system per se, but it is
helpful to recall a few key developments (for a full account, see Baldi and Baldini, 2008). Although the
regional authorities had already been foreseen in the 1946 Constitution, it took over twenty years to
establish the ordinary statute regions, for a number of reasons that included the caution of the leading
national government parties (notably the Democrazia Cristiana) towards a strong form of regionalism that
in many areas of the Centre-North of Italy would have seen the regions governed by the Left (Communist
and Socialist) Parties, as could be deducted by a territorial analysis of the vote of June 1946. Such caution
resulted in an iterative process of slow regionalisation: at the time of their establishment, in 1970, the
ordinary statute regions were assigned only limited legislative competences (in the fields of healthcare,
agriculture, economic development, handicraft, tourism, transport and professional training). These were to
be applied in a framework of control by the central government and without any substantial fiscal
autonomy (despite the provisions of the then art. 119 which foresaw the principle of regional financial
autonomy). These competences were extended in the mid-1970s (Delegation Law no. 328/1975n and DPR
no. 616/1977), particularly with increased competencies in the field of welfare, but again in a framework of
a substantially centralised fiscal system. The special statute regions, on the other hand, were established in
line with the constitutional provision as a measure to preserve the unitary character of the country from the
pressures of autonomist and separatist movements (with the exception of Friuli Venezia Giulia, which was
established in 1963). They had reinforced statutes (of constitutional standing) and significant, albeit
variable, fiscal autonomy (Baldi and Baldini, pp. 77-83).

%2 On the administrative capacity differences amongst Italian regions more generally, particularly the North-
South gap, see Cassese, 2004.

% As demonstrated by the analyses of Fargion (2006), Lippi (2006), Profeti (2004a) with respect to ECP,
and that of Pavolini (2008) with regard to welfare policy.
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when considering another policy area that had nothing to do with the first
[i.e. ECP] (TOS9).”

To take this path-dependence and what has been defined as the ‘imprinting of Region
Tuscany’ (TOS9)” fully into account, the following paragraphs provide some
background on the longer-term key characteristics of the Tuscan societal, political,

economic and administrative model prior to the reforms discussed.

13.2.1 The Tuscan ‘imprinting’

As has been mentioned, Region Tuscany, just like all other ordinary statute regions,
was established in 1970, over two decades after the creation in principle of the
regional authorities by the post-war Constitution. When the regional authority was
finally created, territorial government was organised around the same territorial
structure as today, articulated in the regional authority, nine provincial authorities
(today there are ten, following the establishment of the Province of Prato in 1992)
and almost 300 (mostly small) municipalities.”® Each tier had (and still has) an
elected Council and an executive arm (Giunta). Up until 2001, the President of the
Region was appointed by the Council and he (it has always been a man, see Table
13) in turn appointed a Giunta, generally forming coalition governments. The
electoral system for the election of the Council was proportional (Law no. 108/1968,

which remained in force until 1995) and the system was parliamentary: the President

* This and the other interview quotes by Italian interviewees have been translated from Italian by the
author. The system used to classify interviewees is based on an abbreviation followed by a number, where
TOS means interviewee from Toscana, ITA means national level interviewee and COM refers to an
interviewee from the European Commission.

% Imprinting is an English-language word that is commonly used in Italian. According to the Oxford
English Dictionary, the English word refers to animal behaviour (‘the establishment of a behaviour pattern
of recognition and trust, usu. directed at its own species, during a critical period of susceptibility in a
(young) social animal, esp. in birds’) or genetics (‘determination of the behaviour of a chromosome or the
expression of a gene by its origin from the paternal or maternal genome’), whereas in Italian the use is
metaphorical and the word is intended more widely as the consolidation of a way of conceiving or doing
things that is embedded in an institution’s or group of actors’ culture because of its previous background
and evolution.
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and his Giunta collectively governed the region based on a mandate from the
Regional Council. The Assessori, like the President of the Giunta, were appointed by
the Council and chosen from amongst its members, in line with the provisions of the

national legislation then in force (Musella, 2009).

Table 13: Tuscan Presidents

Lelio 1970- | Born 1925, degree in Law. Lawyer and Journalist. Major of Florence (1965),
Lagorio 1978 President of Region Tuscany (1970-1978), MP for four legislatures (1979-
1994) and Italian Minister (1980-1986) for the Italian Socialist Party.
President of the Socialist Group in the Lower Chamber of Parliament (1986-
1987) and at the European Parliament (1989-1994).

Mario 1978- | Born 1922, degree in Law. Councillor and then Minister and Deputy Mayor
Leone 1983 in the Municipality of Florence, elected to the Regional Council in 1975 for
the Italian Socialist Party and nominated regional Minister (Assessore) for
Industry, Commerce, Handicraft and Tourism in the third legislature,
President of the Region (1978-1983 — stepped down to be able to run for the
national Parliament). Thereafter President of IRPET (1983-1992). Founding
member and member of the Council of the National Historical Institute on the
Resistance.

Gianfranco | 1983- | (1927-1992). Blue collar, partisan, career as trade union official within the
Bartolini 1990 CGIL (General Italian Confederation of Workers). Assessore in the
Municipality of Fiesole, Councillor in the Province of Florence, regional
Councillor since 1975 for the Italian Communist Party. Vice-President and
then President of the Regional Giunta (1983-1990). As President of the
Giunta he maintained responsibility for programming and the relations with
the Italian Parliament and Government and with the European Community.
President of the Conference of the Presidents of Regions and Autonomous
Provinces where he launched the proposal of a Regional Chamber in the
Italian Parliament. Since 1979 member of the National Committee of the PCI.

Marco 1990- | Born 1949. Internal administrative career in the then Italian Communist Party
Marcucci 1992 (PCI), Regional Assessore for Health in the 1980s, President of the Regional
Giunta (1990-1992). Former President of IRPET and Major of Viareggio.

Vannino 1992- | Born 1947, degree in Philosophy. Councillor, Assessore and then Mayor
Chiti 2000 (1982-1985) of the Municipality of Pistoia (for the Italian Communist Party,
then Party of the Left Democrats and now Democratic Party). Elected to the
Regional Council in 1985, Capogruppo and then regional Secretary of the
then PCI. President of the Regional Giunta (1992-2000). President of
Conference of Italian Regions (1997-2000). Vice-President of the Committee
of the Regions and President of Peripheral and Maritime Regions of Europe.
MP (2001-2008) and Senator of the Republic (2008 to present). Served as
Minister in the 2006 Prodi Government. www.vanninochiti.com

% In addition, there are 14 Mountainous Communities (20 prior to 2000), which are an aggregate of
contiguous mountainous municipalities. Each Mountainous Community has a President and a Giunta
composed of members appointed by the municipalities that are part of the community.
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Claudio 2000- | Born 1951. Major of Prato (1988-1995). Elected to the Regional Council in
Martini 2010 1995. Regional Assessore for Healthcare. Elected as President of Region
Tuscany in 2000 and 2005 with 49.35% and 57.4% of votes. Member of the
CoR since October 2000, President of the Conference of peripheral and
maritime regions, representative of the CoR at the European Convention for
Europe’s Constitution, President of the Forum of the networks of regions in

the world.
Enrico March | Born 1958. Degree in Philosophy. Assessore and then Mayor of the
Rossi 2010 + | municipality of Pontedera (1990-1999). Elected to the Regional Council in

2000 and in 2005, in both legislatures Assessore for the right to healthcare.
Elected President of the Region on 28-29 March 2010 with 57.7% of votes.

Source: website of Region Tuscany. http://www.regione.toscana.it/presidente/index.html

After this incipit, the subsequent institutional evolution of the regional authority was
informed by a number of features that were characteristic of the regional social and
economic structure. They made it stand out from other Italian contexts and have left

a legacy on the current social and political system.

First, politically, Tuscany is one of those central Italian regions traditionally referred
to as the ‘Red-zone’, displaying what Trigilia has defined as a ‘communist sub-
culture’ dominated by the Communist Party (PCI), which had a strong hold of the
regional territory through a ramified system of local party sections (Trigilia, 1986).%
After the national solidarity pact that was agreed following the exacerbation of the
Cold War shortly after the end of WWII (Baldi and Baldini, 2008, p. 70), the Tuscan
political class could not aspire to govern the nation, but it took maximum advantage
of the autonomy that it could lever from the existing constitutional arrangements in
managing regional affairs. In so doing, it developed an efficient regional
administrative apparatus, and its political élite displayed a marked commitment to
efficiency, accountability and stakeholders’ participation in decision-making (mostly
in a neo-corporatist fashion) from the outset. For instance, Tuscany was one of the
first regions in Italy to implement the private-sector-inspired management control
system (controllo di gestione), introduced in 1983 by national law, and it undertook

unit-cost analyses even before this technique was endorsed by national legislation

°7 Such political sub-cultures, observes Lippi, ‘have impacted profoundly, on the one hand, on the differing
stability and continuity of Regional Governments and, on the other, on the recruitment of the local political
class’ (2006, p. 184).
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(TOS3; Fargion, 2006, p. 130). A further illustration of this regional political élite’s
interest in efficiency and accountability is the fact that the National Performance
Review conducted by Al Gore in 1993 was translated into Italian by mandate of the
then President of the Regional Council, Simone Siliani, and debated within the

Council (as has been noted, the Giunta was drawn from the Council at that time).”®

The regional authority also progressively developed an open, concertative® modus
operandi, based on consensus and the involvement of local authorities and organised
interests, an approach that is still very much at the heart of Tuscan policy-making (as
argued by, amongst others: Crescini and Carnevali, 2009; Diodato and Lippi, 2007,
Fargion et al., 2006; and Lippi, 2006). As underlined by Fargion (2006, pp. 133-
134), Tuscany has been an exception in the Italian panorama with respect to vertical
partnership, specifically with regard to the dialogue and involvement of local
authorities in policy-making from the early days of regionalisation, developing new
forms of association amongst the local authorities (notably, the inter-municipality
associations) and making extensive use of delegation to the municipalities. This
contrasted with practice in the vast majority of Italian regions, where the first
regionalisation of the 1970s entailed a process of ‘neo-centralisation’ at the regional
level, as discussed above (the other such exception, but with different characteristics,
was Emilia Romagna). Similar comparisons can be drawn with respect to the
involvement of socio-economic partners (horizontal partnership) (Crescini and

Carnevali, 2009).

A factor supporting these trends is the fact that political leadership has traditionally
been strong. The regional Presidents were generally weighty political leaders even

prior to their direct election, as can be deduced from the short profiles presented in

% Al Gore, From Red Tape to Results: Creating a Government that Works Better and Costs less. Report of
the National Performance Review, 7 September 1993. I am grateful to Professor Andrea Lippi of Florence
University for mentioning this to me.

% The word ‘concertation’ does not appear in the English vocabulary; however, it can be found in a number
of policy reports in the English language. This term refers to a process that does not have an equivalent in
the UK, notably a form of consultation aimed at achieving consensus (TOS2), thus a more binding process
than the consultations found in the UK (where it is up to the relevant decision-maker to take on board the
ideas generated in the consultations).
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Table 13. Styles of government varied depending on the personalities of each
individual leader, but not infrequently they were actively involved in the
administration of regional affairs. President Bartolini for instance, who was
described in interviews as ‘very much in the machinery’ of the regional
administration, maintained responsibility for programming and the relations with the
Italian Parliament, Government and the European Community, strongly imparting a
political direction to all inter-institutional activities carried out by the Regional
Executive. President Chiti was also a strong political leader and one that, in his eight
years of leadership, imparted a strong federalist and Europeanist direction to the
action of the regional authority (Profeti, 2004a). It was often the strong political
direction of individual Presidents that pushed the Tuscan authority to innovate with

respect to its modus operandi and to develop a strong international profile.'®

The political continuity resulting from the fact that the Regional Executives have
constantly been the expression of the same political forces, and the governmental
stability displayed by these forces throughout the life of the regional institutions,
allowed for the consolidation of a competent and constant group of senior and
middle-ranking civil servants that would prove fundamental in carrying forward the
administrative practices developed, ‘facilitating the institutional consolidation of the

practices and strategies adopted’ (Profeti, 2006b).

A further element of the Tuscan ‘imprinting’ is its outward orientation (TOS9). The
exposure to external/foreign cultures, which was due to both commercial and
tourism-related activities (e.g. Firenze, Siena and Pisa have been tourism destinations
for centuries), generated a mentality that would prove conducive to the involvement
of the regional authority in a rich mesh of networks (Diodato and Lippi, 2007) —
whereby more than one region’s President, i.e. Chiti and Martini, would become the

President of the Conference of the Maritime and Peripheral Regions and an active

1% This is not to say that, in the period prior to 2000, Tuscany did not see the monocratismo assessorile

described by Musella (2009), as already discussed, but it would appear that for a number of factors — which
include political cohesiveness — the region has probably experienced a more marked central direction than
other Italian regions, as is evidenced by the relative stability of the regional Executive, as illustrated by
Profeti (2004, pp. 127-129).
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member of the Committee of the Regions (Profeti, 2004a) - and to seizing the
opportunities offered by European integration in this respect (Fargion et al., 2006;
Profeti, 2004a; TOS3; TOS9; TOS10).

Moreover, Tuscan society has developed based on a polycentric settlement pattern,
rooted in history, most notably in the period between the XII and XV century, when
the decline of the feudal system and the development of the merchant cities (e.g. the
maritime republic of Pisa) generated a network of municipalities and rural centres
that is still very much reflected in the current regional settlement structure (Bacci,
2002). To date, this comprises a large number of small municipalities where, despite
the widespread political alignment, no actor can exert a clear-cut hegemony across

the regional territory.'"!

This has generated a complex and variable (across policies)
system of territorial governance where the regional authority is not necessarily the

dominant actor (TOS3).

Lastly, Tuscany has been characterised by fragmentation from an economic point of
view as well, given that the industrialisation that started in the late 1960s took the
shape of integrated territorial systems of small and medium-sized firms, the so-called
industrial districts (Trigilia, 1986, pp. 166-179; Bacci, 2002). This has generated a
polycentric economic structure, which is the result of the interaction of distinct local
economic systems, each with a specific availability of resources, production
structure, development stage, geographical vocation, growth rhythms and potential
(Alessandrini, 2002). This has also been conducive to the development of a
concertative tradition and to the participation of economic interests in the political

arcnas.

As amply discussed in the work by Fargion et al. (2006) and Profeti (2006b and
2004), all these characteristics generated an ‘imprinting’ (TOS9) that made this

"% Currently the Tuscan territory comprises 287 municipalities, only three of which have above 100,000
inhabitants (Firenze, which numbers about 500,000 inhabitants, Prato and Livorno) and eight have between
60,000 and 100,000. A majority of the municipalities, 253, has fewer than 20,000 inhabitants, and these
include 92 municipalities with fewer than 3,000 inhabitants.
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region readier for the challenge of ECP implementation than many Italian
counterparts. As underlined in these works, for instance, Tuscany opened an office in
Brussels even before the approval of national legislation to allow the regions to
engage in para-diplomatic activities (Fargion et al., 2006; Profeti, 2004a; TOS9;
TOS10).'%

These are all reasons that underpin a historical evolution of the regional authority
that has seen it become one of the most efficient and institutionally advanced regions
in the Italian panorama, as testified by the facts that it was one of the first regions to
approve its new statute, the first region to approve its own electoral law after the
constitutional reforms (being one of only three regions that have adopted brand new
regional electoral laws so far) (Tarli Barbieri, 2009), and the first and thus far only
Italian region to have passed legislation on the primaries for the selection of
candidates for the roles of both regional President and Councillors (a novelty in the
Italian legal system) and to have introduced a law on the quality of legislation

(Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b, pp. 7-8).'"

Returning to the institutional set-up of the regional authority, this has not changed
substantially compared to the initial phase of regionalisation in the early 1970s: as
illustrated in Figure 3, it is still articulated around a Regional Council, Giunta and
President, a number of local authorities, functional autonomies (e.g. Chambers of
Commerce) and representatives of local interest (employers’ associations, trade

unions and similar entities). What has changed, for the most part, as discussed in

http://www.regione.Tuscany.it/regione/export/RT/sito-
RT/Contenuti/sezioni/istituzioni/comuni/visualizza asset.html 1490842330.html and Bacci, 2002.
102

This was achieved by circumventing the law, i.e. using the region’s financial institute, Fidi Toscana
(TOS9; TOS10; Fargion et al., 2006; Profeti, 2004a). The faculty for the regional authorities to open offices

in Brussels was acknowledged in 1996, with Law no. 52/1996 (Di Quirico, 2006, p. 101).

19 With respect to the primaries, it should be noted that they are neither compulsory nor binding, but

through this institutionalisation via the regional legislation, they are rendered a public procedure, i.e.
managed by the regional authority (with the support of the provincial prefectures) and not by the parties
(Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b, p. 7). With regard to the law on the quality of the regional legislation, the
reference is Regional Law no. 55/2008, which foresees that the body of legislation approved must be linked
to the Regional Development Plan and targeted at the rationalisation and innovation of legislation. It also
foresees that the laws entail evaluative clauses and the dissemination of the outcomes of evaluation
activities on laws and public policies (Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b, p. 8).
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detail in the sections to follow, are the inter-relations and power relations between
these actors and the policy-making procedures.'®* Of the reforms outlined in Chapter
10, the direct election of the President of the Regional Giunta, has arguably had the
most marked impact on Tuscan governance arrangements, generating new dialectics
between legislature and executive, within the executive, and between executive and
administration. Other changes that occurred after the devolution reforms — albeit not
solely linked to these — have included the introduction of a new approach to regional
programming and the strengthening of policy-effectiveness and concertation
procedures. These are important for understanding the context in which ECP is

implemented, and they are discussed in turn in the sub-sections to follow.

'% The maximum number of components of Council and Giunta has recently been altered, reducing the
members in both cases: from sixty-five to fifty-five for the Council and from between eight and fourteen to
ten for the Assessori (Regional Statute Law no. 1/2010, modifying articles 6 and 35 of the regional statute;
Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b, p. 3).
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Figure 3: Tuscan governance framework and accountability relations
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13.2.2 New dialectic between legislature and executive and within the

executive

As illustrated in Chapter 10, the main features characterising the institutional and
constitutional reforms introduced in the period from the late 1990s to 2001 were the
introduction of the direct election of the Presidents of the Regional Giunte, the
attribution of statutory autonomy also to ordinary statute regions, and, through the
modification of Title V of the Constitution, the allocation of increased competences
to the regional authorities, and the affirmation of the principles of subsidiarity,

equality between levels of government, and administrative and fiscal federalism.

The direct election of the region’s President is probably the change, from those
summarised above, that has had the greatest impact on government arrangements and
policy-making style within the region. In Tuscany, as elsewhere, it has led to a
‘personalisation’ of the relationship between governed and governor. As observed by
Musella (2009, p. 101), ‘the Presidents in 2005 [year of the second election with this
system] become the holders of a strong autonomous consensus, gathering consistent
quotas of votes which were personal and not related to the coalition of belonging’.'®
This was the case in Tuscany where, in the 2005 elections, President Martini was
reconfirmed with a plebiscitary 57.4%, compared to 56.7% of votes for the coalition
(Musella, 2009, p. 96).'% This personalisation has had an impact on government

arrangements and policy-making style, first and foremost with regard to the relative

weight between executive and legislature.

The Giunta still operates on the Council’s endorsement, given that the Council votes
and approves the programme of government, yet the latitude of the decision-making

power of the executive has become extremely wide after the reforms and largely

1% This was made possible by allowing the electors to vote for a candidate President without linking the

vote to one of the parties in the coalition supporting him/her (Musella, 2009).

106 Although it should be noted that in the most recent elections of March 2010, his successor, Enrico Rossi,
was elected with 59.7% of the votes, against a coalition vote of 60.7% (Regione Tuscany, 2010, p. 10),
illustrating a persistently strong hold by the party system.
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dissociated from the Council. The direct election of the Giunta’s President provides a
direct legitimisation of the government programme that he presents to the Council,
without the intermediation of the legislature. This sentence from former President

Martini’s 2005 address to the Council is illustrative of this shift:

I shall then illustrate the content of the 2006-2010 government programme. It
Is a dense text which, as is natural, faithfully follows the content of the
electoral programme on which there has been a clear pronouncement from
the electorate. 57.4 percent of Tuscans chose Claudio Martini, voted for
Democratic Tuscany and the connected lists. A larger consensus than in the
past ... It is clear, thus, that the government programme that | present today
for the attention of the regional Council for approval is not and could not be
different from that which has received the support and approval of the
electors (Regione Toscana, 2005b, p. 5).

The programme, in other words, is ‘armoured’, and the executive, in its execution, is
considerably autonomous, as testified by the fact that, as noted by one interviewee
for this research, ‘the only thing that requires approval by the Council is the budget
and “legislative approval”, which is the adherence to laws or programmes.

Otherwise, an act has to go back to the Council’ (TOS7).

The strengthening of the executive vis-a-vis the legislature is a theme that has already
been explored extensively in the literature. Musella (2009), in particular, emphasises
how prior to the reform the Giunte were essentially a representation of the Councils,
as the Presidents and the various Assessori were appointed by the Councils (the
Assessori amongst the Councils’ members, as required by the national legislation in
force prior to the constitutional reforms of 1999 and 2001). The executives also had
to gain and maintain the Councils’ confidence, as is typical of parliamentary systems.
With the direct election of the President based on an electoral programme that
becomes the government programme of the successful candidate, and with the
introduction of the above-mentioned principle simul stabunt simul cadent,'’” the
Council no longer undertakes this role (Musella, 2009, pp. 193-215). Tuscany is no

exception, as testified by the views gathered during the fieldwork carried out. The

197 Together we stand, together we fall.
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new Tuscan statute foresees that the President appoints the Assessori only after
having presented the government programme to the Council and gaining the approval
of this document by the Council (Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b). The appointment
of the Assessori is thus entirely the President’s prerogative, as is also witnessed by
the fact that although the statute foresees the possibility for the Council to vote a
motion of disapproval (mozione di non gradimento) on an individual Assessore, this
is not binding on the President, who can continue to employ the Assessore and whose
only obligation is to communicate his decision and the reasons for this to the Council
with an act within twenty days from the approval of the motion (Clementi and
Vannucci, 2010b, p. 4).'” Further, also following Musella’s line of argument, the
strengthening of the Regional Executive is also visible in the decreasing number of
laws passed by the Tuscan regional assembly, as illustrated by the red area in Figure
4 (Musella records a reduction of one-third between the sixth and seventh
legislatures). This decreasing trend has, according to Clementi and Vannucci (2010b)
— who, however, read it in a wholly different light (they consider it an indicator of
improved quality in the legislative activity of the regional authority, p. 8) — continued
in the eighth legislature (2005-2010). Mirroring this, on the other hand, the
regulations issued by the Regional Giunta have experienced an upward trend (from

2000 onwards), as illustrated by the blue area in Figure 4.'%

1% Proof of the perceived lack of power of the Council vis-a-vis the Giunta is provided by the
establishment, in 2002, of a joint initiative of the Councils of Tuscany, Emilia Romagna, Lombardia and
Piemonte: an interregional project on the assemblies’ control on regions’ policies and interventions,
CAPIRe or Controllo delle assemblee sulle politiche e gli interventi regionali, www.capire.org
(Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 77; TOS10). The initiative, which now involves sixteen regional Councils, requires
actors responsible for implementing the regions’ policies to give account of their work, so as to improve the
understanding of the legislation’s implementation modalities, the nodes and problems identified, the
reasons for these, and whether the interventions implemented have indeed delivered the intended goals
(Pietrangelo, 2009, p. 77).

'% The Tuscan statute distinguished between three types of regulations: regulations for the implementation
of regional laws and community legislation are passed by the Giunta with the compulsory opinion of the
competent Council’s Commission; regulations delegated by the State are passed by the regional Council.
All these regulations are issued by the regional President. The regional Council can only issue internal
regulations (Clementi and Vannucci, 2010b, p. 11).
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Figure 4: Laws and regulations passed in the period 1995-2010 (laws) and 2000-
2010 (regulations), i.e. in the VI, VII and VIII legislatures

Sources: Laws - figures by Musella (2009, pp. 157-158) for the period 1995-2005, and by Clementi
and Vannucci (2010b, p. 9) for the period 2005-2010. Regulations - figures by Clementi and Vannucci
(2010b, p. 11) for the period 2000-2010. 2010 data refer only to the period until February 2010. The
data refer exclusively to regulations approved by the Giunta and not to regulations approved by the
Councils (so-called internal regulations). For both laws and regulations, 2000 and 2005 data, years
that run across two legislatures, include the laws/regulations passed during the entire year.

A second shift linked to the direct election of the President of the Regional Giunta is
the differing relationship generated between the President and the regional Ministers,
the Assessori. The region’s President is no longer a primus inter pares (Fusaro,
2007), as foreseen in the original text of the Constitution, but rather ‘the leader of a
team of Assessori’ who work to implement his programme (Musella, 2009). This

prominence of the President is ensured not just by his direct election, but also by the

power he now has to nominate and recall individual Assessori.

This view was echoed in the fieldwork carried out in Florence where some
interviewees emphasised that, unlike prior to the 1999 reform, the programme ‘is not
made through the sectoral mediation of the Assessori’ and that the latter are basically
responsible for implementing the President’s programme (TOS7). As eloquently

described by an interviewee in the region, ‘the Assessore has a political role of
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conveying the President’s will to the technical structures and to the “territory”. And,
in fact, [the President] can appoint him and remove him whenever he wants. The

Assessore has no democratic legitimisation’ (TOS7). Ho

This latter observation relates to the fact that the new legislation allows the President
to appoint Assessori also from outwith the Council, and this has also contributed to
grant the President greater independence from party influence, appointing
‘competent technicians, not necessarily of party derivation’ (Di Quirico, 2006, p.
101). In Tuscany, in the first Guinta Martini appointed after the 2000 elections,
three-quarters of the Assessori were chosen from outwith the elected Council; in
2005, in the second Giunta Martini, this number increased to 100 percent (Musella,
2009, p. 209). This provision was further strengthened in the new regional statute
that foresees, in art. 35, the incompatibility between the position of Assessore and
that of Councillor (Musella, 2009, p. 205), and by the recent modification to the
regional electoral law (Regional Law no. 50/2009), which foresees the automatic
forfeit from the Council of a Councillor who accepts the role of Assessore (prior to
this law, the place left vacant by the appointed Councillor was covered temporarily
by a substitute) (Clementi and Vannucci, 2010a). This considerably strengthens the
President by freeing his choices from party influence and from the tensions that may

emerge as a result of changed intra-party currents and inter-party alliances.

There are two corollaries to this shift in the balance of power between President and
Assessori: first, the fact that on key decisions the Assessori are sometimes bypassed,
as mayors, trade unions leaders, entrepreneurial associations, managers of
large/important firms and other stakeholders tend to interact directly with the
President (who might then delegate the competent Assessore to deal with the issue)
(TOS7);'"" and, second, the fact that the highest technocratic level has gradually

become a much more crucial and dominant player. In Tuscany, this has resulted in

"% 1n line with art. 122 of the Constitution (which also allows the President to chose an Assessore from

outwith the regional Council) (Fusaro 2007).
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the rise to prominence of a small group of top-level administrators: the four sectoral
and two horizontal Directors General who are in charge of translating the
Government’s programme into a Regional Development Plan (RDP, Programma
Regionale di Sviluppo) and the sectoral plans and integrated programmes that deliver
it (TOS7). Collectively, together with the Head of Cabinet, these Directors General
form the so-called Technical Programming Committee (Comitato Tecnico della
Programmazione, CTP).''? The CTP is charged with coordination of the
implementation of the RDP (Regione Toscana, 2008a, p. 23) and, according to a key
interviewee, the principle decisions on the region’s policies, programmes and plans
are taken by the CTP. It is this body, or the individual Directors General, rather than
the Assessori, that the Head of Cabinet calls ‘whenever there is a thorny issue to be
solved’ (TOS7).

13.2.3 A new programming framework: operational, long-term,

complex and (prospectively) territorialised

A second trend that has been consolidated after the devolution reforms (but which
originated well before them) is an increasing operationalisation, but also complexity,

of the programming system. Tuscany has a long-standing ‘programming culture’, as

over the years, the conditions for the maturation of a real ‘programming
culture’, constantly shared and maintained in life by the élites at the head of
the regional government, has emerged in the institution, starting with the first
President Lagorio up to the experience taken forward by Bartolini during the
1980s: this latter, a supporter of the *migliorista’ current of the PCI, had
matured over time a position of wide openness also to the entrepreneurial
representations, so as to build a ‘consensual’ path, which saw the region as

"' Notwithstanding the caveat mentioned by one of the interviewees that the last Tuscan President

(Martini) was considered less actively involved in the running of the regional machinery than his
predecessor Chiti (TOS9).

"> This is obviously a controversial issue, since within the regional administration this committee is
referred to as ‘the club of mandarins’. As noted by the interviewee: ‘In practice, the real enemy of the
Assessore is the CTP’.
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the propulsive centre of the interaction dynamics with the territory and of a
programming approach of wide breath (Profeti, 2004a, p. 137).

This ‘programming culture’ refers to a regional-level policy-making approach
characterised by multi-annual (and, then, increasingly cross-sectoral) programmes, as
opposed to ad hoc, disjointed or stand-alone projects. This programming culture
gradually evolved into a consolidated programming system that was reformed in
1999 (Regional Law no. 49/1999) and, after the approval of the new regional statute,
2004 (Regional Law no. 61/2004 and Implementation Regulation no. 51/R of
2006).'"* This sees programming (programmazione) as an instrument for governing
by objectives, a method for setting ‘clear and non-contradictory goals for public
action’ and their delivery through a system based on an ongoing process of control
and assessment of the interventions to constantly ‘check their coherence and
operational effectiveness’ (Grassi et al., 2003, p. 143). It is an approach to public
action that entails: (i) the availability of accurate and constantly-updated information,
both internal (on the activities carried out) and external to the administration (on the
socio-economic context and its territorial specificities); (ii) the establishment of a
government ‘vision’ articulated on a system of ‘meta-objectives’; (iii) the translation
of this vision and meta-objectives into an operational set of instruments (e.g. plans
and programmes), undertaken through an analytical process of constantly-updated
research and studies, and through the shared interpretation of the knowledge derived
with other institutional, social and economic actors. It includes three interactive
phases: programming in the strict sense (programme and policy design), monitoring,
and evaluation (of the effectiveness of interventions for the achievement of the goals

set) (Grassi et al., 2003, p. 144).

After the reforms of 1999 and 2004, the fulcrum of the programming activity of the
regional authority continues to be represented by the RDP, which is presented by the

"3 Art. 46 of the Tuscan statute declares that ‘programming is the method of regional activity’ and that this
determines the region’s annual and multi-annual objectives, referring to regional law in the definition of
procedures and roles (the law approved in 2004, as mentioned above). Art. 46 also implies that
programming takes place in an integrated framework with the local, national and community programming
and with the participation of Tuscan society.
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Regional Government to the Regional Council for approval. As has been observed,
however, since the direct election of the region’s President, the RDP is the
programmatic translation of the political and policy vision of the President and of the
government programme that he presents to the Council at the beginning of his

mandate, even before having appointed his Giunta.

After the 1999 and 2004 regional laws on programming, and particularly since 2006
(i.e. since the RDP 2006-2010), this document has acquired a much more marked

operational character:

It is not just a document which sets the programmatic direction, but a
programming act of the interventions considered priority throughout the
legislature: an implementation instrument of the Government Programme
which gives indications of the projects to be included, foreseeing the financial
coverage, in the new sectoral multi-annual programming (Regione Toscana,
2006, p. 26).

The innovative characteristic of the 2006-2010 RDP is that it has a more
marked concreteness and operational character compared to its
predecessors, also concerning its structure and contents. The new RDP can
be defined as a master-plan of the entire regional programming
constituting the trait d’union with the sectoral plans of the region, with
national and European programming, and coordinating with other subjects
of the Tuscan system (Regione Toscana, 2008a, p. 7).

The RDP, in becoming more operational, has also become increasingly complex,
thus contributing to strengthening the role of the administration vis-a-vis the political
level. It is organised around 25 thematic Regional Integrated Projects (RIPs, Progetti
Integrati Regionali), which implement the four strategic programmes indicated in the
government manifesto and interlink them with the multi-annual sectoral and cross-
sectoral plans and programmes of the regional budget, as well as with the ECP

Regional Operational Programmes.'"

"% The sectoral plans are implemented by the sectoral DGs and have established financial resources

assigned to them. In the current programming framework, they essentially feed the cross-sectoral PIR
(which draw resources from the various sectoral plans relevant to their scope). The sum of the resources
allocated to the sectoral plans and that of the resources attributed to the PIRs have thus to match.
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Each year, an Economic Financial Programming Document (EFPD, Documento di
Programmazione Economico Finanziaria) brings plans and programmes to financial
coherence, linking them to the RIPs and providing an opportunity to update and re-
target the interventions during the period covered by the RDP, where needed, and at
the same time informing the subsequent regional budget (Regione Toscana, 2008a, p.

9).

One last development to be mentioned with respect to the new programming
framework — and which could have significant implications for accountability — is
the territorialisation of the programming system that is being introduced through the
instrument of the Local Development Pact (Patto per lo Sviluppo Locale, PASL).
The PASL was also introduced by Regional Law no. 49/1999, but it was not
launched before 2006-07, due to a lengthy process of definition of the procedures
through which these new Pacts would be operationalised.'"” It consists of a list of
projects prepared by the provincial authorities in collaboration with local authorities,
socio-economic partners and other interest groups, and consolidated in a ‘Pact’
signed between the regional and each provincial authority, highlighting that, for a
certain period of time, these projects are the priority for that territory and for the
concentration of regional funding.''® The PASLs do not have resources assigned to
them, but projects that are part of a PASL have priority for funding under regional
plans and programmes. Increasingly, and especially for infrastructure projects by
public actors, being part of a PASL is a pre-condition for support. From the evidence
gathered through fieldwork, the key reason for the introduction of this new
instrument — compounded by a political push towards the end of the 2000-05
electoral mandate — appears to have been the awareness, amongst a restricted group
of regional technocrats within the programming DG of the regional authority, of the

potential for such an instrument to strengthen the strategic synergy of projects

" The procedures for the approval of the PASL were only approved by the Regional Giunta in 2006

(Giunta Deliberation no. 223 of 3.4.20006).

"% In addition to the PASL signed with the provincial authorities, there are also some PASL for the so-
called ‘wide areas’ (aree vaste), i.e. the metropolitan and inter-provincial areas of Florence, Prato and
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implemented through the RDP.'"” Nonetheless, accountability considerations also
informed the choice to introduce the PASL: the traditional method of concertation
(based on regional concertation tables) was considered partly obsolete and not fully
adequate, for instance because of the low representativeness of those participating in
the regional concertation tables. This led to ‘an attempt to overcome this, going into
the territory’ (not without difficulties since, as observed by one of the interviewees,
‘this immediately produced a contrast between the levels of negotiation for the local
development pacts and the regional tables [... which] felt that they had been
overtaken, thinking that they should have approved the PASL’ (TOS7).

The PASL are flexible, in the sense that they have been subject to periodic updating,
indicating that there is openness to integrate new project ideas, should there be any
change in the needs and wishes expressed by the territory. Nevertheless, there is also
some scepticism amongst regional stakeholders regarding their effective weight in
project selection. One interviewee observed that ‘in reality, the PASL is such a high-
level, strategic instrument that it ends up by not having a real project selection role,
but becomes an enormous “reconnaissance” (TOSI). This shortcoming might be
addressed in the next step of the reform of the regional programming system, which

should entail the ex ante attribution of resources to each PASL.''®

Pistoia (metropolitan aree vaste) and of North-West and Centre-South Tuscany (inter-provincial aree vaste)
(Regione Toscana, 2008a, p. 23).

7 As pointed out by an interviewee, ‘this initiative was launched, I believe, because it had a pre-electoral
flavour. That is, we make a “pact” with the territory, and we make sure that this pact can be taken forward
in the next mandate ... This has gained some consensus because, in addition ... the regional staff ...
[planned] to use this instrument in an attempt to systematise (mettere a sistema) the priority of interventions
on which to concentrate funding. This was neither simple nor painless, because it has clearly undermined
those decision-making mechanisms that had previously been more vertical, left to the autonomy of the
various sectors or of the various departments.” (TOS4).

18 According to one interviewee, this could be done in the next RDP, but it would present several
challenges, such as: the need, as a general rule, to select projects through calls for tenders (rather than
consultations, particularly if projects have to be co-financed); the necessity to negotiate projects with other
actors (e.g. the State and even the private sector); and, clearly, the political sensitivity of decisions that
formalise distributive choices. Moreover, the operationalisation of this intention would be achieved ideally
by concentrating on a few large, strategic projects, which of course presents challenges in terms of local
and region-wide consensus (TOS7).
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13.2.4 More emphasis on tools enhancing policy effectiveness

As is clear from the above discussion, the programming framework of Tuscany that
has emerged since 1999 has become increasingly complex, cross-sectoral and multi-
level. A further change entailed by the new programming framework is operational
and relates to strengthening all the processes that support the effectiveness of

programming, particularly those relating to monitoring and evaluation.

First, a strategic (central) monitoring system was introduced to monitor progress in
the implementation of the RDP. Similar to the approach taken to the monitoring of
the Objective 2 programmes,'"” whose influence is evident, the strategic monitoring
of the RDP is financial, procedural and physical (based on the indicators outlined for
each RIP in the EFPD). Each RIP of the RDP is monitored on a six-monthly basis
through the completion of a tableau de bord by the competent sectoral offices, which
are summarised each year by the Presidency DG in a strategic monitoring report
attached to the EFPD. The EFPD includes, under each RIP, a synthetic summary of
the information gathered through this strategic monitoring (though the actual
document is more extended). This development provides the Council with evidence
and control over progress with the implementation of the region’s policies (the
Council has to approve the EFPD), and it can thus be deemed as ‘a step forward’

(TOS6) in terms of accountability to the Council and transparency more generally.

"% Tuscany was probably the first Italian region to introduce, as early as at the beginning of the 1994-99
period, a comprehensive and well-functioning monitoring system for the Objective 2 programme. This was
immediately entrusted to an external company, Ecoter, which has been in charge of developing and
maintaining the programmes’ monitoring system since the 1994-96 SPD, often working in close
cooperation not just with the Managing Authority but also with the evaluators charged with evaluating the
programmes (Crescini, 1998; Taylor et al., 2001). This observation by an interviewee on the monitoring
framework established in Tuscany since the early days is particularly appropriate to illustrate the innovative
and advanced character of the Tuscan approach to the monitoring of the Objective 2 SPDs: ‘In 1994-96, if
we talk about transparency, in Tuscany there was “monstrous” financial, procedural and physical
monitoring — the first in Italy, it started there. In the monitoring committees, in the meetings, in the various
tables, the Tuscan authorities have always had an enormous production of data and information. They
started with the 1994-96 SPD, so much so that this monitoring was subsequently taken up by the national
policy. There was total transparency ... With respect to implementation, this was very exhaustive
information that the region utilised to dialogue with its partners ... the monitoring indicators were studied
together with the evaluator ... it was an experimental centre of work’ (TOS11).
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This is not to say that monitoring of public spending was not previously in place in
Tuscany: as has already been noted, a monitoring culture has existed for many years
amongst the regional administration, so much so that monitoring is considered an
‘obvious’, routine activity.'** However, monitoring activities were generally sectoral,
and there was no comprehensive framework. With the establishment of strategic
monitoring, the Tuscan system has thus become organised on two levels represented
by the monitoring systems for plans and programmes (first level) and the upper-level
strategic monitoring system (second level) (Tuscany, 2008a), according to the model

exemplified in Figure 5.

Figure 5: The monitoring system for the Tuscan Regional Development Plan

-
Tableau de bord
RDP = DPEF (strategic control)
>y
N
Intervention instruments First level monitoring
(plans and programmes) systems

Source: Regione Toscana, 2008a, p. 25. [author’s translation]

The strategic monitoring includes the monitoring of the PASL and, since 2008, the
EFPD also includes a review of their progress, based on data provided by the
provincial authorities. The EFPD and its annexes — which include a statistical annex
with a wide range of data on the Tuscan demography, socio-economic system (e.g.
data on R&D, internationalisation, employment in the industrial districts, tourism,
rural economy etc.), services, transportation and accessibility, housing, education and

so forth — as well as the annual strategic monitoring reports, are all disseminated via

122 An anecdote to confirm this was that, when many of the current regional plans and programmes were

elaborated, the officials in charge did not include the information that the programmes would be monitored,
simply because this was considered obvious (TOS2). As already recalled, Tuscany was also amongst the
first regions in Italy to introduce internal audit procedures (Fargion, 2006, p. 130).
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the region’s website. Therefore, at least at an aggregated level, the information is

available to anyone wishing to access it.

A second development is the introduction of a compulsory ex ante ‘integrated
evaluation’ for each plan and programme (in addition to the compulsory Strategic
Environmental Assessment foreseen by Community Directive no. 42/2001/CE,
where applicable), with Regional Law no. 49/1999, its successor (Regional Law no.
61/2004) and with Implementation Regulation 2 November 2006, no. 51/R. This
foresees that all regional plans and programmes, and all the negotiated programming
instruments in which the region takes part, undergo an ex ante assessment on five
dimensions: environmental; territorial; economic; social; and human health (gender
equality is also considered, as a horizontal theme). Unlike monitoring, it has only
been over the last few years that programme evaluation, in the form of ex ante
evaluation at least, has started to become common practice within the regional

offices.'?!

As a result, complying with the above requirement has not been
straightforward and has necessitated support from the region’s research institute,
IRPET, through resources of the regional Evaluation Unit. The focus of the
integrated evaluation is on feasibility, internal and external coherence, and the
assessment of the anticipated effects under each dimension.'** Of interest from the
perspective of accountability is the fact that the regulation also foresees

dissemination and participatory stages for the evaluations, particularly regarding the

latter, in the form of concertation procedures.

"2l Even though it was as far back as 1999 that the programming and control office of the regional

Presidency published a ‘Practical guide to the evaluation of regional interventions’, Regione Toscana
(1999) ‘Guida alla pratica della valutazione degli interventi regionali’, Quaderni della programmazione
no. 1, June 2009.

122 As with strategic monitoring, this is a recent development, in the sense that the provisions introduced by
Regional Law 49/1999 (art. 16, as renewed by Regional Law 61/2004) could not be implemented before the
passing of the implementation regulation in 2006 (Regulation 2 November 2006, no. 51/R, listed above);
thus, integrated evaluation was only introduced in practice in 2007, with the plans and programmes of the
2006-10 RDP (Regolamento n. 51 del 2/11/2006, attuativo della legge regionale n. 49/1999, in materia di
valutazione integrata di piani e programmi regionali e relazione di accompagnamento). It should be noted
that Regulation 2 November 2006, no. 51/R also mentions in itinere and ex post evaluation, but at the time
of interviews these had not been operationalised. It should also be noted that the ERDF OP 2007-13 was
not subjected to this ex ante evaluation, given that it had its own EU-driven ex ante evaluation, which was
deemed sufficient. Nonetheless, the Managing Authority of the OP is also responsible for the Regional
Economic Development Plan, and this was evaluated according to the integrated evaluation.
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As noted above, the Tuscan regional authority had progressively become more aware
of the importance of monitoring public expenditure — being one of the first regions in
Italy to implement unit cost analyses, for instance (TOS3) — but this sensitivity has
only recently emerged with respect to the evaluation of the effects of policies. As
observed by Fargion, the Italian regions, and Tuscany amongst them, displayed a

programming culture that

was based on a rigid predetermination of the actions that risked becoming
some sort of “‘omnipotence delirium’ in which everything could and had to be
foreseen upstream, but which at the same time was matched by a total
disinterest for what concretely happened downstream. As effectively
summarised by a Tuscan official, ‘for the dirigenti the job finished with the
deliberation’ (Fargion, 2006, p. 129).

ECP, as argued in the study by Fargion et al. (2006), has been instrumental for the
development of this sensitivity towards evaluation, which has provided both a
compulsory framework for action and the ground for experimentation. Accordingly,
the increasing emphasis on monitoring and evaluation that followed devolution
should not be linked solely to devolution, but also to the Europeanisation derived
from the implementation of ECP (Fargion et al., 2006). Notwithstanding this fact,
more recently there was also a further, and this time domestic, factor that led the
Tuscan authorities to increase their evaluation work with respect to the RDP and the
plans and programmes that it contains: the evaluation requirements foreseen by the
2007-13 National Strategic Document for the ‘unitary regional policy’ (NSD). The
Italian NSD and the related 2007 CIPE deliberation (CIPE Deliberation of
21.12.2007) proposed a methodology for the evaluation of the unitary regional policy
that includes both in itinere and ex post evaluation to cover the effects produced by
the unitary regional policy irrespective of the funding sources (it also relates to the
rural development plan). In line with the methodology proposed by CIPE and the
national evaluation unit within the Development and Economic Cohesion
Department of the Ministry of Economic Development, the Tuscan regional authority
has drafted an evaluation plan for the unitary regional policy which anticipates both
interim and ex post evaluation. Given that ECP, domestic regional policy (the Fund
for Underutilised Areas, FAS) and the rural development plan co-fund a considerable

number of Tuscan plans and programmes, the unitary regional policy evaluation plan

164



has ended up becoming de facto an evaluation plan for the whole Tuscan RDP, as
evidenced by the assignment of the responsibility for the evaluation plan to the
Programming and Control Coordination Area of the Presidency DG (which is also
responsible for drafting the RDP and for compiling the six-monthly strategic
monitoring reports). The plan anticipates the involvement of socio-economic and

institutional partners (with modalities to be defined) (Regione Toscana, 2008b).

Thus, even though ex post evaluation, i.e. the evaluation of the effects and impacts of
policies after their implementation, is not yet a consolidated and institutionalised
practice in the Tuscan programming framework — with the important exception of the
studies undertaken by IRPET on selected issues and policies — the above-reviewed

recent developments seem to suggest that this might soon become the case.

13.2.5 Evolving concertative tradition

The above-discussed developments should be read in the framework of a region that
has had a marked concertative tradition for years and where the principle of
concertation'* is de facto embedded in the common culture of both policy-makers
and policy-takers (as noted in a number of interviews and also in studies that have
preceded the finalisation of this research, e.g. Crescini and Carnevali, 2009; Profeti,
2004a). As discussed above, policy-making in Tuscany has traditionally been
participative, based on concertation procedures and on the involvement of key
interests from the institutional and socio-economic parties, a circumstance well-
captured in the literature (e.g. Trigilia, 1986; Nanetti, 1993; and more recently
Pavolini, 2008) and explored in detail by Profeti (2004a). There was consensus

. . . . 124
amongst the regional interviewees on this aspect.

' For the meaning of the word concertation, see footnote no. 99 in Sub-section 13.2.1.

'** As noted by one of the interviewees, ‘in the Tuscan ambit there is a large tradition of participation, a
tradition that has evolved more and more throughout time, but which was born after the birth of the regional
authority. The concertation tables, the involvement of economic and social partners, are an element that has
always been there, since the creation of the region’ (TOS2). Similarly, when asked about the factors that led
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This said, a few recent trends can be observed regarding concertation over the past
few years: first, the institutionalisation of concertative procedures through
codification in the new regional statute and in regional legislation; second, an
enlargement of the scope and range of actors involved in concertative activities; and,
lastly, the multiplication of the loci of concertation entailed by a shift from regional

concertation to regional and provincial concertation.

From the mid-1990s, the informal, but well-consolidated, concertative approach was
codified through protocols of understanding between the Regional Governments and
the parties involved (Profeti, 2004a). Subsequently, the institutionalisation of
concertation procedures occurred via legislation, through the aforementioned

regional laws of 1999 and 2004, and the new Tuscan statute.'*

The regional laws of
1999 and 2004 and, subsequently, two related Giunta deliberations of 2000 and
2005'%® specify the form that concertation activities should take, who should be
involved, and the acts for which concertation should be carried out, outlining the
principles that underpin concertation practice: transparency in the decisions taken;
information to the public, stakeholders’ inclusion, and vertical and horizontal
partnership; openness of the Regional Government to the exchange of views; and the
pursuit of a synthesis amongst the positions of different parties. Moreover, these

5127

regional laws established two concertation ‘tables’ “* — an institutional table, which

to the introduction of the reforms in regional programming discussed in the previous section, another
interviewee noted that ‘in Tuscany and in Italy, the main factors have been the legislation of the European
Structural Funds, which has obliged the structures and the political level to think in this way; but I must say
that in Tuscany, instead, this has plugged into something that is ours, and which even derives from the
tradition of the communes, the habit of the regional power always to work together with the institutional
levels (municipalities and provinces) and with the “associations of category” [i.e. the socio-economic
partners]’ (TOS7).

12 This states that the President of the Giunta can promote, for acts initiated by the Government, formal
steps of concertation or dialogue (confronto) with institutional and social representatives, to seek
preventative lines of understanding in the case of acts of competence of the Government, or, in the case of
acts to be submitted to the Council, to verify the respective orientations. In the latter case, the launch of
formal phases of concertation is preceded by the submission of relevant information to the Council, which
can approve specific acts of political direction (art. 48).

126 Giunta Deliberation no. 328/2001 and Giunta Deliberation no. 906/2005.

2" Another terminological clarification is needed here on the word ‘table’. In Italian, the meaning of this

word has been extended from the simple identification of a table in the physical sense to indicate a
discussion forum (as people generally gather around a table to discuss). For simplicity in the course of this
section, the English word table will be used in the same way as its Italian counterpart.
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includes representatives from the Giunta and from the organisations representing the

local authorities, 128

and a general table, comprising representatives from trade
unions, employers associations, environmental associations and the regional
Commission for Equal Opportunities, together with the representations of the local
authorities (Regione Toscana, 2008a). These tables are called upon for their views on
all acts by the Regional Executive: bills, plans and programmes (including ERDF)

and annual economic and financial programming documents (TOS2; Crescini and

Carnevali, 2009).'%

A second trend is the extension of the actors involved in the concertation activities.
Traditional forms of concertation in Tuscany, already implemented under the
Bartolini Presidency (Fargion, 2006, p. 176), were originally based on the interaction
between the regional authority, institutional partners (provinces, municipalities and
mountainous communities) and representatives of trade unions and entrepreneurial or
employers’ associations. Progressively, and not least under the influence of ECP and
of the European policies agenda more generally (particularly the Gothenburg
agenda), there has been an enlargement of the range and scope of actors involved in
both formal and informal concertative activities to include the third sector,
universities and the private sector more broadly (in representation, for instance, of

environmental interests) (Profeti, 2006; Profeti, 2004a; TOS10).

For the preparation of the 2006-2010 RDP, in particular, the concertation on the
goals and instruments of this document was extended to a wider range of non-
institutional actors, including private actors, according to a model defined as
comprising ‘cooperative governance’.'”* One of the key reasons for this was the

awareness that the resources available to the regional authority to implement the

'8 UPI, Union of Italian Provinces; Anci, National Association of Italian Municipalities; UNCEM,

National Union of Mountainous Municipalities and Communities; and Local Autonomies Council.

' In addition to the institutional and general tables (the only two to be formalised in regional legislation),

there are a variety of sectoral or thematic tables - generally referred to as ‘tables of concertation and
listening’, which have more of a consultative function, however, and which are activated by the relevant

Assessore on need (for instance, before issuing a call for tenders).

1% This concept was introduced in the 2003-2005 Regional Development Plan.
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RDP — including own resources, state resources and European resources — represent
just around half of the total income necessary to achieve the goals of this strategic
document. The remaining half has to be found through the mobilisation of all actors
in the cooperative governance, including the private sector (Regione Toscana,
2008a). On a more general level, the concept of cooperative governance has emerged
from the awareness that responsive and effective public action, in line with the
regional-level vision and goals expressed in the RDP, also depends on the
autonomous (but coordinated) action of other institutional actors — which the 2001
reform of Title V of the Constitution placed on an equal standing to that of the
regional authority — and on the autonomous (but coordinated) action of non-public

actors, e.g. voluntary sector and private (Grassi et al., 2003, pp. 161-162).

Through cooperative governance, the regional authority becomes not so much a
‘funding body’ but rather a director and coordinator of a shared programming
process (Regione Toscana, 2008a) — hence the transition from the word

‘government’ to the word ‘governance’ (Grassi et al., 2003) — whereby

the regional strategic design and its integrated programming options are
built through initiatives of promotion and coordination, through listening,
negotiation, concertation of policies and of their translation into projects
with the institutions of the territory...This evolution of the governance — so
called “cooperative’ because aimed at involving other actors in the definition
of interventions — has been based on institutional (role of the provincial
authorities and of local governments) and social subsidiarity (role of the
social parts) and on concertation, emphasising the attempt to describe an
enlarged government modality, which sees the co-participation and the ‘co-
responsabilisation’ of the other actors of the regional system, in addition to
the Regional Authority (Regione Toscana, 2008a, p. 19).

The last trend mentioned above relates to the stratification of the loci of concertation
entailed by the shift from regional concertation to regional and provincial
concertations. This shift has pivoted around the provincial authorities, which have
become facilitators of local-level dialogue amongst stakeholders as a result of the
work carried out for the PASL, and thus formed a better transmission chain between
territory and Regional Government. Instrumental in this development were the

capacities gained by the provincial authorities through the experience of the
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Integrated Local Development Projects implemented under ECP (discussed in more

detail in Sub-section 13.4.3).

The concertative approach of Region Tuscany clearly represents a positive feature in
terms of the ‘dialogue’ stage of accountability, and it is certain that in this respect
Tuscany is more open than many Italian regions. Nevertheless, this concertative
approach also presents some tensions, as also emerged during the fieldwork research.
Whilst interviewees internal to the regional administration appeared to have a
favourable view of this approach, because it allows the regional authority to involve
stakeholders in decision-making, external observers (and particularly scholars) were
more sceptical due to at least four types of issues: first, the multiplication of
decision-making actors and the emphasis on consensus blur the lines of responsibility
between the decisions taken and those responsible for them (TOS3), i.e. the problem
of ‘many hands’ denounced by Bovens (2007); second, concertative approaches can
generate contradictions, for instance when processes of concertation on different
policies lead to favour contrasting choices across different policies (and to tensions
that are not always successfully resolved); third, concrete limitations are imposed on
concertative procedures by a government programme that, with its increasingly
operational nature and strongly legitimised by the electoral mandate, significantly
constrains the scope of stakeholders to actually influence decision-making;'*' and,
lastly, having strong concertative procedures can be interpreted as a further way of
strengthening the executive vis-a-vis the legislature, since, as noted by one
interviewee, ‘the more concertation there is between the institutional levels and the
intermediate forces of society, the less the elected assemblies count. If I take a bill on
which I have worked for six months with all the forces of Tuscany, I want to see if a

minority takes sides against it’ (TOS7).132

P! These points emerged in the discussion at the SISP 2009 annual conference, held in Rome in September

2009.

32 And it is partly in response to this that the new statute foresees the faculty of the regional Council to

launch dialogue procedures (confronto) on its own acts.
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13.2.6 An explicit attention to political minorities and the

experimentation of participatory governance

Two final points that should be mentioned regarding the openness of decision-
making to stakeholders relate to two aspects that derive from the new Tuscan statute
and electoral law: first, the guarantee of the role of political minorities in the regional
Council, found in the new statute and regional electoral legislation, and, second, the

experimentation of participatory governance.

With respect to the first issue, it is worthwhile at this point to recall a few elements
of the electoral system for the Tuscan Council (for a full review of the electoral
system, see Clementi and Vannucci, 2010a and 2010b). The new electoral legislation
passed in 2004 (Regional Laws no. 25 and no. 74 of 2004) and modified in 2009
(Regional Law no. 50/2009) foresees a mixed system, which combines proportional
representation with a majority premium (to reach between 55-65 percent of seats,
depending on the votes obtained by the winning candidate) and a four percent
threshold, and the abolition of the faculty to express preferences counteracted by the
provision of the possibility to hold primaries (also disciplined by the regional law, as
discussed above) for the selection and prioritisation of candidates (Clementi and

Vannucci, 2010a and 2010b; Sciola, 2006).'*

Importantly, however, the new Tuscan statute and the electoral law foresee a
guarantee of 35 percent of seats to the minorities in order to balance effectively the
need for governability with that of the representation of minorities (Clementi and
Vannucci, 2010a and 2010b; Musella, 2009; Sciola, 2006). In addition, a seat in the
Council is guaranteed not just to the President of the Giunta and to the closest (non—

elected) candidate in the competition for the Presidency, but also, in principle, to any

133 Although, interestingly, as can be understood from the analyses of Musella (2009) and Vassallo (2005),

even prior to the approval of the regional electoral law that has eliminated them, the Tuscan propensity to
indicate a preference for a specific candidate was amongst the lowest in Italy. In the elections of 1995 and
2000, which recorded 13.9% and 26.9% respectively, Tuscany was placed just above Lombardia and
Emilia Romagna (with Basilicata and Campania reaching the highest values in all three elections of 1995,
2000 and 2005).
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candidate for the Presidency linked to lists obtaining a number of votes higher than
the threshold required to obtain seats in the provincial constituencies (Clementi and

Vannucci, 2010a)."**

As for the second issue mentioned above, as foreseen by the new regional statute, in
2007 the Regional Council passed a regional law on participation (Regional Law
69/2007) that introduced: (i) a ‘public debate’ on wide-ranging interventions with
considerable potential environmental, territorial, socio-economic impacts (inspired
by the French model of the Commission nationale du débat public); (ii) regional
authority support for local participatory initiatives, through periodic public calls, and
information and training measures for public administrators, associations, teachers
and students; and (iii) the creation of a Regional Participation Authority with the
role, amongst others, of selecting proposals for public debates and participatory
initiatives, as well as publishing annual activity reports (available online). The law —
which carried a budget of €1 million for each of 2008 and 2009 (allocations for 2010
to 2012 are to be assigned by the relative budget laws) — is intended to be a pilot

experience and, as such, is set to expire, subject to renewal, at the end of 2012.

Interestingly, the law states that ‘the participation in the elaboration and formation of
regional and local policies is a right’ (art. 1), a right that is not restricted to Tuscan
citizens but, in line with the region’s statute, is accorded to all residents (and beyond,
including other persons who display an interest in participating, where the

responsible official considers their participation useful).

A further interesting feature of the law is represented by the fact that for public
consultation events proposed by the local authorities, the project proposals must
include two key characteristics that make the consultation a constituent part of
policy-making: on the one hand, the commitment, by the local administration, to take
into account the results of the participative processes or, at the very least, to justify

any diverging choice taken; on the other, and related to this, the suspension effect

% Whilst maintaining the threshold of 55 seats, as required by the statutory law of 8 January 2010, which

reduced the previous limit of 65 (Clementi and Vannucci, 2010a and 2010b).
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that applying for support has on any acts related to the proposed public debate
(Floridia, 2009). These mechanisms are aimed at ensuring that such procedures are

not just window-dressing, but that they really inform decision-making.

A number of participative events have been organised under the auspices of the law
at both regional and local levels. At the regional level, a new instrument, the
‘electronic town meetings’ (TOS2), was launched in 2006 for this purpose. These
meetings entailed the invitation of a number of actors to discuss a specific topic and
express views through facilitated discussions and electronic voting. The key stages of
such meetings have been: an introduction of the topics to be discussed and the
distribution of a guide to participants that includes key facts and information of the
issues to be discussed; the illustration, by group facilitators, of the questions to be
discussed; group discussion and individual e-voting sessions, followed by verbal
feedback; and, at the end of the day, a final feedback in the form of an ‘instant
report’ prepared by the team supporting the meeting and disseminated to participants

(TOS2).'®

After the first-ever town meeting in Tuscany (and Italy) was held in November 2006
to debate the key elements of the law on participation (Regional Law no. 69/2007),
another such meeting was organised a year later to discuss proposals on the Regional
Health Plan (notably the costs to be borne by users and the reorganisation of health
services), followed by a third in November 2008 on the topic of climate change,
energy consumption and alternative energies, and a fourth at the end of 2009 on the
‘biological testament’ (living will), a very controversial issue in Italy, not least
following the recent case of Eluana Englaro that was discussed in the literature

review of this thesis.

Similar events were held at local level, also supported by the law. For example, a
town meeting was held to discuss the ‘della Piana’ Park, a politically sensitive issue,

involving reclaiming an area that intersects four different municipalities (Prato, Sesto

133 1t should be noted that similar experiments have been conducted at European level; see Fishkin, 2009.
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fiorentino, Firenze and Campi Bisenzio). At the end of 2009, 48 local-level
participatory projects had been approved by the Regional Participation Authority, the
majority of which was submitted by local authorities (80 percent of the projects
proposals received and 85 percent of those funded), especially municipalities. Of
these projects, 24 have already been completed, 23 are ongoing and one was
subsequently cancelled. As these numbers show, the law has aroused considerable
interest amongst the potential beneficiaries, as indicated by the high number of non-
funded projects, 66, more than twice the number of funded projects (Regione

Toscana, Autorita Regionale per la Partecipazione 2008 and 2009).

Why was this law introduced? According to Floridia (2009), the law was largely a

response to a perceived disenfranchisement of citizens from public life:

even in a region such as Tuscany, characterised by a rich associative fabric
and by a strong participative propensity, the signs of a wearing out of the
traditional civicness have appeared strong and worrying, with a possible
particularistic reversal of the forms of participation, an increasing
‘tiredness’ and an exhaustion of the traditional channels and forms of
mobilisation of the “civil society’. Faced with this possible scenario, the law
of Region Tuscany appears as a potential wedge of a strategy that aims to
offer positive and innovative ground to the ‘participative potential’ of society,
incentivising the creation of spaces for public deliberation in which ‘all’
societal actors, and the points of view that they express, can interact with the
collective decisions that face the institutions (Floridia, 2009, p. 60).

A detailed assessment of the law and of the activities carried out under its auspices —
for instance in terms of their impacts - is well beyond the remit of this research and
certainly premature at this stage. Nonetheless, the law clearly presents potential for
an improvement of accountability and indicates an openness in the Tuscan political
system to stakeholders’ involvement in informing decision-making processes. This
assessment acquires even more significance if one considers that only another Italian
region (Emilia Romagna) pays explicit attention in its statute to the issue of
participation (Chiaramonte and Tarli Barbieri, 2007) and that such experiences have
been piloted only in a handful of Italian regions overall (together with Tuscany and

Emilia Romagna, also Puglia and Lazio).

The law presents considerable potential for accountability, given the inclusiveness

that it pursues and the direct link established between decision-making and account-
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giving by the local authorities and the use made of the results of the participative
consultations. At the same time, a number of concerns can also be raised with regard
to: (i) appropriateness and fairness, whereby ‘in deliberative democracy, those who
are better organised can make their voices heard, so in the end it is a mechanism that
reinforces who is already stronger’ (TOS9; similar observations in TOS10); (ii)
costs and value-for-money, because of the resource-intensity of the processes
foreseen (TOS9);"*® and (iii) the possible instrumental use made of these procedures,
particularly with respect to experiences that involve randomly selected groups of
citizens, a particular concern for groups in civil society that are already mobilised in

committees and associations (Floridia, 2009).

The legislators appear to have been aware of these limitations, as can be deduced by
the non-open-ended duration of the law and the provision for its reconfirmation or
revision only after an assessment ‘of the effectiveness, dissemination and efficiency
of the participative processes promoted’ (art. 26). Attention is also directed to
ensuring that participatory processes do not become an instrument for political gain,
given that no such processes can be held from six months before the expiry of the
Regional Council (for public debates on wide-ranging interventions, described
above) and three months preceding the elections of local governments (for the related
participatory processes) (art. 28). This having been said, the law is not very
prescriptive in defining clear-cut mechanisms to avoid manipulative or distorting
uses of participatory procedures, leaving considerable responsibility for this in the
hands of the Regional Participation Authority (which, as has been seen, submits an
annual report of activity to the Regional Council). Although a preliminary
assessment by Floridia (2009) seems to exclude by and large such instances in

137

projects carried out so far, °' the implications for accountability of this law will need

% The 2009 annual report of the Regional Participation Authority, for instance, raises the issue of the

insufficiency of the resources assigned by the law to deliver its ambitious remits.

7 He argues that the main reason that led the local authorities to apply for projects was the uncertainty
faced by them in tackling difficult and controversial decisions for which it was difficult to judge the real
degree of consensus within public opinion (Floridia, 2009, p. 59).
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to be more carefully assessed once there is more evidence on which to base such an

assessment.

13.3 European cohesion policy support in Tuscany

The following sections provide an analysis of the changes introduced in ECP
implementation in Tuscany in the period after devolution. This comprises a
comparison of how Structural Funds, and in particular ERDF, programmes were
designed, managed and delivered in Tuscany before 1999 and how they are at
present, pinpointing the key changes and explaining why they have taken place (and,

in particular, whether and to what extent they have been determined by devolution).

The case study focuses on the implementation of ECP in Tuscany in the periods
1994-99, 2000-06 and 2007-13 (the part of this period up to 2009). However, prior
to entering into the details of the analysis of the changes in the policy process before
and after the devolution reforms, it is necessary to provide some background on the
history of ECP in Tuscany, in order to appreciate the legacy of earlier programme

periods on the current implementation system.

The region of Tuscany is a long-standing beneficiary of ECP, having received ERDF

P8 under the Integrated Mediterrancan Programmes (Profeti,

support since 1985
2004a, p. 123)."*° Subsequently, in the programme periods 1989-93 and 1994-99, the
region was a beneficiary of ERDF under the Objectives 2 and 5b and, thereafter, of
Objective 2 (2000-06) and Regional Competitiveness and Employment support
(current programme period). Across this period, ERDF support was administered
through: three National Initiative Operational Programmes for industrial decline

areas in the 1989-93 (two Operational Programmes and a pluri-fund Operational

¥ The support from ECP included monies from the European Social Fund (ESF) and the European
Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund (EAGGF) (which since 2007 is no longer part of ECP and has
been re-named the European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, EAFRD). The current thesis,
however, focuses exclusively on the programmes funded by the ERDF.
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Programme); two Objective 2 (1994-96 and 1997-99) and one Objective 5b Single
Programming Documents in the period 1994-99 (all of which were multi-fund); an
Objective 2 Single Programming Document in the period 2000-06 (mono-fund); and,
an Operational Programme for Regional Competitiveness and Employment in the

current policy phase (mono-fund).

Since 1989, moreover, the region has also benefited from a considerable number of
Community Initiative programmes, notably, as far as ERDF is concerned: SME,
Resider II, Retex II, Rechar II, Konver (Profeti, 2004a) and Interreg (Callisti, 2000,
p. 13; Profeti, 2004a).

Table 14: Structural Funds programme expenditure 1994-2013 (€ million) —
ERDF programmes only

Programme | Objective | Objective 2 | Objective Objective Total % Variation
period 2 (2007 5b 5b (2007 (2007 on previous
prices) prices) prices) | period (2007
prices)
1994-1996 114 164
1997-1999 154 196 17 169 529 0
2000-2006 336 404 - - 404 - 31.06
2007-2013 338 338 - - 338 - 16.16
Total 1,103 169 1,271

Sources: All figures have been obtained from the Ministry of Economic Development, Department for
Development and Economic Cohesion (in December 2010) and refer to the last financial plans of each
programme considered: the 1994-96, 1997-99 and 2000-06 Objective 2 SPDs, the 1994-99 Objective
5b SPD, and the 2007-13 RCE OP (i.e. all ERDF inclusive programmes). Conversion in 2007 prices
has been made using the WorldBank deflators for Italy for the years 1994, 1997, 2000 and 2007
(http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.DEFL.ZS?page=3).

From the point of view of the administration of ECP support across the period
observed, the main element to note is the continuity whereby in each and every one
of these programme periods ERDF support was administered under the responsibility
and coordination of the Tuscan Government, namely its Economic Development

Department/Directorate-General (within a dedicated unit, the Service for Community

13 Profeti estimates the amount of resources obtained by Region Tuscany with the IMP to be in the region
of ECU 100 million (Profeti, 2004a, p. 123).
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Programmes in the Extra-Agricultural Sphere).'*" In other words, Tuscany, just like
the rest of Italy, falls into the group of regions in which the administration of ECP
support has been subsumed under the already existing regional domestic

administrative system (Taylor et al., 2000; Ferry et al., 2007).

Given that the present analysis focuses on the period from 1994 to date, it should be
stated at the outset that the key characteristics of the framework for ECP
implementation (with respect to the ERDF programmes) in this period have not
changed in this region.'*' They comprise, first, the allocation of responsibility for the
programmes throughout the period observed — with respect to both programme

142 _ to the DG for Economic Development, as

design and programme management
discussed above, which in 2000-06 and 2007-13 was the programmes’ Managing
Authority. A dedicated unit within this DG — the Service for Community
Programmes in the Extra-Agricultural Sphere, as noted above — acted as the

programmes’ secretariat throughout the period.

A second characteristic, derived from the above choice and from the administrative
model of the Tuscan administration, has been the substantial continuity of the staff
involved in managing the programme: the key members of staff employed in the
Managing Authority offices have not substantially changed from 1994 to date
(except with respect to the heads of the Managing Authority, as one was elected to
mayor and another retired: replacements were always internal to the secretariat). This
has generated a considerable accumulation of expertise throughout this period, as

well as the consolidation of long-lasting relationships with external officials (e.g.

"% An internal reorganisation saw the departments transformed into directorates-general a couple of years
ago.

! The summary of these characteristics is based on research on the implementation of ERDF programmes
in Tuscany carried out by the author of the present thesis for the [Q-Net research programme over a number
of years. It draws on periodic interviews with Roberto Caioli (at the time, Head of the Managing Authority
of the Objective 2 programmes), Monica Bartolini, Albino Caporale, Daniela Doveri, Angelita Luciani and
Antonio Zollo (the team in charge, with different responsibilities, of the coordination of the implementation
of the programmes).

"> This contrasts with other Italian regions, for example Lombardy, which have traditionally decoupled
programming and management — placing programming within the Presidency and management within the
DG for Industry.
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with European Commission desk-officers — insofar as allowed by their turnover —

and with provincial authorities and other local stakeholders).

A third feature of the Tuscan ECP system has been the choice to implement the
programmes’ measures largely in-house, i.e. via the services of other regional offices
or directorates-general competent for the subject matter of individual measures (with
the exception of measures for which specialist skills or a specific institutional set-up
were required — for instance, financial engineering measures that have to be delivered
through financial institutes were entrusted to Fidi Toscana, the regional financial

institute).

A fourth feature has been an approach to implementation largely based on
competitive tenders organised in rounds of fixed deadlines. This was integrated from
2000 with a more territorial approach based on the parcelling up of projects in
‘integrated local development projects’ (in 2000-06, Progetti Integrati per lo
Sviluppo Locale, PISL) and ‘integrated projects for sustainable urban development’
(in 2007-13, Progetti Integrati Urbani per lo Sviluppo Sostenibile, PIUSS), also

selected through competitive procedures.

Furthermore, as in all other centre-north regions, the national authorities’ role in the
management of the programmes was on the whole rather limited, circumscribed to:
(1) the receipt of monies from Brussels and subsequent transfer to the Tuscan
authorities for payment to final beneficiaries (a role covered by the State General
Accounting Office — Ragioneria Generale dello Stato, IGRUE); (ii) a role of support
and guidance where required; and, until 2000, (iii) a role of coordination of the
supra-regional area designation exercise (these latter roles were performed by the
Department for Development and Economic Cohesion of the Ministry of Economic

143

Development). ™ Both of these bodies have always had a seat in the programmes’

monitoring committees.

' Formerly the Department of Cohesion and Development Policies (Dipartimento per le politiche di
sviluppo e coesione, DPS) placed within the Ministry of Economy and Finances.
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In addition, strong attention has been paid to monitoring and evaluation, even beyond
the regulatory requirements. An indication of the emphasis placed on evaluation is
provided by the fact that at the end of the 1994-96 period, the programme authorities,
on their own initiative and in the absence of any regulatory obligation, commissioned
an ex post evaluation by external consultants (Regione Toscana and Resco S.c.a.r.l.,
2002).'* Throughout the period observed, moreover, the design and implementation
of a comprehensive monitoring system — with financial but also procedural and
physical data — was carried out through the appointment of an external consultant
(the same consultant was selected throughout the programming periods from 1994 to

date).

Also worthy of note is that, throughout the period, the Tuscan authorities have sought
(and largely achieved) a direct channel of communication to Brussels. Even though
the submission of the programme documents has always been carried out through the
Italian Permanent Representation to the EU, for day-to-day operational issues Tuscan
authorities have sought to engage directly with DG Regio, generally without the
intermediation of the national Department for Development and Economic Cohesion.
Already in 1995, prior to the passing of national legislation to allow regional

authorities to carry out para-diplomatic activities,'*

the regional authority
established a base in Brussels through the Brussels office of Fidi Toscana, and,
following the passing of the above law, it expanded this base with a formal
representation to Brussels through a joint office with three other Centre-Italian

regions, Marche, Umbria and Lazio (Profeti, 2004a and 2004b).

Lastly, the inclusion of provincial representatives and of local stakeholders in the
programmes’ monitoring committees has been a constant feature of the Tuscan ECP
model, as required by European regulations, but also in some cases above and

beyond such requirements, notably with regard to the involvement of the provincial

'** Ex post evaluation is a task that the regulations assign to the European Commission, not to the bodies
responsible for the programmes.

5 Law no. 52/1996, art. 58, allowed the regional authorities and two autonomous provinces to establish
liaison offices with the European institutions (Profeti, 2004b, p. 10).
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authorities in programme design, project appraisal and evaluation. This is evidenced
by the development of provincial mini-SPDs as a basis for the preparation of the
2000-06 SPDs, the introduction of the PISL as one of the implementation modalities
of the 2000-06 SPD, and the involvement of stakeholders in the definition of the

evaluation questions for the mid-term evaluation update of 2003.

This model of implementing ECP resulted in Tuscany being one of the most efficient
users of ERDF resources in the Italian panorama in both the 1994-99 and 2000-06
periods, as demonstrated by the SPDs’ commitment and expenditure ratios over the
total public expenditure in each period (Aiello e Pupo, 2009, p. 20; Ministero dello
Sviluppo Economico, 2009, p. 214).

13.4 Changes in management and implementation of European
cohesion policy
Notwithstanding this framework of continuity, some specific changes can be detected
in the governance and implementation of ECP in Tuscany since the introduction of
the devolution reforms. ECP operates within seven-year programme periods, and the
most significant changes have occurred in the transition from the last (2000-06) to
the current (2007-13) programme period. The main changes have been a shift in the
positioning of the ERDF programme within the regional programming system, a
change in the approach to evaluation, an evolving role for sub-regional authorities,

and a new approach to communication.

13.4.1 A different positioning of the ERDF programme in the regional

programming system

The most significant change that can be causally linked to the effects of the
devolution reforms is the radical shift in the institutional place of the ERDF
programme in the region’s own programming system. Whereas up to 2006 the ERDF

co-financed Single Programming Documents (SPDs) were stand-alone documents,
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with their own strategies and priorities, the 2007-13 ERDF Operational Programme
(OP) is wholly subsumed under the 2000-06 Regional Development Plan (RDP), for
which it acts as a financing instrument. This is explicitly stated by the regional

programming document, which observes that

[t]he RDP indicates the priorities to be implemented through the European
programmes, and obviously considers their indications and constraints. The
Structural Funds programming for the period 2007-13 thus coincides with the
region’s programming and represents an implementation of this (Regione
Toscana, 2008a, p. 10).

Already in the 2000-06 period, the Tuscan SPD was considerably integrated with the
broader Tuscan development strategy found in the RDP (Callisti, 2000; CSES,
2003), but the key difference is that in the current period the relationship between the
two documents is one of subordination, whereby the RDP identifies beforehand the
priorities, projects and resources (including those that will be co-financed by ECP)

assigned to the latter.'*

Nevertheless, the OP has been prepared through a considerable and ‘real’ process of
discussions with partners, as requested not just by the European regulations
governing ECP (art. 11, Council Regulation 1083/2006) but also by the regional
programming laws (since, as has been seen, concertation must be carried out for

every plan and programme through which the RDP is implemented).

As discussed above, the involvement of institutional partners and other stakeholders
through concertation procedures has been a long-standing practice of the Tuscan
Regional Government and has also permeated the ECP programmes since the early

days:

' This issue was strongly emphasised in the interviews. ‘There has been a significant reversal in the

framing of the OP. That is, the SPD was previously a stand-alone programme, whereas this time, since the
programming of the funds has been aligned with the ordinary one ... if you take the 2006 RDP, there is a
table that already contains the ERDF resources allocated to the Regional Integrated Programmes’ (TOS6).
‘Now there is more integration, in the sense that ... the RDP is now divided into Regional Integrated
Programmes (PIRs), now we know which lines of activity fall under which PIR. Previously, this connection
was not there, it was more, let’s say, a qualitative coherence. Now it is really possible to count [the
resources]’ (TOSS).
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The 1997-99 programme design was carried out involving all the provinces,
all the stakeholders, as well as the evaluator and Technical Assistance.
Everyone had to formulate their requirements and, in addition, there was
considerable activity in disseminating the characteristics of the Structural
Funds, by which | mean that the territory sometimes did not know what was
financeable and what wasn’t (TOS11).

A similar approach was followed for the preparation of the 2000-06 SPD and carried
through to the present day, of course, and it could not have been otherwise. In
practical terms, however, the concertation procedures conducted to outline the
content of the current programme have not led to a rethinking of the strategic
orientation of the programme, which was anchored and bound to the wider Tuscan
policy framework (even though there have been some adjustments). They have
meant, however, that the choices made had to be at the very least discussed and
explained."”” In other words, the concertation procedures have served more as a
function of transparency and information, than as one of informing the design of the
programme, and this is implicit in the place that the OP now has in the hierarchy of
Tuscan policy documents. Nevertheless, by highlighting needs that could not be
taken into account in the OP, the concertation procedures have provided the Tuscan
authorities with a more precise perception of the coherence of the Regional
Government’s action with the needs of regional and local stakeholders (which, in

turn, one might think, will likely inform future Tuscan policies).

A further change compared to the past programme period, and which relates to the
design of the programme, is the choice to list in the programme a few key
infrastructure strategic projects that have been pre-selected for financing under the
OP. This is a novel development compared to the past SPD, but not an uncommon

practice in other European countries. Overall, this choice is comprehensible on many

"7 The concertation procedures carried out for the 2007-13 ERDF OP are well summarised in the document

(Giunta Regionale Toscana, 2007, pp. 52-57) and have entailed both regional level concertations through
the two institutional tables and a series of local-level concertation tables, organised by the provincial
authorities (as well as one by the Empolese Valdelsa area (circondario), also with responsibility over a
PASL). These latter documents have led to eleven ‘Territorial Participation Documents’ that were taken
into account in informing the content of the OP (and which are available for consultation on the region’s
website). Similarly, a number of observations and written contributions were received by the Managing
Authority, and these were also taken into account.
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levels, for instance in terms of strategic focus and implementation speed, and is a
clear outcome of the new status of the programme within the broader regional
programming (and indicative of the importance of ECP funding for the regional
authority to take forward its own strategy). It might present some shortcomings in
terms of accountability, however, insofar as, even though the content of the OP was
concerted, the rigidity ensuing from this approach ‘subtracts funds to the septennial

debate with the local partnership’ (TOS1).'*®

13.4.2 A new approach to evaluation

In considering the evaluation of the ERDF programmes, it should be mentioned at
the outset that the Tuscan regional authority was more advanced than its Italian
counterparts. As recalled in the previous section, the regional authority was the first
to have introduced for the Objective 2 programmes a detailed and well-functioning

49 .
— considered to be an

financial, procedural and physical monitoring system'
essential tool for transparency but also instrumental for evaluation. It was also one
of the first administrations in Italy that took programme evaluation ‘seriously’,
interpreting it not simply as a regulatory requirement but as a real programming tool,
as it demonstrated by undertaking an ex post evaluation for the 1994-96 Objective 2
SPD, as already noted, and by the introduction of ongoing evaluation during the

1994-99 period (Crescini, 1998).

The reasons for this commitment and drive to innovate are essentially endogenous
and found within the regional authority and its Objective 2 secretariat, and they have

involved all the actors that participated in the evaluation process, from the

148 . . Cq . e . .
As observed by an interviewee, ‘you could have said in any case that there are some priorities in the rail

transport sector, for example, and then see what projects emerge ... If a project is a priority, it will always
come up. Wanting to include it in a programme approved by the European Commission gives the
impression of wanting to present an “armoured” decision to the territory’ (TOS1).

'* The monitoring system was also strengthened throughout the programme periods with the introduction
of a disciplinare, i.e. a set of binding guidelines on monitoring responsibilities for project implementers,
and of associated penalties.
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administrators to the politicians to the consultants employed for the monitoring and

evaluation of the programme. As noted by one interviewee,

the big push for this was that there were individuals that were in charge of
the service and of the SPD, which were extremely committed to ensure that
the Structural Funds policy worked, and this meant, for instance, that they
asked me to carry out the ex post evaluation first in the province of Livorno
as a pilot experience and then to extend it to the entire SPD, because they
were proud to be able to say ‘our evaluator goes and counts the number of
jobs: we want to know what we have achieved’. This was at a technical and
professional level, and the politicians were extremely aware; there was
professionalism also from the point of view of the politicians: everyone
understood each other ... the Assessore participated in some of the meetings,
not always, but he was in any case informed. If you met him in the corridor,
he would say ‘dottoressa, so, how is the evaluation progressing?’ He knew.
[... Further,] there were two working groups [one on monitoring and one on
evaluation] that ‘were in love’ with what they did .... It was an experimental
centre of work (TOS11).

The Tuscan evaluation framework evolved along the lines traced by these early
experiences. Nevertheless, after the pilot ex post evaluation on the 1994-96 Objective
2 SPD, evaluation activities generally tended to concentrate on financial progress,
operational issues and on the outputs of the programmes’ different lines of activities.
This focus was largely determined by the rather prescriptive regulatory framework
and guidance provided by DG Regio’s Evaluation Unit. For the 2007-13 period, on
the other hand, the unitary evaluation plan discussed above foresees a stage of ex
post evaluation that will look into the impact and/or effects of the programme on
selected topics/issues, which will be defined at a later stage (Regione Toscana,

2008b).

Thus far, the evaluation of the Objective 2 programmes has also been conducted
consistently with the commitment for stakeholders’ involvement that is part of the
broader public policy culture of the regional authority. For instance, during the 2000-
06 period, considerable effort was made to involve local authorities and other
stakeholders in the definition of evaluation questions, especially with respect to the
update of the mid-term evaluation, through the organisation of seminars with
stakeholders, the collection of stakeholders’ proposals, and a structured plan of
activities carried out by the evaluation steering group to fully exploit and reflect the

received proposals in the evaluation activities to be carried out (briefly summarised
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in Box 1)."° Also during the same period, and in line with the guidelines formulated

by DG Regio, the Managing Authority set up an evaluation steering group to inform

- 151
and oversee the evaluation process.

Box 4: The consultative process undertaken for the update of the mid-term
evaluation of the 2000-06 Objective 2 SPD

An extraordinary effort was carried out in Tuscany to use the MTE update to respond to information
needs expressed by partners and stakeholders. To do so, a number of meetings were organised by the
Managing Authority with measure managers, partners and stakeholders, and of course involving the
evaluator.

The starting point was a ‘reflection day’ held at the end of July 2004, which involved measure
managers, provincial authorities, and professional organisations, and which was used to illustrate the
main aims of the evaluation update and the method proposed to identify shared evaluation questions,
in line with the guidance provided by the national Evaluation Unit (DPS-UVAL). At this meeting, in
which 70-80 individuals participated, questions relating to sectoral, thematic and territorial issues
were explored, some of which had not been covered in the mid-term evaluation that had just been
completed. In practice, this work set the foundations for the MTE update and started the identification
of issues that would be useful for the ex ante evaluation of the 2007-13 OP.

Between September and October 2004, the programme secretariat was engaged in collecting proposals
from stakeholders, and over 100 were received. These proposals tended to reflect the interest and
nature of proponents: for example, in its intervention at the PMC of December 2004, the evaluator
remarked that whilst the provincial authorities tended to focus on the effects of policy implementation
in particular areas or sectors, measure managers tended to suggest more operational questions
pertaining to the implementation of the measures.

At the end of October, a meeting of the evaluation steering group shortlisted a number of evaluation
questions, taking into account the ‘frequency’ of each theme.

Lastly, on 3 November, a seminar with all the implementers, partners and stakeholders was held to
present and discuss the shortlisted questions (involving circa 80 participants). This led to further
changes and the final selection, which was made by the PMC in December 2004. A total of 7
evaluation questions (out of 12 shortlisted) were selected and informed the mandate assigned to the
evaluator. They were:

1) an assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the new instrument represented by the
PISL, including assessing whether the procedures put into place were adequate and whether the
provinces appeared to have sufficient capacities (also bearing in mind the possible future evolution of
the instrument), and establishing the estimated impacts of the PISL;

2) the verification of whether the programming and implementation capacity of local authorities
had improved because of the SPD and the new regional programming legislation;

50 This information is based on an interview with dott. Roberto Caioli, at the time Head of the

programme’s Managing Authority, carried out on 15 March 2005, as part of the research for the IQ-Net
research programme.

' DG Regio (2000) Working Paper 8: Mid-term Evaluation of Structural Fund Interventions, Commission
of the European Communities, Brussels, 5 December 2000.
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3) the evaluation of whether the infrastructural package included in the SPD (which funded
infrastructures for tourism, commerce, and the environment) had led to an improvement in quality of
life and to increased social inclusion (this point was raised in particular by the socio-economic
partners);

4) the assessment of whether the infrastructural package had contributed to increasing the
degree of attractiveness of the territory (infrastructure for productive activities, for service provision,
and soft interventions to support the start up of new firms) — to be assessed through interviews and
round table discussions;

5) the impact of the communication plan (a point requested by the European Commission);

6) the degree of external coherence of the SPD, a particularly important issue given the
recently-approved programming law (Regional Law no. 61/2004, as discussed above), which
emphasises the need for coherence between the SPD and the Regional Development Plan; and, lastly,

7) the identification of regional good practice examples or well-performing implementing
actors.

The Tuscan Managing Authority was very satisfied by this process and considered that the planned
activities went well beyond the regulatory requirements and the requirements specified in DG Regio’s
Working Paper 9 (Directorate-General Regional Policy, 2004).

Nevertheless, despite this strong effort to involve stakeholders in evaluation activities
during the 2000-06 programme period, the current period has witnessed a rather
radical change of attitude, as exemplified by the decision not to establish a steering
group. There were essentially two reasons for this decision: first, the inability of
socio-economic partners to agree on a representative to sit on the evaluation steering
group; and, second, the perceived lack of interest in evaluation activities by

stakeholders.

With respect to the first issue, it should be mentioned that, at the beginning of the
current programme period, the Managing Authority intended to retain an evaluation
steering group, but with a sufficiently small number of participants to make it a real
discussion forum and steering mechanism. However, as the socio-economic and
institutional partners could not agree on a joint delegate (as requested by the
Managing Authority), the plan for the steering group was abandoned. Surprisingly,
this did not generate any significant opposition from the partners. This paradoxical
situation highlights a limited awareness amongst partners and stakeholders of the
crucial nature of evaluation, not least as an accountability tool, and, clearly, an
overall lack of stakeholder interest in this activity (as witnessed by a number of
interviews, e.g. TOS8 and TOS11). This may be due to the perceived limited

relevance of past evaluation activities or to the difficulty for stakeholders to digest
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the language, methodological assumptions and content of the evaluation work;'>? it
also echoes the findings of wider research on partners’ engagement in ECP
programmes, which concluded that stakeholders are more actively engaged when
their involvement relates to stages of the programming process linked to the
distributive choices of resource allocation, and that horizontal partnership is more
about policy responsiveness and effectiveness than about accountability (Polverari

and Michie, 2009 and 2010).">

A further indication of this lack of interest was presented when, following the
completion of the evaluation work for the mid-term evaluation update, as described
above (in Box 4), the Managing Authority organised another seminar for all the
stakeholders to illustrate the results of the evaluation activity, i.e. the outcomes of the
evaluation work. Surprisingly for the Managing Authority, very few organisations
responded to this initiative (TOSS8). There are thus limitations on the extent to which
evaluation presently fulfils an accountability function towards programme
stakeholders. However, this is by no means a reflection of the quality of evaluations

per se, which in Tuscany has been high, as noted above.

A further change to the evaluation approach pursued by Tuscany in this current
period relates to the content of the evaluation activities. Thanks to the increased
flexibility allowed by the current regulatory framework, the Tuscan Managing
Authority has opted for a selective approach, evaluating only key aspects or themes

that are deemed of particular interest for programming or implementation purposes.

32 As noted by a regional official, ‘it is true that in the previous programme period there was a great
emphasis on information, but we also need to work a lot on the outputs of the evaluation, that is, on an
output that is readable and accessible to everyone, also in the way it is written, eliminating jargon, length,

and with more user-friendly methods. We need to work on this’ (TOSS).

'3 This lack of interest is thus not necessarily only a Tuscan feature. As underlined by one of the

interviewees for this research, ‘this is dramatic. I haven’t experienced this in Tuscany during this period,
but I have experienced it in all the other places in which I work. We have presented various evaluations —
Lazio is more vivacious on this — but what I say when I come back home is “the silence scares me!” ... the
silence by the partners, the lack of interest. We have tried to change the system for the communication of
results of the evaluation, in the sense that I realise that when I start off with: error possibility, sampling
techniques, representativeness and estimate of the sample etc. ... Having understood that this is an obstacle,
I have tried to explain it in a simpler way. So I say such and such new jobs created and say that if anyone is
interested I can explain what the possibility of error is. I say, of course this is an estimate, etc; so, I have
modified this exactly in this round of [Monitoring] Committees. No way, silence’ (TOS11).
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Operationally, this has entailed moving away from selecting a single evaluator to
follow the programme throughout the period (as was the case in 2000-06), to
undertaking different thematic evaluations carried out by specialists (with thematic,
rather than Structural Funds expertise) on the selected topics. The discussed ‘unitary’
evaluation plan, which is joint for both ECP and the domestic strand of regional
policy (that funded under the Fund for Underutilised Areas, FAS), brings coherence
to all evaluation activities, including those carried out under the domestic strand of
regional development policy. More use will also be made of in-house competencies,

notably through more frequent use of the Tuscan research institute, IRPET.

As is clear, this new approach entails a more marked plurality than in the past, and
this renders the lack of partners’ involvement, for instance through an evaluation
steering group, a particular weakness from the point of view of accountability,
especially since discussions on evaluation in the Programme Monitoring Committee
are generally marginal.'>* The input of stakeholders to the evaluation activities

carried out should be more actively pursued, especially in a framework of increased

'** Evaluation is generally the last point in the agenda. The broader role and operation of the PMC, which

has not changed from the past period, is an important point to comprehend the accountability framework in
which ECP operates in Tuscany. This has been a rather formal forum, and very few actors have a real say
on decisions (as codified by the committee’s internal regulation). Important decisions on the programme
have generally been taken elsewhere, for instance in bilateral contacts between the Managing Authority and
DG Regio, and in the ‘technical meetings’ that precede the Committee’s meetings. Nonetheless, this should
not mislead in assessing the actual accountability of the decision-making framework around which the
programme revolves.

As observed by a Tuscan interviewee, the PMC ‘de facto “celebrates” issues that have already been agreed
in more substantial discussion tables. Clearly, if something has remained unresolved at these other tables,
the PMC is the occasion for somebody to put on record or disseminate in the press what has not been
settled in the more substantial tables. But one cannot expect that a table that meets twice a year, at a very
high level, solves concrete problems. This is done elsewhere. ... If one looks at the regulations of the
PMCs, one cannot have a clear picture of how open programming is to external contributions, because there
are aspects that derive from a stratification of political relationships with the territory; these are aspects that
are often managed more in an informal than in a formal manner. It is clear that if the representatives of the
entrepreneurs have participated a week earlier in a meeting with the Assessore, [and] the Assessore has
illustrated a [prospective] tender in which he has agreed to the fact that a certain type of expenditure must
be eligible, otherwise the firms would enter into crisis, or [if] a reprogramming between measures for
investments and for research was basically agreed together, then whether these [actors] vote or do not vote
in the Committee [is ultimately irrelevant]’ (TOS1).

The same applies to the voice given to the provincial authorities, whereby, as observed by a provincial
official, ‘the provinces are consultative members. We are invited to all meetings, we express our opinions
during the meetings, but we do not go further than this. Yet, I must say that — also thanks to the PASL and
thanks to the fact that in a way we are the ones who ‘build’ and ‘interpret’ the opinion of the territory — we
are definitely listened to in the concertation meetings’ [code omitted to prevent identification].
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freedom over the identification of evaluative questions, than was the case in 2000-06.
Nevertheless, the current unitary regional policy evaluation plan does include
reference to the setting up of procedures — to be defined — for the involvement of
socio-economic and institutional partners in the definition of evaluative questions

and selection of evaluation topics.

It should be acknowledged, however, that the changes discussed above were not
especially linked to devolution. Instead, they were linked to the introduction of a
unitary regional policy, to the changed regulatory framework governing the
Structural Funds programmes, and to the attitudes of partners and stakeholders
towards evaluation (which, as far as this aspect of the policy cycle is concerned, do

not appear to have been informed by the reviewed constitutional changes).

13.4.3 An evolving role of the provincial authorities

Another shift that occurred within ECP programming — and one which is not clear-
cut — relates to the role of the provincial authorities. During the 2000-06 period, the
Tuscan programme (as other Italian programmes) experimented with a new
instrument for local development, entitled Integrated Local Development Projects
(Progetti Integrati di Sviluppo Locale, PISL). These were essentially packages of
interventions that provided ‘added value’ through their integrative character, funded
by the concurrent contribution of various measures under the 2000-06 SPD, and
which assigned a key coordination and even pre-selection role to the provincial

authorities (see Box 5).

Box 5: Characteristics of the Tuscan PISL

The PISL has been defined as ‘a set of integrated actions, which encompass both material and non-
material infrastructures, and aids to enterprises converging towards a specific common objective, so as
to justify a single implementation and project selection procedure. ... This set of integrated actions is
a polyvalent and coherent set of interventions, of cross-sectoral nature, economically and functionally
indivisible, and based on an “idea-strength”, made explicit and shared through partnership-based
procedures’ (Regione Toscana, 2002). The PISL was therefore a complex, cross-sectoral project,
designed by local actors through a bottom-up process with the purpose of solving a specific
development challenge of a circumscribed portion of the region’s territory. To do so, the PISL put
together, in a single, coherent framework, a number of different interventions eligible for funding
under different measures of the Objective 2 SPD. Each PISL could foresee a total of eligible
expenditure of between five and forty million Euros.
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The main concept behind the PISL was that of integration: (i) territorial integration, i.e. interventions
are coordinated at local level; (ii) financial integration, i.e. the same project was funded by resources
coming from different levels (European, national, regional, sub-regional) and from both public and
private actors; (iii) functional integration, i.e. the interventions funded in each PISL must aim to
achieve a shared functional objective; and (iv) institutional integration, i.e. the PISL was devised and
implemented at the local level by involving a plurality of public and private actors (Province,
Municipalities, Mountainous Communities, Chambers of Commerce, social and economic actors etc.).

The operational procedures for the PISL in Tuscany were defined by a working group and then
approved by the PMC. They stemmed from a reflection based on previous experiences of negotiated
forms of programming in the region and from the parallel experience of the PITs, Integrated
Territorial Programmes, within Objective 1 (Caporale, 2003). After the approval of the
implementation procedures, formal discussions on the content of each specific PISL were held in the
so-called ‘Conference of Services’ that included: a Chair (the person responsible for the PISL within
the Objective 2 SPD Managing Authority/secretariat); the officers responsible for each measure
included in the PISL; two further representatives from the programme’s Managing
Authority/secretariat; the regional Evaluation Unit; the Environmental Authority; the consultancy that
provided Technical Assistance to the SPD (as observer); and, representatives of each one of the ten
provinces (as observers). In addition, some ‘tables on the PISL’ were organised where the provinces
could discuss their project ideas with regional representatives. All the instances expressed in these
meetings by the various participating partners were consolidated in one single deliberation by the
Regional Giunta, which provided guidelines to the provinces for the selection of initiatives to be
included in each PISL.

The preparation of the PISL was supported by capacity-building activities for the provinces, the
municipalities and the other actors involved. For example: the organisation of workshops;
consultancy-style activity carried out by the officials responsible for the Objective 2 measures within
the regional administration and by provincial officials; the setting up of an ad hoc support structure to
act as a reference point for the municipalities in the design of projects (Nucleo Keynes); and ongoing
assistance for the coordinators of PISLs (in the provinces) and for individual projects.

Fourteen PISL proposals were submitted to the Managing Authority and assessed by the regional
Evaluation Unit (advised on environmental issues by the regional Environmental Authority), of which
ten were approved, one per province. Various studies have been carried out on the PISL, particularly
on their procedural aspects, both in itinere and ex post — e.g. CLES, 2004 and 2005; Profeti, 2006;
Crescini and Carnevali, 2009 — underlining the successful nature of the local-level concertation
procedures undertaken to define the content of each provincial PISL, the effectiveness of the selection
procedures in terms of ensuring coherence with the goals of the SPD, and the learning amongst the
local authorities (e.g. in the areas of project design, monitoring and project appraisal).

Source: own elaboration (also previously in Polverari, 2004).

The PISL have led to a considerable degree of learning (Profeti, 2006b) and even
empowerment of the provincial authorities vis-a-vis their respective territories. In the
1997-99 programme, the provincial authorities had a much less substantial role in the
framework of the so-called ‘park of projects’, which was essentially a mechanism to
accelerate expenditure and for which the provincial authorities were simply a
‘passacarte’ (rubber stamp): they invited local partners (mainly local authorities) to
submit project proposals, which they then passed on to the regional Managing
Authority. With the PISLs, by contrast, the provincial authorities became the key

operators in the process of concertation with the local authorities and stakeholders
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regarding the projects to be included in each PISL, and the key decision-makers on

the identification of the projects to include in these integrated projects packages.'*

An example provided by a provincial stakeholder is illustrative of this shift. The
relationship between provincial authorities and the regional MA in the 1994-96 and

1997-99 period was often formal rather than one of substantial concertation,

in the sense that the Province was invited alongside all other stakeholders to
the large meetings in which the region fundamentally informed on its
forthcoming decisions and made available to everyone the criteria and the
analyses upon which such decisions had been developed; but for the context
itself in which the decision was communicated, one could say that the
decision-making framework was already defined... [with the PISLs, instead]
it was evident that compared to a request that was three times higher than
what the funds would allow, and knowing that in any case there would be a
selection by the regional authority, we decided to do this ourselves, to opt for
a selection by us, instead of leaving this to the regional officials. So we have
built, in total agreement with the local stakeholders, our autonomous
methodology for the assessment and selection of the projects. We have done
this going through many local concertation tables ... and this has worked
because this mechanism had a logic to it, and it worked also despite the
obvious challenges of authorities or municipalities that had been left out
[code omitted to prevent identification].

This empowerment of the provincial authorities, and their learning through the
PISLs, has arguably assisted, if not enabled, their role in the PASL, not least by
asserting their status as reference points for local municipalities and other partners.
However, it should be noted that the experience of the PISL is not being continued in
the current ERDF programme, a consequence of the new thematic orientation of the
programme (largely concentrated on R&D&I activities) (TOS6).'*® This may also

have accountability consequences, given the unclear evolution of the PASL, and it

' This has not been without tensions: as pointed out by Profeti, some provincial authorities lamented the
excessive rigidity on the part of the Managing Authority on the interpretation of some selection criteria
(notably that of implementation-readiness, cantierabilita) and the fact that monitoring the operations was

still officially in the hands of the SPD’s measure managers (Profeti, 2006b, p. 235).

' It should be noted, nonetheless, that similar initiatives are proposed for sustainable urban development

projects coordinated by municipalities (the PIUSS, Progetti Integrati di Sviluppo Urbano Sostenibile).
According to interview evidence, the PIUSS are delivering similar learning and empowerment at
municipality level as did the PISL at the level of provincial authorities (TOS12).
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illustrates the non-permanent character of governance developments, which can

sometimes be easily reversed.

13.4.4 Project appraisal and selection

The research has not identified any substantial changes with respect to the
procedures implemented for the appraisal and selection of projects. This is certainly
linked to the continuity in the management and delivery approach adopted for the

programmes discussed above.

Nevertheless, an important consideration that needs to be pointed out, and which is
central in assessing the accountability of the processes of project selection, concerns
two characteristics of the Tuscan system that emerged in the fieldwork research: first,
that in Tuscany ‘the door is not shut on anybody’ (TOS1) (this is an Italian idiomatic
expression, la porta non la si chiude a nessuno), which means that if a project
proponent has a good project idea that fits with the programme goals (and, more
widely, beyond ECP, with the RDP and its plans and programmes), this actor will
find the regional offices very open to discussing the proposal to find the channels
through which it can be funded and how to improve it if necessary. This approach
may be partly induced by the relative political homogeneity of Tuscan society and

the related large political consistency between regional and local government. ">’

At the same time, this openness goes hand-in-hand with maximum rigour on the
correctness of procedures and on the merit of the projects, both on the side of the

administrators and, even more crucially, on the side of the politicians:

"7 As noted by an interviewee, ‘this has to do with a political specificity of Tuscany as of other regions of
the Centre of Italy. That is, with some exceptions, the local authorities are all the same colour, the
Assessori all know each other, and if you go into the regional offices with your Assessore and you meet the
regional official with the Assessore, your project is considered, or in any case the door is not closed on
anyone. There will be someone who is more strategic than you, but the fact that there is this large political
family also helps the informal procedures of governance on what is to be funded as local development.
There is no doubt about this’ (TOS1).
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That a door is not closed on anyone is true everywhere. What | find in
Tuscany, compared to other regions, is that there is an extremely strong
rigidity on merit. On this there is no flexibility. That is, the door is opened to
everyone, but provided that what is proposed is a real need, first of all, and
added to this they have this idea of the importance of the technical aspects —
that the project is well designed, that there is co-financing, that the procedure
is all in order ... This is a response that stems from the politician, from the
politician downwards. This is to say that if one goes to the politician, the
response is ‘yes, but on the condition that’. It starts with the politician and
this makes it easier for the dirigenti ... There is a political awareness ... | was
in Viaraggio on 8 July and the message of the Assessore was that ‘you all
want money, so stop to pressurising us because the commission [that
appraises projects] works technically and makes comparisons, and whoever
has the best project goes forward’ ... Having talked with the municipalities,
they do not think to go ahead in any other way: they hope to have defined a
good project. This is the main difference, and this mentality falls down
(TOS11).

This shows that the scope and extent of political influence on decision-making on

project selection appears on the whole rather limited (which is no different from the

past).

13.4.5 Information and transparency

One further element to consider when assessing the changing accountability of
Tuscan regional development policy relates to the changing weight attached to
information activities carried out for the programmes. Three recent trends can be
noted in the transition from the 2000-06 and 2007-13 programme periods: first, the
subsuming of the programme’s website under the institutional website of the regional
authority; second, the re-adoption of a programme complement (even though this is
no longer required by the Structural Funds regulations) and, even more importantly,
the publicity given to this document through the website; and, lastly, a change in the
approach to publicity and communication, particularly through the ring-fencing of a
portion of the current OP’s communication budget for activities carried out directly

by the associations of local authorities.

The most significant development with regard to the information activities carried

out on the regional development programme took place in 2000-06 when, in
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compliance with the then information and publicity regulation (EC Regulation
1159/2000), the SPD implemented a range of information and publicity activities that
included a dedicated website. This was a very effective information tool for all those
involved in the programme, as it had, amongst other features: tailored sections for
firms, public authorities and other actors; a section on programme management,
which included all the relevant documentation on the programme’s implementation
(including the SPD and PC texts, the minutes of Monitoring Committee meetings,
evaluation reports, Annual Implementation Reports etc.); and relevant information on
open calls for tenders (while also maintaining the information on the closed call for
tenders, guaranteeing maximum transparency). Virtually any information on the
programme, not just information on the application process, could be found on the
programme’s website, so the site represented a fundamental improvement in terms of
accountability to the public. Even though arguably the same information would have
been available on request previously, the fact that this information was made
available via a publicly-accessible website represented a step change, as it allowed
direct, unmediated and universal access (without the need to request information

from the officials working in the programme secretariat).

In the current period, a general reorganisation of the region’s institutional website
has meant that the webpages on the 2007-13 programme have been subsumed within
this website, and this initially led to some teething problems, for example in terms of
the rigidity of the structure provided to suit the information needs of the programme
(TOS1; TOS5; TOSI12). Nonetheless, at present a sub-section of the region’s
institutional site provides broadly the same information on the new programme as
was previously provided by the former, programme-dedicated site, in a clear and
comprehensive manner, thus continuing to fulfil the accountability function

mentioned above.

A more significant recent development, which testifies to the weight attached to
transparency in Tuscany, relates to the re-adoption of a programme complement (re-

named °‘DAR’, Documento Attuativo Regionale, Regional Implementation
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1
Document)."*®

Also an innovation of the 2000-06 Structural Funds regulations, the
programme complement was an instrument that described in detail all the procedures
for programme implementation and delivery, including project selection criteria and
procedures. The current regulations no longer require this document, but many
Italian regions have re-adopted it, as it is considered a useful tool that clarifies and
consolidates procedures that often involve a plurality of offices and actors. Not all
Managing Authorities who have drafted these documents have made them available
to the public; significantly, the Tuscan Managing Authority has done so. As observed
by an external interviewee, this is ‘an indicator that for 2007-13 absolutely uncovers
the commitment of Region Tuscany to information and transparency’ (TOS1)."”’
This function of transparency and clarity appears even more significant if one
considers that the document includes financial tables for the programme with
disaggregation at the level of the individual measures'® (whereas the programme
documents are currently only required to provide an indication of financial
allocations at priority level) and that every approved version of this document is
made available to the public (amounting to ten different versions so far). The DAR is
by definition an evolving document that is adapted on an ongoing basis as a
consequence of the reprogramming needs that may occur (e.g. following events such
as the economic crisis or the low absorption capacity of individual measures).

Making all versions available to the public means that anyone can track the evolution

of the programme and its allocative decisions over time.

Lastly, the ring-fencing of part of the communication and publicity budget for the
activities carried out directly by the associations of the local authorities (UPI, ANCI

and UNCEM) is intended to enable the identification of communication tools closer

"*¥ It is approved by the Regional Giunta.

1% < Amongst the regions, there is a tendency to re-approve the PC under different clothes because it is a
programming tool. Not all regions do this, but even amongst the regions that have such documents, they do
not make it available to the citizen online, and none of them would aspire to produce such a detailed
document as the Tuscan DAR. In the DAR, one has a document that, like the old PC (which, however, was
obliged to do so), still identifies the individual responsible for a procedure, their telephone number, and the
timetable for the tenders’ (TOS1).

'% With just a terminological change: what was previously a ‘measure’ is now called an ‘activity’, and what

was previously a sub-measure or action is now called an ‘intervention line’.
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to the territory of reference, and thus make them better targeted and more responsive
(TOSS). This is another indication of the more general commitment of the regional
authority to a territorialisation of policy-making and implementation, in line with

other developments discussed in this review of changes (notably the PASL).

13.5 Conclusions: devolution’s impact on the accountability of
Tuscan European cohesion policy

The case study research has highlighted that, following the devolution reforms

introduced in the late 1990s and early 2000s, there has been a considerable degree of

change in the overall Tuscan governance, and some important (although not

revolutionary) changes have been introduced to the management and implementation

of ECP.
As illustrated in Section 13.2, the overall changes in Tuscan governance include:

e the strengthening of the Tuscan Executive (the so-called Giunta) vis-a-vis the
parliamentary assembly (Council), though in a framework in which the role
of political minorities is explicitly acknowledged and protected by the newly

approved statute;

e the strengthening of the President of the Giunta vis-a-vis this body’s other
members, through the President’s capacity to appoint and recall the individual

AsSessori;

e the increasing prominence of the top technocratic level, the so-called

Comitato Tecnico di Programmazione;

e the refinement of a new programming framework which is cross-sectoral,
longer-term, operational and set to become territorialised (with an increased

role acknowledged to the provincial authorities);

e an increased emphasis on monitoring and ex ante evaluation as routine and

integrated activities for all regional plans and programmes;
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e the institutionalisation and widening of concertative procedures; and

e experimentation with participatory governance through the introduction of a
monocratic Regional Participation Authority for participation and the piloting

of deliberative democracy at both regional and sub-regional level.

The period observed also witnessed a number of changes in the approach to
managing and implementing ECP. For the most part, these changes were not
systemic, but instead operational, having occurred in a framework of substantial
continuity with the pre-devolution experience of implementing ECP, most notably
the choice to continue to manage the programme through the ordinary regional
administration and to assign responsibility for this to a dedicated unit in the DG for
economic development. The only, but crucial, systemic change is represented by
subsuming the ERDF programme within the broader hierarchy of regional
programming documents, linking it explicitly to the Regional Development Plan for
which the ERDF OP has now essentially become a funding source. On the other
hand, various operational changes were identified, particularly in the transition from
the 2000-06 to the current programme period. One of these changes relates to the
pre-identification of some key strategic projects in the programme document (linked
to the above systemic change). Operational changes were also detected in evaluation,
including: the introduction of a new, more selective and targeted approach to
evaluation; the provision, through the new ‘unitary regional policy’ evaluation plan,
for an ex post evaluation for this policy (which includes the ECP programme); and
the decision not to re-appoint an evaluation steering group (for the ECP programme).
Further operational changes have entailed a shift in the role assigned to the provincial
authorities, and progressively greater attention paid to communication and publicity
(a development initially driven by the EU requirements, but subsequently part of the
Managing Authority’s own ethos, as testified by the visibility given to the OP’s
‘regional implementation document’ (DAR) and by ring-fencing of part of the

communication budget for associations of local authorities).

Have these changes impacted on the policy’s accountability? The assessment of the

impact of the devolution reforms on the accountability of ECP entails returning to the
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dependent variables outlined in the analytical framework (Sub-section 8.2.1) and
appraising the relative weight of the different causes of the changes observed. These

two sets of factors are addressed in the Sub-sections to follow.

13.5.1 The impact of devolution on the different accountability types

Neither the changes observed in the management and implementation of ECP nor the
broader changes detected in the overall Tuscan governance and programming

framework have had clear-cut consequences for the accountability of the policy.

Starting with the first classification of accountability provided in Sub-section 8.2.1,
which is based on the subjects of the accountability relationship — political,
administrative and participative accountability — the research highlights that political
accountability, in the double meaning of ministerial and democratic accountability,
has changed considerably. Whereas prior to the reforms the fulcrum of political
direction was the Council, this fulcrum is now represented by the leader of the
executive who is less dependent both on the Council and the other members of
Cabinet, on account of the popular endorsement obtained via direct election (based
on a government programme that is bound to remain largely unaltered following the
Council’s appraisal). At the same time, with respect to administrative accountability,
a strengthening of the top technocratic level was observed via the consolidation of
the CTP. In tandem with the loss of weight of the Assessori — who are now a team for
the implementation of the President’s vision — a gain in importance can therefore also

be noted for the top administrators.

This strengthening of the role of the President of the Regional Giunta increases the
clarity of political accountability lines vis-a-vis the electorate by enhancing
transparency on the Regional Government’s choices (linked to the electoral
programme) and by reducing the post-electoral mediations between political parties
and the different currents within them, which were typical of the parliamentary
system in place before the reforms (Musella, 2009). For the electorate, the choices

being taken are now clearer as is the identity of the actor who is ultimately
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responsible for them. However, this same concentration of power in the hands of the
President poses threats to accountability in relation to the dialogue stage of this
important function, a consequence of both the reduced role of the Council to imprint
political direction and the potentially greater difficulty for stakeholders to access the
one key actor in the system (following the reduction from the plurality that had

dominated hitherto).

Nevertheless, these considerations stemming from this concentration of power in the
hands of a single leader (also found in other Italian regions, see Musella, 2009) must
be read in conjunction with a number of caveats that are specific to the Tuscan
system, and which temper the importance of this development: first of all, the well-
established concertative tradition that has underpinned the Tuscan regional
authority’s modus operandi since its early days and which has been strengthened by
the reforms discussed; second, the attention paid by the political élite in being
receptive to the needs and desires of organised interests and stakeholders, as
demonstrated by the institutionalisation of concertation for all regional plans and
programmes, by the formal establishment of concertation ‘tables’, by the
commitment to subsidiarity (of which the PASL are a meaningful example) and by
the experimentation with participatory governance; third, as has been observed by
one interviewee, the governing style of the President Martini in charge during the
period covered by this research, who was not as involved in operational issues as
some of his predecessors and was thus keen to delegate policy tasks to his Ministers
and administrators (thus preserving the above-mentioned pluralism); and, lastly, the
important ‘conveyor-belt role’ played by the administrative level in interacting with
stakeholders, receiving and addressing their comments, and passing them on to the
political leaders where deemed appropriate. On the whole, therefore, it can be
concluded that political accountability has emerged as strengthened by the reforms

reviewed.

The last point on the ‘conveyor-belt role’ of the administration leads to a key
consideration that also relates to administrative accountability: both in general and
with specific respect to ECP, the evidence gathered through fieldwork suggests that

the governing politicians place great trust in the administrative officials, and
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administrative accountability is both strong and consolidated within this system.
Over time, this has been facilitated by continuity in the work of officials, whose
remits and responsibilities have by and large developed over time within a specific
field of expertise and area of work (rather than rotating every few years from one
policy to another). The changes discussed in the case study confirm that devolution
has further consolidated administrative accountability. The Tuscan administration is
now even more crucial (and relied upon) for the delivery of the government
programme as this is more complex and comprehensive than before. The Tuscan
administration is also more closely and clearly linked to the political level,
particularly through the CTP, which acts as an interface between administration and
political leadership. On the whole, therefore, administrative accountability — which
was already high prior to devolution — has emerged as further enhanced by the

changes reviewed.

Lastly, as far as participative accountability is concerned, the conclusions that can be
drawn from the case study research are more ambiguous. First of all, it is necessary
to distinguish clearly between participative accountability in the overall post-
devolution, policy-making framework and participative accountability within the
ECP programme. With regard to the first aspect, the conclusions are not clear-cut: on
the one hand, the institutionalisation and expansion of concertative procedures point
to a strengthening of the dialogue with stakeholders, but, on the other hand, the
existence of a programming framework that is subservient to the government
programme and the increasingly operational nature of the Regional Development

Plan raise questions about the potential impact of such dialogue.

Considering the current ECP (ERDF) programme specifically, the research
highlighted that the dialogue with partners, which is required by both the regional
programming legislation and the EU regulations, has not led to any fundamental
reshaping of the strategies adopted. The programme was largely written internally by
the administration, based on the government programme and the EU reference
documents. Rather than affecting the content of the programme, the concertation
procedures put in place have provided an opportunity for partners to come forward

with observations and to receive an explanation of why these could not be taken on
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board (although this may, of course, inform the design of future policies by the
Regional Government). Thus, it is fair to conclude that notwithstanding the marked
concertative approach that characterises Tuscan policy-making (including in the field
of ECP), the final decisions on policy goals and resource allocation within the ECP
programme have been firmly in the hands of the Regional Government, represented
by the programme Managing Authority. In 2007-13, this appears to have been more
the case than in the past, and not just with respect to stakeholders, as discussed
above, but also regarding the influence exerted on the programme content by the
European Commission (whereby, the programme text remained virtually untouched,
despite some very difficult and tense negotiation meetings) (TOS6). This
demonstrates that, even with a strong concertative culture, the Tuscan ECP
implementation framework does not present the problem of ‘many hands’ denounced
by Bovens (2007).'®" Accordingly, a key conclusion of the case study research is
that, with regard to the ECP programme specifically, participative accountability has
weakened following devolution. However, this assessment could be misleading if not
considered in conjunction with the wider developments in the broader Tuscan
programming framework, which currently provides the basis for the ERDF
programme (now subsumed under the Regional Development Plan). Since this
informs the ECP programme, the key question is whether local stakeholders have the
scope and capacity to influence decision-making over such a domestic policy
framework. The research conducted does not allow definitive conclusions on this,
however, and further research would be warranted for a thorough appreciation of this

aspect.

In summary, from the perspective of the first classification of accountability types
prospected in the analytical framework — based on the distinction between political,
administrative and participative accountability — a key conclusion of the research is

that devolution has strengthened political accountability and further consolidated

" This is not to say that the decision-making system is rigid: the concertation procedures and the

traditional openness of the Regional Government and administration to stakeholders (through informal
contacts as much as through formal concertation) mean that adjustments to the policy and its measures do
take place, but only when deemed relevant by the regional coordinating office and in line with the RDP.
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administrative accountability. This is valid for the ECP programme specifically and
even more so for the wider Tuscan programming framework. However, devolution
has also led to a weakening of participative accountability within the ECP
programme, a weakening that is compensated only in part by the evolution of
participative accountability in the wider programming framework, within which the

case study research uncovered contrasting trends.

Turning to the second classification of accountability presented in Sub-section 8.2.1
— relating to the object of accountability (i.e. financial, procedural, outcome and
performance accountability) — the Tuscan case study suggests that, both in general
terms and with respect to ECP more specifically, the current focus is predominantly
on financial, procedural and outcome accountability (excluding impacts). In ECP,
these types of accountability were already high even prior to devolution; following
devolution, and facilitated by the new programming framework, they have been
enhanced across the board. This is particularly true for outcome accountability,
which was weaker than the other two types of accountability prior to devolution, but
which is now a key feature of the Tuscan policy framework (primarily due to the
introduction of strategic monitoring and ex ante evaluation for all plans and

programmes, a fundamental change compared to the pre-devolution period).'®

Overall, the Tuscan governance system — as it has been run thus far - is very
committed to delivering efficiency in the use of resources (financial accountability),
administrative efficiency (procedural accountability), tracking the outputs and results
of policy-making (outcome accountability), and developing a strong information
base that can be used by policy-makers to inform policy choices. All of these types
of accountability are well consolidated and have been strengthened with the 1999
and 2004 programming laws. Further, as the pool of information is made available to

the public via the regional authority’s website (and IRPET’s, for the works that it

' In addition, the annual economic financial and programming documents (EFPD) include a statistical

annex with a wide range of data on the Tuscan demography, socio-economic system (e.g. data on R&D,
internationalisation, employment in the industrial districts, tourism, rural economy etc.), services,
transportation and accessibility, housing, education and so forth, whilst a wide range of sectoral analyses
and studies are carried out on specific policies by IRPET.
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carries out), there is maximum transparency over these features. However, it should
also be noted that policy evaluation in the overall Tuscan governance system seems
to have been understood so far as exclusively ex ante, with no comprehensive
attempts (as yet) at evaluating impacts e€X post and whether the goals set have
actually been achieved.'® The changes introduced to the wider Tuscan programming
framework have thus not extended to performance accountability. This is also true
for ECP, where emphasis to date has been placed particularly on financial,
procedural and outcome accountability (excluding impacts). In fact, despite an
ambitious start in the 1994-99 period (when an ex post evaluation of the 1994-96
Objective 2 programme was carried out), the evaluation of subsequent ERDF
programmes focused mostly on procedural/operational issues and on interpreting
output/results monitoring data, rather than on genuine ex post impact assessment.
Arguably, this was due to European regulatory implementation and evaluation
requirements that substantially incentivised financial and procedural accountability
and placed the onus of ex post evaluation with the European Commission. It should
be recalled, however, that for the current period the evaluation plan of the ‘unitary
regional policy’ includes a phase of ex post evaluation of the results achieved (on
themes and evaluative questions to be defined). This may mean that, prospectively,
performance accountability may also become embedded in the ECP evaluation

framework, but this will have to be assessed in due time (Regione Toscana, 2008b).

In summary, the main changes observed with regard to the second classification of
accountability that was proposed in the analytical framework — based on its ‘object’
(i.e. financial, procedural, outcome and performance accountability) — is the
strengthening of financial, procedural and, especially, outcome accountability across
the board, i.e. in the wider Tuscan programming framework. The types of
accountabilities required from the ECP programme have remained largely unaffected

by devolution, not least because financial, procedural and outcome accountability

19 A full assessment of this would necessitate more thorough analysis, conducted on a policy-by-policy

basis, i.e. beyond the analysis of the regulatory provisions of Regional Regulation 2006 no. 51/R and
notwithstanding the impact that the new evaluation provisions for the unitary regional policy might have on
the Tuscan RDP more generally.
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were already relatively high. In future, performance accountability may also be
introduced within the ECP programme (and other parts of the RDP, those co-
financed by the domestic strand of regional policy), but this would be part of a wider

national trend in this field, rather than as a result of devolution.

Returning to the conceptualisation of accountability at the stages of dialogue,
information and rectification, the case study research highlights that, whilst some of
the developments in the way the ERDF programme is managed and implemented
reinforce the information stage of accountability (especially the DAR and the
communication measures implemented to inform the public), others — such as the
ousting of partners from the programme evaluation steering group, the naming of
strategic projects in the programme document, the subsuming of the programme
under the broader programming framework and perhaps even the changing role of
the provincial authorities — have less clear-cut, and potentially even negative,
consequences on the dialogue stage. As far as the ECP programme is concerned, a
conclusion of the case study research is that the information stage of accountability
has been strengthened, whilst those of participation and rectification have been
weakened. If one considers the broader Tuscan policy-making and programming
system, however, the impact of the reforms introduced post-devolution to the

dialogue stage are less clear cut, as already observed.

As far as the rectification stage is concerned, the time of the election is, even more
than in past, the key rectification juncture. The new electoral system brings the
decisions on government policies forward to the electoral campaign, and it is
primarily at this moment that stakeholders can inform policy choices. The
misalignment between the government mandate and ECP programme period may
thus present difficulties in future if, for instance, the Regional Government changes
during the ECP programme period.'®* Nevertheless, smaller-scale rectifications — for

instance in terms of better targeting of measures (e.g. with respect to project

'%* This would be similar to the effect that the change of government at national level has had on the 2007-

13 National Strategic Document (see Polverari, 2009 and 2010).
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eligibility and selection criteria) or shifts in resource attributions between one
measure and another — continue to take place, but largely within a framework of
established priorities. A synthetic review of the implications of the changes discussed
to the three stages of dialogue, information and rectification is presented in Table 15
at the end of this chapter, but an overriding conclusion of the case study is that,
considering the ECP programme specifically, the changes reviewed in the case study

have weakened the dialogue (especially) and rectification stages of accountability.

13.5.2 Devolution a fundamental factor, but not the only one

The devolution reforms introduced have been fundamental and, arguably, the main
factor leading to the changes observed in Tuscan governance overall and in
determining a new positioning of the ERDF programme within the broader Tuscan
programming framework. In particular, the changed electoral law and direct election
of the President of the region, as well as the attribution of more competences to the
regional authority, have determined the revision of the existing programming
framework, which is now both more comprehensive and more operational. However,
it should be acknowledged that other factors — both domestic (endogenous to
Tuscany or of national level) and external — have also impacted on the operation of

ECP in this region.

The most significant of all, and a factor that has conditioned the impact of
devolution, is represented by the longer-term cultural, political and administrative
legacy of more than four decades of operation of the regional authority (aspects of
which date back to pre-unitary Italy and the times of the Grand-Duchy of Tuscany).
It includes: the pre-existing administrative tradition, political culture, economic
fabric and territorial settlements, and a context of political and administrative
stability and continuity that have determined the emergence and consolidation of a
concertative programming culture; the desire for emancipation from the central state
due to the national solidarity pact, which led to the development of attention on
efficiency and monitoring of public spending; and a more general outward

orientation and openness amongst the Tuscan governors and society at large to
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stimuli from external environments (not just from the process of EU integration and
European policies, but also from the US, as has been seen). All of these factors have

proven favourable to institutional innovation.

A further development, which relates specifically to the post-devolution period, has
been the introduction nationally, in 2007, of the “unitary regional policy’, which has
merged domestic regional policy implemented through the national FAS (Fund for
Underutilised Areas) and ECP. This has had repercussions for the implementation of
ECP in Tuscany (regarding the evaluation plan, for instance), but this can be
considered quite marginal. However, it has had important implications for the overall
Tuscan programming for regional development, in particular increasing transparency
in the use of domestic regional development resources (notwithstanding the

uncertainty currently faced by this framework, as has already been noted).

Further causal factors have originated from the European regulatory framework,
which appears to have consolidated an understanding of policy-making and
reinforced changes that were already underway in Tuscany. From a long-term
perspective, they have included: the multi-annual programming approach, which
matched well with the pre-existing domestic programming culture and reinforced it;
the partnership approach, which was also consistent with and reinforced the pre-
existing Tuscan concertative approach; and the monitoring and evaluation rules of
ECP, which were new to Tuscany and had a significant spillover effect on Tuscan
domestic arrangements. From a short-term perspective, looking specifically at the
post-devolution period, further important causal factors related to: the publicity and
communication rules introduced at the outset of the 2000-06 period (which had a
strong impact on the communication activities carried out by the Managing
Authority, e.g. creation of a website for the 2000-06 programme); the restriction of
the scope of eligible activities (which impacted on the suppression of the PISL and
the introduction of the PIUSS); and, most important of all, the suppression of the
area designation requirement entailed in the transition from Objective 2 to the
Regional Competiveness and Employment Objective, and the introduction of the
Lisbon earmarking, both of which had a considerable impact on the territorial and

thematic focus of the programme.
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A further development that has impacted on the transparency and information
activities carried out by the Managing Authority (and the regional authority more
generally) is represented by the progress made with communication and information
technologies. These have had a marked effect on the dissemination of programme
documentation, for instance (via the website rather than through printed

documentation).

In conclusion, devolution has been a fundamental factor for the changes discussed in
previous sections, and for the ensuing effects on different types of accountability, but
it has not been the only cause of the changes observed and their impact on

accountability.

13.5.3 Concluding case study assessment

The above considerations lead to the following concluding assessment of the
changing accountability of Tuscan ECP, and, more generally, of Tuscan governance
arrangements as a result of devolution. The first conclusion is that devolution has had
and continues to have a fundamental impact on the overall Tuscan Government,
governance and policy-making, and their accountability. In comparison, the changes
that the constitutional reforms of 1999 and 2001 made to the management and
implementation of ECP have been marginal, except with respect to the crucial aspect
of the new positioning of the ERDF programme within the Tuscan policy framework,
which links the accountability of the ERDF programme much more closely to that of

the wider programming framework of the regional authority.

Starting with the classification of accountability based on the ‘subjects’ of the
accountability relationship, which was discussed in Sub-section 8.2.1, a key
overriding conclusion of the case study is that political accountability has been
strengthened by devolution, administrative accountability has consolidated, and
participative accountability has changed, but in a manner that cannot be read in a
clear-cut way. Political accountability emerges as strengthened, because the new

government and electoral system enhance transparency on the Regional
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Government’s choices (linked to the electoral programme) and have reduced the
scope for post-electoral mediations between political parties and factions within
parties. At the same time, the noted concentration of power in the hands of what has
been defined as the ‘monocratic leader’ (Musella, 2009) and the strengthening of the
executive branch vis-a-vis the legislation implemented by the new government and
electoral systems are tempered by a continued pluralism and openness of the
Regional Government, due largely to the strengthened concertative procedures
introduced. Administrative accountability was already strong prior to devolution, but
it has been consolidated further because of an increasing reliance by the Governor
and the Regional Executive on an efficient administrative apparatus to drive the
government agenda forward, required by the more comprehensive and technical
nature of the post-devolution programming framework. The emergence of a small
group of top-level civil servants who respond directly to the region’s President, the
so-called Technical Programming Committee, has also contributed to strengthening
administrative accountability, as it creates a direct communication and control
channel, at the very apex, between government and administration. The strengthened
concertation procedures have also contributed to enhance participative
accountability, and other innovations introduced post-devolution may further
enhance this type of accountability (notably the procedures introduced by
participation law, but they are still at a pilot stage). At the same time, however, the
close link between the RDP and the government programme (basically the electoral
manifesto of the winning President and his/her supporting coalition) reduces the
potential to affect the overarching government choices in between electoral

mandates.

Considering the evolution of the ECP (ERDF) programme specifically, the key
conclusion from the case study is that, given the subsuming of the ERDF OP under
the wider Regional Development Plan, accountability now needs to be assessed at
this level. As has been noted, the 2007-13 programme period has entailed a reduction
in the role of partners and stakeholders within the programme (e.g. because of their
more limited impact in the design of the programme, now a funding instrument of the
RDP, and because of the suppression of the evaluation steering group). Nevertheless,

the reduced influential capacity of stakeholders and partners in the policy process
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within ECP may be compensated by an increased involvement upstream, in the
definition of the broader policy framework within which ECP now operates (notably
the RDP and the Regional Economic Development Programme), but whether this is
actually the case will have to be tested further, given the contrasting trends
uncovered by the present research. For the rest — and excluding the developments on
the communication of the programme, which were driven by EU rules more than by
constitutional and institutional reforms — the changes introduced to the management
of the ERDF programme as a result of devolution have been marginal and, as a
consequence, accountability has been relatively unaffected (notwithstanding the
increase in political and administrative accountability already noted, which also

affects ECP).

Moving on to the second classification of accountability, based on the ‘object’ of the
accountability function, the Tuscan ECP implementation framework largely reflects
the broader Tuscan public policy framework in relating essentially to financial,
procedural and outcome accountability (excluding impacts). Financial and procedural
accountability were already consolidated features of Tuscan policy-making prior to
devolution. The reforms introduced following devolution have strengthened these
further and, most importantly, have significantly enhanced outcome accountability
(the new strategic monitoring system and ex ante evaluation arrangements). The
changes detected have not affected performance accountability and on the whole this
remains the weakest. The Tuscan arrangements for implementing ECP largely reflect
this evolution and, indeed, as far as evaluation is concerned, they anticipated it.
Further, the provision for the ex post evaluation of the ‘unitary regional policy’ may
also lead to the emergence of performance accountability in this field, but this

development would not be a consequence of devolution.

Lastly, as far as the three stages of dialogue, information and rectification are
concerned, the case study research supports the assessment that whilst some aspects
of how the ERDF programme is managed and implemented have reinforced the
information stage of accountability — especially the re-proposition of the programme
complement (DAR) — other developments, such as the ousting of partners from a

programme evaluation steering group, the naming of strategic projects in the
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programme document, subsuming the programme under the broader programming
framework, and the marginal role of the provincial authorities in the current
programme — point to a reduction of the dialogue (especially) and rectification stages

(as far as the ECP programme is concerned).

In conclusion, the main research hypothesis put forward in the introduction to this
thesis that devolution has had, and indeed continues to have, an impact on the
accountability of ECP is confirmed; but on closer inspection the analysis has
highlighted that such impact has been neither univocal (both across accountability
types and between wider governance versus ECP arrangements) nor unidirectional

(i.e. accountability has not simply ‘increased’).

Having assessed the impact of devolution on the various types of accountability that
were identified as the dependent variables of the research, two further considerations
emerging from the case study research must be mentioned. The discourse developed
above does indeed lead to the conclusion that, even in a context in which
accountability is in itself a policy objective, such as in Tuscany, there are important
challenges to be faced, notably with regard to public engagement and inclusivity.
The anecdote of the 2007-13 evaluation steering group clearly highlights that, for
accountability to be fulfilled, there must be a genuine interest and even civic sense
amongst stakeholders. Failing this, any communication effort or any attempt to
involve stakeholders in decision-making processes is doomed to fail. The public
actor should clearly have a role in facilitating the emergence of such interest and
civic sense, but there are other, wider, contextual factors that are also fundamental
yet largely outwith the control of those in government at the regional level (such as
levels of education, changing modalities of interest aggregation, degree of
engagement — and independence — of the press, general socio-economic context, etc).
The issues of inclusivity and representativeness may also be problematic, as a well-
established and functioning concertation system, such as the Tuscan one, may tend to
self-preserve rather than evolve, for instance by placing more or less explicit barriers
to new entrants (something that the pilot participatory experiences are probably

meant to overcome).
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A final point, which applies to accountability as much as to other areas of policy-
making and implementation, relates to the reversibility of the achievements made.
The experience of implementing ECP in southern parts of Italy has highlighted that
this is a key problem, particularly in circumstances of failing or retrenching political
buy-in. Past studies on ECP have demonstrated that the political drive in Tuscany has
been fundamental to the achievements made in the field of ECP implementation
(Fargion, 2006). It remains to be seen whether this will continue to be the case in
future. It will be in this spirit, therefore, that further evolutions in the implementation
of ECP in Tuscany, and of the broader Tuscan programming framework, will have to

be observed in forthcoming years.
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Table 15: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications

Main Changes

Accountability implications

Dialogue

Information

Rectification

Notes

TUSCAN GOVERNANCE

Strengthening of government
programme: direct legitimisation, no
Assessori mediation

- Key dialogue moved to the
pre-electoral stage

+ Clear-cut ownership on
policy (for future elections)
- diminished  potential
influence between elections

Strengthening of top-level administrators
who respond to the President (CTP)

Increased  operational  character  of
Regional Development Plan

- Technicality  involved
strengthens administration -
Informs content of ERDF OP
(limiting _impact _of OP

concertation)

In the past, this document
was already made available to
the public through the
website

Territorialisation of Regional
Development Plan (PASL) and related
stratification of concertation activities

+ Improves dialogue by
increasing representativeness
and by multiplying discussion
fora (increased plurality)

+ Closeness to the territory
increases informal
communication opportunities

+ Periodic revisions offer
opportunities for rectification
(but impact limited by low
operative character)

Strategic monitoring (and related
reporting to the Council and publicity
arrangements)

+ Strengthens accountability
vis-a-vis the Council

+ More transparency on
government action and
performance (but
hampered by technicality)

Introduction of ex ante evaluation for
all plans and programmes

+ Low impact through
concertative approach

Codification of concertation | + Strengthening of dialogue | = = Risk of barriers to new

procedures by institutionalisation entrants

Extension of types of actors involved in | + Strengthening of dialogue | = =

concertation activities by increased plurality

Experimentation  with  participatory | +? Possible increase in | +? Should increase | = Effectiveness of  these

governance dialogue (but yet to be seen) communication on  key procedures and
themes representativeness of

participants to be assessed

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation. + indicates enhanced;
potential increase/decrease. Most important changes/effects are indicated in bold.
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Table 15: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications (Continued)

Main Changes

Accountability implications

Dialogue

Information

Rectification

Notes

New positioning of ERDF OP in hierarchy
of regional programming documents

Dialogue still substantial but
stronger direction by MA

- ECP OP constrained by
wider policy framework

Scope for smaller adjustments
informed by stakeholders.

Unclear evolution of role of provincial | ?: 2000-06 empowerment, no | N.A N.A. Compensated by PASL?
authorities role in 2007-13

Programme design: = =

(i) naming of few strategic projects - Stronger direction from MA

(i1) OP integrated into RDP - Stronger direction by MA = = Scope for stakeholders to

inform smaller adjustments.

a Evaluation: - No participation in SG = but from an already high | =
9 (i) selective, driven by MA (no SG) baseline.
(i1) unitary evaluation plan +? EP foresees stakeholders’ | + Evaluation of domestic | =
participation but with | regional policy also carried
procedures to be defined out and made public.
Communication/publicity:
(i) programme website reorganised within | = = (despite initial negative | = Qualitative jump already in
regional institutional website perception) 2000-06
(i)  re-proposition of programme | = + formidable transparency, | =
complement (DAR) strong commitment to this
(iii) Ring-fencing of communication | + increased dialogue on | +? more targeted | =
budget for associations of local authorities | communication strategy communication
Alignment of domestic regional policy | = + increased transparency on | =
- to ECP procedures FAS
<Z( S Loss of political buy-in (national for | = = = ECP less strategic for
om regional policy) politicians than in mid-1990s
|<T: [a) (Di Quirico, 2006)
pd Press and low public interest N.A. N.A. N.A. Is regional/local press more

engaged?

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation. + indicates enhanced; =

potential increase/decrease. Most important changes/effects are indicated in bold.
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14. CASE STUDY 2: SCOTLAND

14.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a narrative of the Scottish case study and summarises the main
results of the empirical investigation carried out on the impact of devolution on the
accountability of ECP implementation in Scotland. The case study has been carried
out in line with the analytical framework outlined in Chapter 7, and the analysis

proceeds as follows.

First, Section 14.2 present a review of the main changes to Scottish institutional and
government arrangements occurring as a result of the devolution reforms, describing
new institutional arrangements put in place in Scotland following devolution and the

extent to which they break with the past.

Second, after a historical excursus on the evolution of ECP support in Scotland
(Section 14.3), Section 14.4 discusses the impact of the devolution reforms on ECP
management and delivery, presenting the key ‘systemic’ (Sub-section 14.4.1) and
organisational, management and delivery (Sub-section 14.4.2) changes introduced to
ECP following devolution. To isolate the impact of devolution from other factors
(such as the change in the European regulatory framework and domestic
developments other than devolution), the review focuses explicitly on the factors

underpinning the changes (and their relative weight).

Third, having reviewed the main changes introduced in post-devolution Scottish
governance and ECP implementation, and having considered the extent to which
they are attributable to devolution, the case study concludes by assessing the impact
of devolution on the accountability of ECP in Scotland (Section 14.5). This
assessment is carried out in accordance with the approach outlined in the analytical
framework, notably considering the main changes with respect to: (i) the subjects of
the accountability relationship, i.e. who were/are the key decision-makers and
decision-takers, and how the relationship between these two types of groups has
evolved in the period observed; (ii) the content of the accountability relationship, i.e.

the changes regarding the ability of decision-takers to inform decision-makers’
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choices (dialogue), the degree to which decision-takers are informed on the policy
(information), and the capacity of decision-takers to express dissent and obtain
rectification of decision-makers’ choices (rectification); (iii) the enforcement tools
available to ensure that any corrective action required is implemented and that
sanctions are enforced for inappropriate action; and, lastly, (iv) the object of
accountability, i.e. whether accountability relates to inputs, procedures or outcomes
or performance and how this has changed following devolution. As anticipated in
Sub-section 8.2.1, the following classifications of accountability will be utilised in
this final analysis: between political, administrative and participative accountability
(based on the subjects of the accountability relationships), and financial, procedural,
outcome and performance accountability (based on the objects of the accountability

relationships).

14.2 Changes in Scottish governance following devolution

Looking at the effects of devolution on Scottish governance requires separating out
two phases of the period from 1999 to date: first, an initial stage of creation and
consolidation of the devolved institutions, from the inauguration of the Scottish
Parliament of July 1999 to the most recent election of 3 May 2007 (corresponding
with Sessions 1 and 2 of the Scottish Parliament); and, second, the period from this
last election to date, characterised by political change, with an SNP minority

government.

The devolution reforms discussed in Chapter 11 introduced a substantial makeover of
policy-making at the meso-level — entailing, with the entrance of a new actor (the
Scottish Parliament) into the scene, an entirely reconfigured institutional architecture
(summarised in Figure 6 below) — and, as a consequence, the accountability relations
have been modified between the executive and the legislature, between the executive

and the civil service, and between Scottish institutions and the electorate.
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Figure 6: Post-devolution Scottish governance framework and accountability relations
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First, in becoming responsible for policy in devolved matters, the Scottish
Executive/Government has emerged as more dominant in the Scottish political
panorama than the Scottish Office had been hitherto. Its Ministers are more
accessible; it has greater visibility, for instance in the Scottish press; and it is subject
to clear and reinforced scrutiny from the legislature, given the existence of a Scottish

Parliament dedicated exclusively to Scottish matters.

The number of Ministers dealing with Scottish policies increased significantly after
devolution, from the five that operated under the Secretary of State for Scotland
during the time of the Scottish Office, to about twenty, between Cabinet and Deputy
Ministers, immediately after devolution. The first Cabinet, formed by Donald Dewar
in July 1999, for instance, included ten Ministers,'®> supported by eleven Deputy
Ministers.'®® The current Government, led by Alex Salmond, numbers fifteen
between Cabinet Secretaries and Ministers. The exact numbers and remits of Cabinet
and Junior Ministers has changed under subsequent governments, but the overall
number has in any case been considerably higher than the five operating under the
Scottish Office.'®” Since devolution, Scottish Ministers have come to acquire more
circumscribed and specific remits; they are based in Scotland and, unlike their
predecessors, their primary career ambitions are for the most part in Scotland, which
affects the focus of their action. These factors make Ministers both better informed,
as well as more engaged than their previous counterparts. Fundamentally, moreover,
the Scottish Government now responds to the Scottish electorate through the
intermediation of the Scottish Parliament; previously, the Secretary of State for

Scotland and the Ministers assisting him responded to Westminster.

The relations between Scottish Ministers and civil servants have also changed,

becoming closer and more ongoing. As Keating observes, ‘Scottish civil servants

1% News Release: 1039/99, 17 May, 1999.
1% News Release: 1050/99, 18 May 1999.

"7 This is not to underplay the difference that exists between a government composed of fifteen cabinet and
junior ministers and a government of twenty. However, this is not a specific concern of of the present
analysis.
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were subject to less ministerial control, since the Ministers had such broad spans of
responsibility and were in London for much of the week’ (Keating, 2010, p. 28). As
illustrated below in Section 14.4 with respect to ECP, officials now seem to be
acutely aware of the increased scrutiny to which Ministers (and, indirectly, they
themselves) are subjected. In a sense, devolution has brought accountability relations
between executive, legislature and civil service more clearly to the surface. As noted

by one Scottish Government official:

As a civil servant, working for (at the time) the Scottish Office and then the
Scottish Executive and now the Scottish Government, accountability for me and
for my colleagues is partly about us being accountable to Ministers, but also at
the same time, us recognising that Ministers themselves are accountable to
Parliament, and since devolution of course that has manifested perhaps more
tellingly, more explicitly, because | think we are more visible. There is more
transparency because the Parliament has, if you like, a sharper focus: closer,
more familiar, want to keep an eye [on things], and I think we’re also closer to
Ministers. | think that was something which came about as a result of
devolution (SCO11).

Parliamentary scrutiny is certainly more predominant than it was before devolution
and not just because of the aforementioned ‘sharper focus’. Prior to 1999, the UK
Parliament had Parliamentary Committees that dealt exclusively with Scottish
Affairs, such as the Scottish Grand Committee, the Scottish Select Committee and
special standing committees where Scottish MPs could separately debate issues
relating to Scottish law (Bradbury, 2008). Scotland was also over-represented
relative to its population in the UK Parliament, and this contributed to keep Scottish
affairs high on the Parliament’s agenda. Nevertheless, the Scottish MPs sitting in
Westminster represented only 12 percent of the seats (Keating, 2010). The current
system of committees of the Scottish Parliament ensures a greater scrutiny of
government and officials (Kirkpatrick and Pyper, 2001; McGarvey, 2008). As will be
seen in detail, ECP in particular has been the subject of targeted and competent
Parliamentary inquiry on more than one occasion since 1999, especially at the
formative stages of policy, before the start of each programming cycle (e.g. in 1999

and 2006).

A further development that has emerged following devolution, but one which is also

in line with the more general public sector reform agenda pursued in the same period
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by New Labour, is the increased governmental emphasis on the monitoring of
spending and value-for-money.'®® As observed by Keating and McEwen (2005, p.
416), financing through ‘block funding rather than hypothecated grants, allowing
devolved governments to determine their own policy priorities ... requires that they
have the analytic capacities to know what their money is doing and how it might be
made to work better’. This is witnessed by investments in analytic capacities — such
as the work of the Scottish Executive’s Office of the Chief Economic Adviser, and
the biannual Scottish Economic Reports — but is also reflected in tighter control and
monitoring of the activity of government agencies and local authorities, as discussed

below.

The new framework has also had an impact on local authorities and the development
agencies, in particular those for economic development, i.e. Scottish Enterprise and
Highlands and Island Enterprise (HIE), both of which have been and continue to be
key beneficiaries of ERDF support in Scotland (and whose changing role in the

programmes is discussed in Section 14.4).

Scottish Enterprise, formerly the Scottish Development Agency, and Highlands and
Islands Enterprise, formerly the Highlands and Islands Development Board, have
been in charge of the delivery of economic development in Scotland since the 1970s
(Bradbury, 2008; Lloyd and Peel, 2008; Halkier, 1992). During the time of the
Scottish Office, ‘Scotland relied heavily on development agencies to direct economic
development policy’ (Lloyd and Peel, 2008, p. 171). The Scottish Development
Agency, in particular, evolved from an original remit on the attraction of Foreign
Direct Investments (FDI) and grew to encompass a much wider range of
competencies, including entrepreneurial development, training, local economic
development, land reclamation and regeneration, becoming ‘one of the largest

regional development agencies in Europe, both in terms of organizational resources,

1% With respect to regional development policy specifically, devolution has introduced an increased

emphasis on evaluation, but this is in line with wider UK trends such as the Government emphasis on
evidence-based policy-making — embodied in the 2003 Treasury Green Book — and the changing paradigm
attached to regional policy (Polverari and Bachtler, 2004).
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comprehensiveness of remit, and geographical coverage’ (Halkier, 1992). As
underlined by Halkier (1992), scholarly views diverge over the degree of strategic
and operational autonomy that the agency has enjoyed over time, but it is
unquestionable that after devolution the scrutiny attached to the operation of the

Enterprise Network increased and its strategic autonomy decreased.

The agencies were reformed even before devolution in line with the changing
political agendas of UK Governments. For instance, the Thatcher Government re-
oriented the SDA’s mission towards a more targeted focus on business
development/entrepreneurship (Bradbury, 2008; Lloyd and Peel, 2008) — a shift
epitomised by the change of name from SDA to Scottish Enterprise, and the creation
of 22 LECs (Local Enterprise Companies) during the 1990s, 12 in Lowlands and
Uplands Scotland, under Scottish Enterprise, and 10 in the Highlands and Islands,
under HIE. This was a response to a new emphasis on endogenous development and
bottom-up policy-making. Nevertheless, the first phase of devolution marked a
revival of attempts at reform and reorganisation of the Enterprises, as part of a wider
rationalisation of the many agencies and non-statutory bodies in place. Already in
2001, the then Scottish Executive carried out a review of these bodies,
recommending the closure of 52 of the 180 existing agencies. In the various mergers
and full abolitions that followed, the number of these bodies was brought down to

144 (Keating, 2010, p. 115).

As far as the Enterprise Network was concerned, one of the principal consequences
of devolution was the questioning of the importance of the Network’s role in the
economy and its value-for-money credentials (SCO2). The publication in 2001 of the
strategy A Smart Successful Scotland (Scottish Executive, 2001a) and the related
monitoring guidelines are a clear indication of this focus. They are also a sign of the
desire by the newly established Scottish Executive to define a clear-cut mandate for
these agencies, linked to the Scottish Executive’s policies, in contrast with the
relative freedom allowed during the pre-1999 period when, as discussed above, the
SDA/Scottish Enterprise had a more strategic role of territorial adaptation of UK
policies. The reforms introduced during this first phase of devolution — although not

always successfully — were thus essentially intended to: align the agencies more
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clearly with the new institutional set-up; improve their performance, effectiveness
and value for money; and render such performance measurable, linking the agencies’
activities to quantifiable targets and reporting requirements.'® These goals are also
being pursued by the current administration, but with a much stronger emphasis on
streamlining and even rescaling the Enterprise network (as discussed below). A
second set of consequences of devolution on the Enterprise Network was the
expectation that they should work in closer partnership with the local communities
that they serve. This was intended to be achieved through the establishment of
twenty-two Local Economic Fora based on LEC boundaries (see map below),
comprising in each LEC area the interested local authorities and the relevant
stakeholders — such as business representatives, tourism agencies, and local learning
providers. The fora were tasked with devising and implementing Joint Economic
Strategies or Action Plans, linked to the Scottish Executive’s new economic
development strategies (particularly ‘A Smart Successful Scotland’) and integrated
with the local authorities’ strategies and community plans (discussed hereforth)

(Scottish Executive, 2001b).

1% This issue was made particularly relevant by the perceived inefficiencies of this organisation. As one
interviewee put it, ‘they are the major player in the economic development panorama of Scotland, but
apparently they even have problems tracking their own expenditure’ (SCO1).
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Figure 7: Boundaries of the Local Enterprise Companies and the Local
Economic Fora
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As anticipated, the devolved framework also had an impact on the activity and
scrutiny of the thirty-two Scottish local authorities (established in April 1996 by the
1994 Local Government (Scotland) Act, together with the abolition of the pre-
existing nine regions and fifty-three districts that had been established in 1975; see
Figure 8 below for the delimitation of each local authority area). The local
authorities, or Councils, which are diverse in terms of population and public
expenditure budgets,'”” are responsible for the delivery of key public services such as
primary and secondary education, social work, housing, local roads and transport,
environmental services (such as waste management and disposal), and culture and

leisure services (Auditor General, 2002).

Their current expenditure is funded predominantly through transfers from the
Scottish Government budget and through Council tax (Auditor General, 2002).
Devolution entailed a reappraisal of these authorities’ organisation and modus
operandi through the work of a number of task forces, parliamentary inquiries and
executive consultations,'”" resulting in the 2003 Local Government in Scotland Act.
This introduced a number of innovations, the most important being the statutory duty
for local authorities to implement a ‘best value’ framework'’* and the statutory basis

for community planning. Both of these innovations pre-date devolution, as the ideas

1" “They range in size from Orkney Islands Council with an annual income of some £70 million and a staff
of 1,400 to Glasgow City Council with an annual income of over £2 billion and a staff of 30,000 (Auditor

General, 2002, p. 47).

"' For example: the 1999 Best Value Taskforce, comprising representatives from the Scottish Executive,

the Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (COSLA) and the Accounts Commission, which delivered its
final report in December 1999; the Scottish Executive consultation on methods to improve local services
and strengthen local governance, which took place in 2002 (and the related consultations on best value and
on community planning guidance of 2003); and a number of Scottish Parliament inquiries on local
government, carried out by the Local Government Committee, starting with the appraisal of the
implications of the so-called MclIntosh Commission Report (delivered by an independent commission
established by the UK Government in 1998, with the remit of putting forward proposals for local
government reform in Scotland in the context of a devolved framework; see Scottish Parliament, 2000a and
2000D).

172 Best value was introduced in 1997 as a voluntary scheme and was made compulsory in Scotland by the
2003 Local Government in Scotland Act. It is intended as a commitment to deliver the following ten key
characteristics: (i) commitment and leadership; (ii) responsiveness and consultation; (iii) sound governance
at a strategic, financial and operational level; (iv) sound management of resources; (v) use of review and
options appraisal; (vi) competitiveness, trading and the discharge of authority functions; (vii) sustainable
development; (viii) equal opportunities; (ix) joint working; and, crucially, (x) accountability (COSLA,
undated).
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were brought forward in 1997 by the incoming Labour UK Government (COSLA,
undated; Lloyd and Illsley, 1999); devolution, however, allowed for a Scottish-
specific response for their implementation. Of particular importance to this study is
community planning, given that the ensuing ‘Community Planning Partnerships’ are
one of the delivery channels for the current ECP programmes, as described below in
Section 14.4.2. Community planning refers to a process of joint working between
local authorities, other public organisations and local communities, businesses and
the voluntary sector towards the efficient and effective delivery of local public
services (Audit Scotland, 2006). The implementation of community planning has
entailed the creation of a number of Community Planning Partnerships (CPPs),
comprising representatives from local authorities, statutory bodies (NHS boards,
LECs, police and fire brigades) and voluntary sector organisations and organisations
with sector-specific interests (such as housing associations and representatives from
the business sector). Their composition and organisation varies, but the majority of
CPPs have organised themselves with a board (with between six and forty members),
an implementation group, and a number of theme groups (e.g. jobs and economy, and
community safety) and sub-groups (e.g. local business forum, drug and alcohol

action team, anti-social behaviour group).

It is not the purpose of this research to review the performance of these partnerships,
which has been variable and perhaps on the whole fairly disappointing to date (Audit
Scotland, 2006; Audit Scotland, 2010, p. 16).173 Nevertheless, it is important to keep
them in mind for the review of current arrangements for ECP delivery in Scotland
(discussed in the following section) and because they represent a working method for
policy-making based on local partnerships that, at least in principle, should be
conducive to accountability (particularly in relation to the information and dialogue

dimensions, discussed in Sub-section 8.2.3).

' The Audit Scotland overview report on local government in 2009 notes that ‘[t]he audits showed many

CPPs to be overly bureaucratic and not focussed enough on outcomes for local people. The performance
management and monitoring processes of partnerships are not well developed and there is a clear need to
improve the way they report performance to the public’ (Audit Scotland, 2010, p. 16).
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Figure 8: Scottish Council Areas
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Turning now to the second post-devolution period, the coming to power of the
Scottish National Party in May 2007 introduced a significant shift in the
interpretation of governmental activity, as might be expected. Clearly, the effects of
this shift are largely still to materialise and will only become evident over time.
Nonetheless, the fact that one of the first changes introduced by the incoming
administration was largely symbolic in nature — the renaming of the Scottish

> 174

Executive as ‘Scottish Government — should not mislead with regard to the

substantive character of the innovations being introduced by the new Government.
The main innovations can be summarised as follows:

e first, a rationalisation of the ministerial team and streamlining of the
administrative structure, reorganised according to lines of ministerial

responsibility;

e second, framing the entirety of governmental policies into an ‘overarching
Strategy that sets the direction for Scotland’s public sector’ (Scottish
Government, 2007a), a marked contrast to the sectoral approach followed by

the previous administration;

e third, the organisation of this overarching strategy in a pyramid of objectives,
expected outcomes, indicators and targets through a ‘national performance

framework’, and the ongoing monitoring of these elements;

o fourth, as anticipated above, the refocusing and streamlining of the Enterprise
Network, which has included moving parts of Scottish Enterprise and HIE to
the newly formed ‘Skills Development Scotland’,'” the territorial
reorganisation of the previous system with the abolition of the LECs, the

introduction of five ‘regional operations’ for the area served by Scottish

17 Although the legal name, as per Scotland Act (1998), remains Scottish Executive.

'3 Established in 2007 by the Scottish Government as a new agency in charge of the delivery of the

Government’s skills strategy ‘Skills for Scotland: A Lifelong Skills Strategy'. It absorbed Careers Scotland,
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Enterprise (each with its own business-led regional advisory board), and the

creation of a regional business panel for HIE;'"® and, lastly,

e the launch of a Concordat with the local authorities, signed in November
2007 (Scottish Government and COSLA, 2007), and the related Single
Outcome Agreements between the Scottish Government and each local

1
177

Council "’ to establish ‘a new and much more productive relationship with

local government [... enabling] local councils to have greater flexibility and

responsibility for their actions’ (Scottish Government, 2007a, v).'”®

All these changes — many of which are still under development — have the potential
to strengthen accountability by rendering ministerial and official remits more easily
identifiable and verifiable, by strengthening the ministerial accountability of the
Enterprises, and rendering the activity and performance of Scottish local authorities
more easily identifiable. Nevertheless, their assessment would be both premature and
too wide a topic for the present analysis, which focuses on the evolving
accountability of ECP. One consideration that should be made, though, as it affects
ECP and has emerged from the empirical research, is that the reorganisation of the

Scottish Government administration is having positive effects on some aspects of

the Scottish University for Industry and some elements of Scottish Enterprise and Highlands and Islands

Enterprise. http://www.skillsdevelopmentscotland.co.uk/
176

News release 26/09/2007, ‘Future of Scotland's enterprise networks’, available at
http://www.scotland.gov.uk/News/Releases/2007/09/26143846. The five ‘regional operations’ of Scottish
Enterprise are: Grampian (Aberdeen City and Shire); Tayside (Dundee, Perth, Kinross, Angus); East and
Central Scotland (Edinburgh, the Lothians, Fife, Clackmannanshire, Falkirk, Stirling); South of Scotland
(Borders, Dumfries and Galloway); and West Central Scotland (Glasgow, Renfrewshire, Inverclyde,
Dunbartonshire, Ayrshire and Lanarkshire).

"7 The Single Outcome Agreements were signed in 2008 by the Scottish Government with each of the 32
local authorities (Herbert, 2009) and subsequently, in mid-2009, with the statutory CPP partners (McGuire,
2010).

' The Agreements cover local service provision and aim to re-orient the activity of local councils from
processes to outcomes. They do so by specifying the local outcomes that each local authority sets out to
achieve. These are to be based on local needs and must contribute to the Scottish Government Purpose and
15 national outcomes. By considerably streamlining reporting through a single annual report on progress
towards the national outcomes (and the related indicators), and through a considerable reduction of the
ring-fencing of resources for specific spending headings (from £2.7 billion in 2007-08 to £300 million in
2010-11) (Jones, 2008, p. 49), the Agreements are intended to allow local authorities to focus on achieving
their priority outcomes, placing the responsibility on them for how the outcomes are achieved and allowing
them greater flexibility in how to achieve them (Scottish Government and COSLA, 2007; Herbert, 2009).
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accountability — notably, administrative and ministerial accountability — because the
closer alignment of ministerial portfolios and administration results in more direct

links between administrative activity and ministerial mandates (SCO11).

Having briefly reviewed the main changes in Scottish governance and policy-making
in the first ten years of devolution, this thesis now turns to the specific analysis of the
changes introduced in the governance and management of ECP (Section 14.4), set in
the context of the historical evolution of Structural Funds support in Scotland

(Section 14.3).

14.3 European cohesion policy support in Scotland

The following sections provide an analysis of the changes that have occurred in ECP
design and implementation in the period after devolution. The text looks at how
ERDF programmes were designed, managed and delivered in Scotland before 1999
and how this compares with the present arrangements, identifying the key changes
and explaining why they have taken place (including whether and the extent to which

they were determined by devolution).

The case study focuses on the implementation of ECP, and notably of ERDF, in
Scotland in the 1994-99, 2000-06 and current (2007-13) programme periods. 1994-
99 is the pre-devolution period,'” at which time ECP in Scotland was operated
through a well-established system overseen by the Scottish Office, but de facto
largely devolved to regional institutions, the Programme Management Executives
(PMEs). 2000-06 was the first post-devolution ECP programme period and is one of
evolutionary change. Policy was administered in much the same way as before: the
programmes — which had largely been written before the election of the Scottish

Parliament or during the early days of the new, devolved institutions — were still

' The support from ECP has also included monies received from the European Social Fund (ESF) and the
European Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund, EAGGF (which, since 2007, is no longer part of ECP,
and operates under the name of European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development, EAFRD). The current
thesis focuses on the ERDF programmes.
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managed by the partnership-based Programme Management Executives, as during
the previous period; gradually, however, the Scottish Executive sought to take
greater control of the policy processes. This has continued until the present period,
when, having an array of own policies and more consolidated as an institution, the
Scottish Executive/Government has driven the whole process of policy formulation
and taken full control of programme management and delivery (a trend initiated by
the Labour-Liberal Democrats Administrations but which has continued under the

present SNP Administration, as will be seen).

Before entering into a detailed analysis of changes in the policy process across the
three programme periods, it is necessary to provide some background on the history
of ECP in Scotland, in order to fully appreciate the legacy of the pre-devolution
experience of implementing Structural Funds. This legacy is particularly significant
given the distinctiveness of the Scottish Structural Funds framework, which has
become known across the EU as the ‘Scottish model’ (Colwell and McLaren, 1999;

Scottish Executive, 2002).

As noted by an evaluation study commissioned by the Scottish Executive from the
University of Strathclyde in 2000, ‘Scotland has some of the most extensive
experience of EU regional development programmes in the European Community’
(Bachtler et al., 2000, p. 13). It has been a significant recipient of ECP from its
inception, having benefited from ERDF support since the creation of the fund in
1975. In the period 1975-84, Scotland was ERDEF’s third biggest recipient, after the
two Italian regions of Campania and Sicily, with circa 744 million ECU (1984
prices), equal to 6.4 percent of the total ERDF support during the period. At this
time, ERDF support was largely project-based, i.e. channelled through domestic
development programmes, projects and schemes. In Scotland, two-thirds of the
support was concentrated in the Highlands and Islands, where it was spent mainly on
infrastructure, and the remaining third was allocated to industrial development
projects in the Strathclyde and Tayside areas (Bachtler with Josserand and Michie,
2002).

After the first ERDF reform in 1984, the reorganisation of part of the ERDF into

mainstream programmes saw Scotland implement the newly created National
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Programmes of Community Interest (NCPI) in the Strathclyde region (1986),
Tayside (1986) and West Lothian (1987) (Bachtler with Josserand and Michie,
2002). It was only after the 1988 reform of the Structural Funds, however, that most
of Scotland became eligible for support. The 1988 regulations introduced the
principle of multi-annual programming and reorganised support into five strategic
objectives. Scotland became eligible for two of the ERDF Objectives for the 1989-93
period — Objective 2 (conversion of regions seriously affected by industrial decline)
and Objective 5b (development of rural areas) — with a related Structural Funds
allocation of £658 million (base year not specified in original document). These
resources were channelled through five multi-fund Community Support Frameworks
(CSFs), four of which included ERDF: those for Western and Eastern Scotland in the
central belt (Objective 2), and those for the Highlands and Islands and Galloway
(Objective 5b) in the north and south respectively. In some cases, the CSFs
comprised Operational Programmes (OPs), Integrated Development Operations
(IDOs), National Programmes of Community Interest (NPCIs) and single projects
(Bachtler with Josserand and Michie, 2002; Russell and McCready, 1996).

Moving on to the timeframe covered by the present research, in the 1994-99 period,
for the first time the north of the country became eligible for Objective 1 (which
targeted the development of regions with a GDP per capita lower than 75% of the EU
average, as discussed in Chapter 3). This resulted in the Highlands & Islands
Objective 1 1994-99 Programme. The remainder of the territory was for the most
part covered by Objective 2 and Objective 5Sb programmes, notably the 1994-96 and
1997-99 Eastern Scotland Objective 2 Programmes,'® the 1994-96 and 1997-99
Western Scotland Objective 2 Programmes, the 1994-99 Dumfries and Galloway
Objective 5b Programme, the 1994-99 Borders Objective 5b Programme, the Rural
Stirling and Upland Tayside 1994-99 Objective 5b Programme, and the north and
West Grampian 1994-99 Objective 5b Programme. Altogether, these programmes

"% The Objective 2 programmes were reviewed at half-term in the programme period.
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accounted for some £1,064.6 million of Structural Funds support (Bachtler with

Josserand and Michie, 2002).

In 2000, the Highlands & Islands lost its Objective 1 status and became eligible for a
Special Transitional Programme. At the same time, a rationalisation of the remaining
programmes took place, which consolidated them into three Objective 2 Single
Programming Documents for Western Scotland, Eastern Scotland and the South (the
latter programme basically resulting from the consolidation of the former Dumfries
and Galloway, and Borders programmes). The overall Structural Funds allocation of
Scottish ERDF programmes in the 2000-06 period was significantly reduced
compared to the previous programme period, both in absolute terms and as a
proportion of the UK ERDF allocations (10.8 percent compared to circa 20 percent
in the period 1975-1999) (Bachtler with Josserand and Michie, 2002). With £721

million, Scottish ERDF mainstream programmes were cut by about a third overall.

The downward expenditure trend has intensified in the current period, 2007-13, with
a cut of over 40 percent in ERDF allocations (politically, a very controversial issue at

the time).'™!

One significant difference in the new Structural Funds regulatory
framework for this period, moreover, has been the abolition of territorially selective
eligibility outwith Objective 1 (now renamed Convergence Objective) with the
creation of an all-inclusive Regional Competitiveness and Employment Objective.
The whole of Scotland, with the exception of the Highlands and Islands, which
maintains Convergence phasing-out status (due to statistical effect), is now eligible
under this Objective. This essentially entails the thinner spread of resources to a
potentially larger territory, and it devolves the responsibility for spatial selectiveness

to programme authorities, first and foremost the Scottish Government in its role as

Managing Authority.

"I Dinwoodie, R. (2004, June 18), Holyrood anger at London snub over EU funds; MSPs urge action as
invitations declined. The Herald, p. 9; Scotland and EU funding negotiations. (2005, February 21), The
Herald, p. 13; Fraser, D. (2005, December 5), Blair’s EU budget: we lose GBP500m; Regeneration
threatened as funding set to be cut in half. The Herald, p. 1; Fraser D. (2005, December 20), Conflict as
Stephen praises the final outcome. The Herald, p. 10.
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It should be mentioned that, from 1989 until 2006, the above-listed programmes
were complemented by a number of so-called Community Initiatives. However,
compared to the mainstream programmes, they were limited financially (in 2000-06,
for example, they accounted for c. 6.2 percent of the total Structural Funds allocation

to Scotland).'®

In addition, Scotland was eligible for programmes funded by the
European Social Fund (which account for about £268.3 million in the current period,
for instance). The present case study focuses solely on the programmes financed by
the ERDF, notably the multi-fund Objectives 1, 2 and 5b programmes that have been
in operation from 1994 until 2006,'® and the current, mono-fund ERDF programmes

for Lowlands and Uplands Scotland and for the Highlands and Islands.

Table 16 below provides the Structural Funds allocations of these programmes across
the three programme periods, expressed in millions of pounds. As can be seen, over
the 1994-2006 period, the West of Scotland received the lion’s share with about 44
percent of the Scottish total (or, if considering the whole period from 1975 and the
total Structural Funds allocation, about 38 percent) (Campbell and McSorley, 2008).

Table 16: Structural Funds programme expenditure 1994-2013 (£ million) -
ERDF programmes only

% Variation
H&I H&I West | West | East East | South | South | Total |on previous
Programme| (2001- | (2007 | (2001- | (2007 | (2001- | (2007 | (2001-| (2007 | (2007 |period (2007
period 2002) | prices) | 2002) | prices) | 2002) | prices) | 2002) | prices) | prices) prices)
1994-99 297 351 529 625 | 268.6 | 317 78 92 1,385 0
2000-06 219 259 303 358 152 180 47 56 852 -38.5
2007-13 102 313 415 -51.3
Total (2007
prices) 711 1,940 2,651

'8 Own calculation based on figures in Scottish Parliament, 2001, p. 4.

' They are as follows. In the Highlands and Islands, the 1994-99 Objective 1 Programme and 2000-06
Objective 1 Transitional Programme; in the West of Scotland, the Western Scotland 1994-96 and 1997-99
Objective 2 programmes, and the West of Scotland 2000-06 programme; in the East of Scotland, the 1994-
99 Rural NW Grampian Objective 5b Programme, the 1994-99 Rural Stirling and Upland Tayside
Objective 5b programme and the Eastern Scotland 1994-96 and 1997-99 Eastern Scotland Objective 2
programmes, and the 2000-06 East of Scotland Objective 2 programme; and lastly, in the South of
Scotland, the 1994-99 Dumfries and Galloway Objective 5b programme, the 1994-99 Borders Objective Sb
programme and the 2000-06 South of Scotland Objective 2 programme.
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Sources: Figures for the period 1994-2006 refer to the ERDF-inclusive mainstream Structural Funds
programmes only and represent the total Structural Funds contribution at 2001-02 prices. Data for this
period is drawn from Bachtler with Josserand and Michie, 2002. Figures for 2007-13 relate to the two
ERDF Operational Programmes of the Highlands and Islands, and Lowlands and Uplands, and
represent the ERDF contribution. They are the nominal allocations foreseen by the programme
documents, i.e. planned expenditure rather than actual expenditure.'™ 1994-1999 and 2000-2006
programmes’ data have been converted in 2007 prices using HM Treasury deflators: 81.062 for 2001-
2002 and 95.735 for 2007 (http://www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/data gdp_index.htm, downloaded January
2011).

Pre-devolution, and since the first generation of mainstream Structural Funds
programmes for the period 1989-93, the management and implementation of ERDF-
funded programmes were carried out under the oversight of the Scottish Office,
which had a role comparable to that of today’s Managing Authority,'® but
essentially decentralised to territorial institutions: the Programme Management
Executives (PMEs). They were part of the Regional Councils until 1996 and then re-
organised as ad hoc limited companies (except for the South of Scotland PME,
which remained part of Dumfries and Galloway Council) (Russell, 1995; Michie and
Bachtler, 1996; Danson et al., 1997; Colwell and McLaren, 1999; Bachtler et al.,
2000; Scottish Parliament, 2001; Davies et al., 2007; interviews).

The main institutions involved in the implementation of ECP (ERDF) at this stage

were therefore:

e the Department of Trade and Industry (DTI), responsible for regional policy
across the UK, including area designation and liaison with the European
Commission on this and other broad ECP issues (policy reform and

objectives);

'8 Since they are expressed in €, they have been converted into £ sterling with the exchange rate £1 = €1.20

conventionally adopted by the Scottish Government. Such amounts may therefore be subject to exchange
rate fluctuation, given that expenditure claims sent by Member States to the Commission are paid in €
based on the exchange rate at the date payment is made to a project.

http://www.scotland.gov.uk/Topics/Education/skills-
strategy/progress/sg/economicimprovement/EuropeanStructural Funds.

"% The instrument of the Managing Authority was only introduced in the 1999 regulations, Council
Regulation (EC) No. 1260/1999, Art. 9 (n). For the current period, the tasks of the Managing Authority are
defined in Art. 60 of the general regulation, Council Regulation (EC) No. 1083/2006.
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e the Scottish Office, with responsibility for the correct implementation of
programmes and for receiving Structural Funds monies from the Treasury,
before disbursing it to projects. It chaired the programmes’ Monitoring

Committees, overseeing the strategic implementation of programmes; and

e the Programme Management Executives (PMEs), which were in charge of the
administration of programmes, dealing with all aspects of programme

delivery.

Some discussion of the Scottish Office is necessary to provide some context for the
analysis of the changes after devolution that follows this section. The Scottish Office
was a decentralised administration in charge of Scottish affairs, which had been
established as far back as 1885 when the UK government initiated a process of
organisation ‘of the services of the central departments of state as they applied to
Scotland from a new central department’ (Bradbury, 2008, p. 5). It was run under the
responsibility of a Cabinet Minister — the Secretary of State for Scotland
(conventionally a Scottish politician and, since 1945, a Scottish MP) (Mitchell, 2009)
— supported by 5 thematic Ministers. It had offices both in London and Edinburgh
and became the fulcrum of policy debates in Scotland, becoming ‘a powerful
administrative apparatus that had a degree of decision-making and administrative
autonomy’ in a number of policy fields that correspond broadly to today’s devolved

competencies (McGarvey, 2008, p. 26).

Three key considerations should be made regarding the Scottish Office’s role in
ECP. First, the Scottish Office enjoyed a considerable degree of autonomy in its
spheres of competence (which is usually referred to as ‘executive devolution’ or
‘administrative devolution’, e.g. Keating, 1976; Brown Archie, 1998; Mitchell,
2009). This was also true with respect to ECP (Danson et al., 1997) where, as

observed by one of the interviewees, policy management

was devolved from London to the Scottish Office: maybe there was a feeling
that Scotland could get on with this and do something quite different if they
wanted without it concerning people in London too much. In a sense, it was
almost a sense of ‘internal devolution” where government was saying ‘this is
not right for us to be managing this from London, or from the London-based
departments, so let’s do it in Scotland” (SCO10).
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Second, the Scottish Office took a rather arms-length approach to Structural Funds
management and implementation, allowing the PMEs considerable room for
manoeuvre. In other words, the choice of ‘getting the partnership at a regional level
to do the programme management’, clearly influenced by the existence of powerful
regional authorities (Danson et al., 1997) and by the Commission’s endorsement of
the principle of subsidiarity, had the backing of the Scottish Office (SCO10), as did
the later decision to maintain the PMEs after the abolition of the regional Councils.
In a sense, therefore, the Scottish Office passed downstream the autonomy that it

enjoyed from London.

Lastly, the administrative staff of the Scottish Office, which was part of the UK
home civil service, has not changed post-devolution: the newly-formed Scottish
Executive inherited the Scottish Office civil servants, who retained their pre-
devolution status (Parry, 2004; McGarvey, 2008). As discussed in the analysis that
follows, this has guaranteed continuity with the practice of straightforward and
ongoing dialogue and cooperation with the London-based departments. Also post-
devolution, in other words, the civil service has continued to be the ‘glue’ and ‘oil’ of
UK interdepartmental relations (Parry, 2004).'® This point is well illustrated by the

following observation by a senior Scottish Government official, according to whom:

As far as Structural Funds are concerned, the UK government is responsible
for negotiations with the Commission; the Scottish Government now, Scottish
Executive as it was, is responsible for economic development, and the
Structural Funds/ECP fall within that. Potentially there is room for conflict
there, but in practice it’s worked very well, | think, and as individuals we get
on very well with our counterparts in Whitehall, there are no tensions there.
That’s not to say there won’t be in the future, but for the time being at least, at
the official level, the relationship’s very good (SCO4).

Turning now to the implementation responsibilities and delivery structures in force

until 2006, as noted, the PMEs were in charge of the ‘day-to-day implementation of

%6 At the same time, Parry notes that in some respects the devolved administrations have taken independent
directions, for example with regard to fast-stream recruitment and training, ‘not prevented from doing so,
by their formal status’. This flexibility in the interpretation of a common civil service has also been at the
basis of ‘the failure of common civil service to take off as an issue, suggesting a pragmatic and
“sociological” approach to relations between officials’ (Parry, 2004, pp. 59-60).
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the programmes’ (Scottish Parliament, 2001, p. 5). In this respect, the Scottish
approach differed markedly from that of a large number of other European countries,
where the management of programmes was generally located within the ordinary
public administration at either national or regional levels and where partners, mostly
socio-economic partners, were generally involved in programme processes solely or
predominantly in the phases of programme design and monitoring, respectively
through consultations on programme strategies/drafts and through participation in the
programmes’ Monitoring Committees (for a comparative review of practice across

the EU from 2000 to date, see Ferry et al., 2007 and Taylor et al., 2000).

In 2000-06, there were four PMEs dealing with ERDF in Scotland: Strathclyde
European Partnership (SEP) for Western Scotland; the Eastern Scotland European
Partnership (ESEP); the South of Scotland European Partnership (SoSEP);'* and the
Highlands and Islands Partnership Programme (HIPP). A further PME was
responsible during the 2000-06 period for the Scotland-wide Objective 3 programme,
co-funded by the European Social Fund (the Objective 3 Partnership Programme
PME).'#

'8 Resulting from the merger of two PMEs that had been in place during the 1994-99 period, the PME for

Dumfries and Galloway and the PME for the Scottish Borders.

'8 ESF is beyond the scope of this thesis, which focuses exclusively on the ERDF. Nevertheless, it should
be mentioned that until 1999 the ESF Objective 3 programme was a UK-wide programme managed by the
UK Department for Education and Employment. This programme was subsequently devolved to the
Scottish Authorities. An ad hoc PME, the above-mentioned Objective 3 Partnership Programme PME, was
set up ‘in August 1998, to support the Scottish Office in the practical implementation of the O3 programme
in Scotland. Its function was to carry out the day to day administration’, i.e. the scoring and appraisal of
the projects, the organisation of seminars and other animation initiatives. The payments were made for this
and other programmes by the Scottish Office. ‘There was no particular reason for the date of creation of
this structure, it was created just to help the Scottish Office’. In 2000, when Scotland was assigned a
Scotland-wide Operational Programme, part of a UK-wide CSF, the Scottish Executive acquired the role of
Managing Authority and the Objective 3 PME absorbed all management and delivery functions except for
payments: ‘payment will still be dealt with at the Scottish Executive level (Managing Authority), every
other aspect of the programme will be dealt with by the PME’ (Interview with J. Ezzi and S. Herbert, 16
May 2000; this interview was carried out by Laura Polverari and Sandra Taylor as part of a study for the
Scottish Executive on evaluation practice and tools). Of these PMEs, only ESEP, HIPP and SOSEP are
still in place: the first two as Intermediate Administration Bodies in charge of the delivery of the Lowlands
and Uplands Scotland and Highlands and Islands programmes respectively, and the latter as ‘Global Grants
Body’, charged with the management and implementation of a ring-fenced amount of resources for the
South of Scotland until the end of 2011.

236



As already mentioned, after the reform of local government that led to the abolition
of the Regional Councils in 1996, these bodies were mostly reorganised as private
companies and funded by the Technical Assistance of the programmes and through a
management fee levied from the partners, interpreted as ‘any organisation that is
eligible and successfully applies for structural funds’ (Danson et al., 1997, p. 9). This
particular funding method made the PMEs accountable not just to the Scottish Office
(which held the overall responsibility over ECP in Scotland) and the European
Commission (responsible for the correct execution of the Community budget, of
which ECP is one pillar), but also to the local partners.'® This tripartite
accountability, however, was only asymmetrically mirrored in the management
structure of the PMEs and in the way programme delivery was organised. In these
aspects, the PMEs (notably their chairs, boards and senior management) played a
most prominent role, an assessment that appears somewhat in contrast with the
diagram below, reproduced from the process mapping carried out in 2000 as part as
the PME review launched by Jack McConnell, then Finance Minister, in 1999
(Scottish Executive, 2000b).'”

"% The management fee was ‘notionally based on a percentage of the total Structural Funds approved for

each applicant (though not paid for by the applicant from the Structural Funds)’ (Colwell and McLaren,
1999, p. 24). The total funding of each PME was thus based on a mix of Technical Assistance and
management fee. The first of the PMEs, Strathclyde European Partnership, was initially funded solely from
the budget of the Strathclyde Regional Council, however ‘[iln 1993, the need to expand the staffing
numbers to cope with increased demand meant that a more equitable funding system was introduced. This
attracted technical assistance from the 1994-96 Programme for 50% of the costs of the Executive and
partners contributed the other 50% through a management charge based on the total grant approvals. This
charge was 0.4%’ (Russell and McCreadie, 1996, p. 6). As will be discussed in detail in the next section
(Section 14.4), problems emerged during 2000-06 over the eligibility of this funding mechanism, as the
European Court of Auditors raised objections over the nature of this fee, viewed as a tax levied on projects’
grants. For this reason, the fee was transformed during 2000-06 into a voluntary contribution. Nevertheless,
eligibility concerns persisted, leading the Scottish Government to adopt a wholly different financial
arrangement for the PMEs for the current period.

"% And where, quite interestingly, the European Commission is represented as external to the processes of
programme management. In fact, this was inaccurate, because the Commission was an effective member of
the Programme Monitoring Committees. The process mapping exercise was one of three strands of the
Review of the PMEs launched by Jack McConnell in October 1999. This also comprised the work of some
thematic working groups (e.g. on monitoring and reporting, financial accountability and business planning)
and a consultation programme with partners and stakeholders. It was carried out by a dedicated team that
included a representative from each of COSLA, the Scottish Executive, ESEP, the Objective 3 Partnership,
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Figure 9: Overview of the Structural Funds process in 2000
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Source: Scottish Executive, 2000b, p. 8. SEDD stands for Scottish Executive Development
Department, which at the time was responsible for ECP.

The PMEs were managed by Boards that comprised a limited number of members,
consisting of elected and co-opted representatives of the partnership (e.g. local
authorities, LECs, higher and further education institutions). The Boards had
responsibility ‘for the service quality, funding and personnel issues of the
Programme Executives’ (Colwell and McLaren, 1999, p. 24). According to Colwell
and McLaren, this arrangement made ‘this aspect of the administration of the
Structural Funds more accountable, open to scrutiny, and relevant to the partnership’.
However, no representatives from the Scottish Office, initially, or the Scottish
Executive, latterly, were included on the PME boards, where Scottish
Office/Executive officials could only participate in an observer capacity. Whilst this
was not controversial pre-devolution, it became contentious after devolution,

particularly halfway into the 2000-06 programme period, when the consolidation of a

and Scottish Enterprise, and two members of staff of Englinton Management Centre (the consultancy
charged with assisting the team) (Scottish Executive, 2000b, pp. 3-4).
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Scottish political leadership, now endowed with governmental powers, was matched
with an awareness that ECP funding was likely to be reduced in future, generating
doubts about the opportunity-cost of the PME model (an issue discussed in more

detail in the next section).

The PMEs also had a considerable degree of autonomy in the delivery of the tasks
assigned to them. In Scotland, the Programme Monitoring Committees (PMCs),
required by the Structural Funds regulations, were supplemented in each programme
by a Programme Management Committee and a number of Advisory Groups with a
direct role in project appraisal (Russell, 1995; Colwell and McLaren, 1999). The
PMEs coordinated and assisted the works of these bodies. The Advisory Groups
(AGs), generally one for each programme priority, were composed of a limited
number of programme partners, ‘selected for their expertise of the issues involved as
well as being representatives’ (Russell, 1995, p. 8). They included representatives of
the local authorities, higher education institutions, development agencies (Scottish
Enterprise, HIE, Local Enterprise Companies), voluntary sector organisations, and
they fulfilled the tasks of project appraisal, which they carried out based on
transparent and clearly defined criteria (specified in the programme documents),
guidelines and scoring systems. Operating collegially and chaired by the PMEs, they
were responsible for the formulation of recommendations to the Programme
Management Committees (and from this to the Programme Monitoring Committee).
Colwell and McLaren define them as ‘the engine room of the process in Scotland’
(1999, p. 23). Members of the Advisory Groups were generally proposed by the
partners’ organisations and appointed by the Scottish Office/Executive, after having
been selected by the PMEs. Procedures for selecting partners (organisations and
individuals) could vary and were kept informal. As the partnerships were often large,
in some cases very large (e.g. the Western Scotland programme counted more than
200 partners in the 2000-06 period), not all partner organisations could participate in

these bodies, although the PMEs endeavoured to ensure a certain turnover, by
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periodically changing part of the membership of each Advisory Group (in order to

also achieve a workable balance between change and continuity)."”!

The Programme Management Committees (PManC), on the other hand, were the
main decision-making bodies in project appraisal. There was one PManC for each
programme. Chaired by a representative of the Scottish Office/Executive and
supported in their operation by the PMEs, they were responsible for discussing and
validating the recommendations of Advisory Groups, and then forwarding such
recommendations to the Programme Monitoring Committees (also chaired by the
Scottish Office until 1999 and subsequently by the Scottish Executive/Government).
Even though the PManC and the PMC were both chaired by the Scottish
Office/Executive, it would have been extremely unusual for either of these bodies to
recommend/decide against the advice provided by the Advisory Groups, as is

illustrated by the following interview quote:

The partnership was built and developed as an organisation that would both be
involved in programme management and in decisions, recommendations on the
projects. Government at the end of the day still took the final decision, but they
never, in all the time | was involved, turned down a recommendation from the
partnership, which | think was quite important, because ... this wasn’t a way
getting round of government [...but a way of] trying to put subsidiarity into
practice, trying to find a devolved way of taking decisions (SCO10).

In essence, up until 2006 the PMEs ‘operated as independent units’ (EPRC, 2009, p.
3; also Danson et al., 1997) or ‘quasi-autonomous agencies’ (Davies et al., 2007) in

acting as the technical secretariat for the programmes. They were in charge of all

' As described by a PME Chair: ‘we did it [the selection of members for the AGs] in different ways. We
had a list of all the partners and the people who had expressed an interest in the Structural Funds and we
wrote to them and we’d get nominations from people, for organisations and individuals. For some of the
committees, we’d agree with the monitoring committee, for example we’d get a certain number from local
government, a certain number from further education, a certain number from the third sector. So, we’d
agree that kind of structure and some of those sectoral representatives had a mechanism to appoint their
own people, so it was up to the partners themselves. So the local government organisation — there was a
West of Scotland Local Authority Consortium — they would pick their representatives to the different
advisory groups, further education did the same; others would come direct because there wasn’t a
representative body. We also agreed that we’d have a certain change-over every three years — there had to
be a bit of continuity, but we always had up to 50% new members. So it evolved in quite a sensible way of
doing this, based on experience early on where there was no point changing the membership every time,
every year or something, because there had to be some [institutional memory]. But you did want fresh
thinking” (SCO10).
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aspects of programme management and delivery, with responsibility over tasks such

as:

e coordination of the inputs to and preparation of all the documentation relating
to the programmes (e.g. programme documents, annual implementation

reports, materials for Monitoring Committee meetings);

e processing project applications and supporting the operation of Advisory

Groups and Programme Management Groups;
e monitoring projects and programmes;
e undertaking communication and promotion activities;

e the fulfilment of regulatory obligations with respect to evaluation activities;

and

e issuing grant offers and receiving and processing payment claims from

project holders.

The above-described comprise the main elements of the ‘Scottish model’ to ECP
implementation (Colwell and McLaren, 1999; Scottish Executive, 2002), which was
acknowledged as a good practice example by the European Commission on several
occasions (Davies et al., 2007; see for example DG Regio, 2005), particularly for its
capacity to engage local partners in programme delivery, beyond the compulsory
(and often all too formal) Monitoring Committee (Polverari and Michie, 2009);
however, it is currently viewed as ‘of its time’ (SCO12), surpassed by the new,

devolved arrangements.

Behind this type of comparatively unusual institutional set—up, there were of course
political reasons. When the first of the PMEs, Strathclyde European Partnership, was
established as a company limited by guarantee in 1996, this was very much a
political response by the Scottish Labour Party to the administrative reform
introduced by the Conservative Government, which had entailed the abolition of the

(Labour-run) Scottish regions, first and foremost the Strathclyde Region, which had
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managed the Strathclyde IDO in 1988-92, a one-year development programme in
1993, the 1994-96 Objective 2 programme and a number of Community Initiatives
(Rechar, Urban and Resider) (Russell and McCreadie, 1996). The idea to continue
administering ECP support through a PME acting at arm’s length from the Scottish
Office, and to fund this with a combination of Technical Assistance and
contributions from the local partners, was cultivated among prominent members of
the Scottish Labour Party mainly to ensure that the increasing flows of Structural
Funds monies would not be controlled by the Conservative Ministers in charge of the
Scottish Office. This idea, whilst born within Scotland, found fertile ground in
Brussels in DG XVI (the current DG Regio), where the UK Unit was led by a
prominent British national of Labour orientation. At the same time, this plan was not
significantly opposed either by the Conservative London-based politicians, who had
little interest in Scottish affairs, or by the Scottish Office administration, which had
few levers to challenge the emerging Brussels/Glasgow axis (and perhaps not much
motivation to do so either, given the lack of political backing).'”* However, this
political situation would change substantially after devolution, leading to the changes

discussed in the next section.

14.4 Changes in the management and implementation of European
cohesion policy

A fundamental aspect that needs to be borne in mind when assessing the

accountability framework of the design, management and implementation of ECP in

any given European country is the fact that this policy is largely determined and

constrained by European rules. As discussed in Chapter 3, European regulations have

since 1988 tightly determined the modalities and procedures for implementing ECP,

rendering the relationship and the relative responsibilities between the domestic and

12 And in fact, a 1996 paper co-authored by the then Chair of Strathclyde European Partnership emphasised

that ‘the company was formed with the full agreement of The Scottish Office and European Commission in
March 1996 to continue the management service for the Structural Funds in the region’ (Russell and
McCreadie, 1996, p. 7).

242



European levels of government explicit and relatively clear-cut.'”” ECP has
therefore operated along a vertical line of accountability, one that goes upwards to
the European level and downward from the domestic authorities responsible for the
implementation of programmes to the implementing bodies, local partners,

stakeholders and the public.

When looking at the way ECP has been implemented in Scotland over the period
observed, one issue that clearly stands out is that the downward line of accountability
— from the Managing Authority to the local stakeholders — has changed over time. By
contrast, the relationship between domestic authorities and the European level has
largely remained unaltered, as the responsibility for policy delivery vis-a-vis the
European Commission has remained at the Scottish level, under the Scottish
Office/Executive/Government. As pointed out by a Scottish Government

interviewee:

There are three types of accountability in the regulations, in relation to the
roles of: (i) Managing Authority; (ii) what used to be the Certifying Authority,
now called Paying Authority; and (iii) the Audit Authority: those
responsibilities haven’t changed as a result of devolution or across into the
new programme period. Our Division [the Structural Funds Division] within
the Scottish Government is still the Managing Authority, we still have the
Certifying Authority in our division and the Audit Authority is still lodged
within the Government, but in a different unit. The fundamentals of
accountability haven’t changed as far as the Commission is concerned: if you
ask the Commission who is accountable in Scotland to the Commission, they
haven’t seen a change. Where accountability has changed is how we carry out
those functions as Managing Authority (SCO2). [emphasis added]

Indeed, what has changed remarkably from 1994 to date, and especially in the
transition from the past (2000-06) to the current (2007-13) programme period, are the
Scottish national-level responsibility allocations and the interactions between
Managing Authority, programme implementers, and the local partners and

stakeholders. These changes can be classified in two types: first, ‘systemic changes’

1% Relatively clear-cut, in the sense that the norms contained in the regulations have generally left room for

interpretation. For instance, Managing Authorities often complain about the role of the European
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(which include even attitudinal changes, to an extent), that is, changes that have
taken place in the framework of ECP arrangements in line with the broader evolution
of Scottish governance; and, second, ‘operational changes’, i.e. changes specifically
relating to the organisation, management and delivery of Structural Funds support in
Scotland (notably with respect to the processes of the policy cycle outlined in Section

7.2). They are discussed in the following two sub-sections.

14.4.1 Systemic changes

A number of systemic or general changes have been detected in the period from 1994
to the present, which relate to the overall framework of ECP implementation in
Scotland. These are: first of all, an increased parliamentary scrutiny; second, the new
emphasis placed by Scottish Executive/Government Ministers and officials on
controlling the programming process; third, an increased ministerial interest in ECP,
matured progressively from the first Scottish Executive onwards and augmented
during the present Administration; fourth, the rationalisation of the number of
programmes in the 2007-13 period; and, lastly, and again in the current period, the

subsuming of ECP programmes under domestic policy.

14411 Increased parliamentary scrutiny

The system of committees and commissions established by the Scottish Parliament,
as discussed in Chapter 11 has had a considerable impact on the legislature’s scrutiny
of the Government’s activity on ECP. The European and External Relations
Committee (EERC) in particular — which is one of the mandatory committees
established at the beginning of each Parliamentary session and has a remit over
European legislation and its implementation, and any other EU-related matter — has
carried out a number of inquiries on the Structural Funds since the very early days of

the Parliament’s operation: from the 1999 inquiry on the preparations of the 2000-06

Commission in the PMCs, where the consultative role assigned to the Commission representatives is often
extensively interpreted by Commission officials.
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programmes and their delivery arrangements, to the recent inquiry on ‘The impact of
the financial crisis on EU support for economic development’ (see Table 17, to
follow, for a full account of ECP-specific inquiries and activities).'”* Inquiries are
launched when MSPs feel that an issue requires closer inspection, including when
they are encouraged to do so by Scottish stakeholders (as was the case for the
2005/06 inquiry on Scottish Structural Funds programmes’ delivery arrangements).
In addition to the formal inquiries, the EERC has also routinely monitored
programme document drafts and other programme documentation, and it has called
officials and Ministers to give account on specific matters whenever it was felt

appropriate (SCOS).

The work of the Committees fulfils accountability on a plurality of levels, primarily

because:

e through the inquiries or targeted auditions, the Committees call Scottish

Ministers and officials to give account;

e the inquiries involve a plurality of actors with stakes and expertise on the
subject matter discussed, through the provision of oral or written evidence to

5

the Committee,'”” allowing the Committee ‘to receive views from

stakeholders and to put those views to the government’ (SCOS5);

e all Committee proceedings — such as meeting minutes, inquiry reports, oral
and written evidence submitted — are made available to the public via the
Parliament’s website. A number of Committees’ meetings are now also

available on streaming via the Parliament’s television channel; and

" In addition to the inquiries tracked in the table, the following two inquiries should be mentioned because
they are also relevant for ECP: the inquiry into the EU budget review of 2007/09 and a recently launched
inquiry on the EU2020 Strategy.

' Where those who are called to submit oral evidence are carefully selected to limit the number of

hearings and at the same time represent the widest possible spectrum of views and interests, whilst written
evidence is often sought through open calls for evidence (Scottish Parliament, 2008).
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e the Scottish Government has the obligation to react to and follow up
recommendations in Committee reports, and the Scottish Parliament has the

power to ensure that any requested action is implemented.
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Table 17 Scottish Parliament Inquiries, ongoing reviews, reports and papers on ECP 1999-2009

Inquiries & reports Date Oral and written evidence
Inquiry into the financial | 2009 Oral evidence: Gordon McLaren, Chief Executive of ESEP; Lorna Gregson-MacLeod, H&I Structural Funds Partnership Ltd;
crisis and the European Donald Maclnnes, Scotland Europa/Scottish Enterprise; Alex Paterson, HIE; Garry Clark, Scottish Chambers of Commerce;
Union response Stephen Boyd, Scottish Trades Union Congress; John Swinney MSP, Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth; John
Rigg, Head of European Structural Funds Division, Scottish Government; Jim Millard, European Structural Funds Division (Team
Leader for H&I Transitional and Cross-Border Team), Scottish Government.
Committee Report produced 10 June 2009: ‘The impact of the financial crisis on EU support for economic development’, 1st
Report, 2009 (Session 3).
Inquiry into the Scottish | 2006/07 | Oral evidence: Jeremy Wyatt, Managing Director, Hall Aitken; Donald MacKinnon, Director of SOSEP; Laurie Russell, Chief
Executive’s plans for Executive of SEP; Gordon McLaren, Chief Executive of ESEP; Dennis Malone, Chief Executive of HIPP; Christine Mulligan,
future Structural Funds Chief Executive of Objective 3 Partnership; John Ferguson, Director of development programmes for the Scottish Council for
programmes 2007-13 Voluntary Organisations; Councillor Corrie McChord, Vice-President of COSLA and leader of Stirling Council; Councillor Alison
and the UK Magee, Convener of Highland Council; James Fowlie, COSLA environment and regeneration team leader; Donald Maclnnes,
Government’s National Chief Executive, Scotland Europa; Alan Wilson, Chief Executive, Scottish Council for Development and Industry; Allan Wilson,
Strategic Reference Deputy Minister for Enterprise and Lifelong Learning; Phillip Raines, Team Leader (Cohesion, Co-ordination, Monitoring and
Framework Evaluation), European Structural Funds Division, Scottish Executive; Graeme Dickson, Head of Enterprise and Industrial Affairs
Group, Scottish Executive.
Written evidence: Aberdeen City and Shire Economic Forum: Bridges Programmes; City of Edinburgh Council; Convention of
Scottish Local Authorities; East Ayrshire Council; East of Scotland European Consortium; Equal Opportunities Commission;
European Regional Policy Group; Fife Council; Glasgow City Council; Highlands and Islands Enterprise; Highlands and Islands
Partnership Programme; Intowork; North Ayrshire Council; North Lanarkshire Council; Scottish Council for Development and
Industry; ESF Objective 3 Partnership Scotland; Scottish Executive; Strathclyde European Partnership; Scottish Environment
Protection Agency; South Lanarkshire Council; South of Scotland Alliance; South of Scotland European Partnership; The Action
Group; The Highland Council; The Prince’s Trust Scotland; The Wise Group; West Dunbartonshire Council; West of Scotland
Colleges Partnership; West of Scotland European Consortium.
Committee Report produced 27 June 2006: ‘Report on an inquiry into the Scottish Executive’s plans for future structural funds
programmes 2007-13", 4th Report, 2006.
Consideration of the Scottish Executive's response to the committee's report on 5 September 2006.
Implementation of | 2005 Oral evidence provided by the Scottish Executive in the light of the agreement just reached on the 2007-13 Financial perspectives:
Structural ~ Funds in Allan Wilson (Minister); Diane McLafferty and Phillip Raines, Structural Funds Division (Scottish Executive, Enterprise,
Scotland Transport and Lifelong Learning Department).
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Inquiries & reports Date Oral and written evidence

Inquiry into Repatriation | 2003/04 | Oral evidence from: Frank Gaskell, HIE; Calum Macleod, SEPA; Roland Diggens, Scottish Council for Development and

of European regional Industry; Richard Robinson, Scottish Natural Heritage; Abigail Howard, The Wise Group; Professor John Bachtler, EPRC,

development funds and University of Strathclyde; Bob Leitch and Karen Stirling, Scottish Chambers of Commerce; Rt. Hon Jim Wallace QC MSP, Deputy

the UK Government’s First Minister and Minister Lifelong Learning; Diane McLafferty and Lynn Henni, European Structural Funds Division, Scottish

proposals — an Inquiry Executive; Graham Meadows, acting Director General of DG Regio, European Commission; Manfred Beschel, Head of UK Unit,

into the impact in DG Regio; Videoconference with the Finnish Parliament’s Grand Committee on the EU (12 November 2003).

Scotland Written evidence from: Clackmannanshire Council; Convention of Scottish Local Authorities (CoSLA); East Lothian Council,
Edinburgh Council; East of Scotland European Consortium; Falkirk Council; Fife Council; Glasgow Council; Professor Michael
Keating; North Ayrshire Council; Scottish Council for Development and Industry (SCDI); Scottish Natural Heritage; Shetland
Islands Council; South of Scotland Alliance; West of Scotland Colleges’ Partnership; West of Scotland European Consortium.
Report produced 17 June 2004: ‘The repatriation of European regional development funding and the UK Government's
proposals: an Inquiry into the impact in Scotland’, 2nd Report 2004, 2 volumes.
Consideration of Scottish Executive’s Response to the Committee’s Report on the UK Government’s proposals on the repatriation
of European regional development funding on 28 September 2004.

Briefing Paper 2003 Briefing Paper on the ‘Future of Regional Development and European Structural Funds’; EU/S2/03/2/2.

Briefing Paper 2003 Briefing Paper on ‘Proposals for an ongoing review of the debate on the development of a new framework for regional
development and the future of European structural funds’, EU/S2/03/3/3.

SPIC Briefing Paper 2003 ‘Reform of the European Structural Funds’ SPIC Briefing, Stephen Herbert and Aileen McLeod, 14 August 2003, 03/62.

Inquiry into Structural | 2002 ‘Report on the Inquiry into the Future of ECP and Structural Funds post-2006°, 2002, 3rd Report.

Funds post-2006

Reporter’s Report 2002 ‘Report on the enlargement of the European Union and the challenges and opportunities facing Scotland’ (Ben Wallace MSP),
2002, 1st Report.

Report 2001 ‘Report on the Governance of the European Union and the Future of Europe: What Role for Scotland?’ 2001, 9th Report.

Report 2001 ‘Initial report on the application and project appraisal process for European Structural Funds’ (1st round of the 2000-2006 period),
2001, Ist Report.

Report 2000 ‘Report of the Inquiry into European Structural Funds and their implementation in Scotland’, 2000, 6th Report.

Report 2000 ‘Objective 2 plans’, 2000, 3rd Report.

Report 2000 ‘European Structural Fund Programme Management Executives and their relationship with the Scottish Executive’, 2000, 2nd
Report.

Report 1999 ‘The Objective 3 Operational Plan’, 1999, 3rd Report.

Source: own elaboration from meeting papers and official reports of the Scottish Parliament European and External Relations Committee 1999-2009, available from

Scottish

Parliament’s

website. http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/s3/committees/europe/index.htm
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With respect to ECP, the activities of the EERC have filled a gap in previous
arrangements where there was one responsible Minister above the PMEs and
Monitoring Committees but no wider accountability to the public. As observed by

one interviewee,

You had no overall accountability. ... One Minister and a lot of civil servants
is a completely different accountability as opposed to the very public
situation that we now have, where people are called in the Committee and
asked how things are operating. It’s much more transparent and much more
public, and there’s more accountability in the system (SCO5).

A key improvement of the new arrangement in this respect is the fact that, whilst
local politicians and interest groups could gain access to the responsible Minister
under the previous arrangements, this occurred through private meetings that did not

allow an overall picture, e.g. of other interest groups’ positions. '

One element noted during field research as potentially limiting the effectiveness of
the control exerted by the EERC on the government’s work on ECP is that the
Minister responsible for European matters — and who has the obligation to submit an
annual report to the Committee — has thus far not been responsible for the ERDF
programmes. This does not appear as a particularly problematic issue, however, and
it has not impeded the Committee in calling the Minister with ERDF responsibilities
and related officials to give account on several occasions, as noted above. On the
contrary, as ECP has become more integrated in the broader framework of domestic
Scottish policies, issues relating to the co-financed programmes have increasingly
appeared in the works of committees other than the EERC (e.g. those on the

Economy, Energy and Tourism or on Local Government and Communities).

"% This quote from one of the interviews well illustrates this point: ‘I could have a meeting with the
Minister, and I represented the West of Scotland European Consortium, but people represented the East of
Scotland, people represented the H&I, and we were all working at different levels, so it was very difficult
then to get an overall picture and then to say to the government. It was very disparate’ (code omitted to
prevent identification).
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14.4.1.2 Centralisation of the policy process

The main, fundamental change that has taken place after the creation of the Scottish
Executive has been the manifestation of the desire, progressively developed by
Scottish Ministers and officials, to take control of the programming processes. As
illustrated above, in the days of the Scottish Office the programmes were managed
by PMEs that enjoyed a considerable degree of autonomy. The first PMEs, run under
the aegis of the Regional Councils, successfully administered the programmes to the
required standards and with the active involvement of local partners. Even when the
Regional Councils ceased to exist, the PMEs survived as the Scottish Office was not
interested in taking Structural Funds programming directly under its reigns (whilst
maintaining the formal responsibility for the programmes). On the contrary, the
Scottish Office was content with decentralising the implementation of programmes
to PMEs, allowing them to fill the gap in local governance that had been left vacant

by the abolition of the Councils.

The Scottish Office fulfilled its obligations with respect to the DTI and the European
Commission. For example, Scottish Office officials (and later, Scottish Executive
officials) chaired the programmes’ Monitoring Committee meetings, but they did not
take an active role in programme preparation and implementation: they would
participate in Advisory Group meetings and in the Boards of the PMEs, but in an
observer capacity only. As the PMEs essentially responded to the local partners, their
relationship with the Scottish Office was not governed by any definitive agreement
or act, but rather it evolved through practice. Until 2003, when Operating
Agreements were introduced, ‘there had been no formalisation of the nature of the

relationship between government and the PMEs’ (SCO12)."”’

Over time, however, and especially in the transition from the previous to the current
programme period, Scottish Executive Ministers and officials took the view that ECP

should contribute to the domestic policies that were being elaborated by the devolved
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government and that the work of the PMEs should be more tightly defined and
overseen by the devolved administration. This led first, during the course of 2000-06,
to the formalisation of the relationship between PMEs and the Scottish Executive
through the introduction of Operating Agreements, as noted above, where the
responsibilities of the PMEs were formally listed,'® and, at a later stage, at the start
of the current programmes, to the radical transformation of the PMEs into external
contractors, working for the Scottish Government. In this latter case, the Scottish
Government issued calls for tenders to select the PMEs for the 2007-13 period
(which were renamed as [ABs, Intermediate Administration Bodies) and formalised
its relationship with them through a triennial, renewable contract, with precise

indication of remuneration, tasks and reciprocal responsibilities.

The effects of this shift in the actual delivery of programmes have been quite
remarkable, in that the new arrangement removed the PMEs’ capacity to imprint — in
response to the local partnerships — a strategic vision on the programmes. It also took
away the potential to inject bottom-up innovation and experimentation into the
programmes, activities at which they had been successful in the past (for instance,
regarding the mainstreaming of the horizontal themes; see Clement, 2009; Taylor et
al., 2001). On the other hand, the new arrangements are delivering cost-savings and
increased scope for policy alignment with the domestic policy priorities of the
Scottish Government. Nevertheless, as a result of this formal shift to the financing of
[ABs, these bodies are now mainly executors of the procedures necessary to deliver
the programmes and, bound contractually to the Scottish Government, are now

accountable to this level rather than to the local partners.

7 This was also confirmed by another interviewee who underlined that ‘the PME system has always
operated on the basis that the Managing Authority has, in an informal non-specified way, historically
delegated certain responsibilities to the PMEs’ (SCO2).

' This example provided by one of the interviewees is indicative of the types of motivations behind this
move: ‘Certain of the PMEs and one in particular were decidedly resistant to having Scottish Government
on the Board. In a bid to make the governance arrangements clearer, we brought forward Operating
Agreements. There had been no formalisation of the nature of the relationship between government and the
PMEs, so that was something that we were keen to introduce both to make clearer to the outside world what
the nature of the relationship was, but also to make clearer what the requirements, dependencies, risks etc.
were, in having that kind of arm’s-length operation’ (SCO12).
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This is a radical shift compared to the past and, as observed during interviews, a shift
that entails some tensions both with regard to the independence of the IABs in their
operation — ‘they are consultants ... they are dependent on the government to get the
contract again, so they want to be careful about what they say’ (SCOS5) — and with
regard to their capacity to effectively support programmes and projects, given the
loss of knowledge over the entirety of the programming process, for instance when

assisting applicants in preparing project proposals.'®’

Moving from the effects to the causes, a variety of factors has converged to
determine this change in approach and this increasing desire by the Scottish
Executive/Government Ministers and officials to control the policy process —
including, according to a number of interviews, some ‘personality clashes’ (COM2;
SCO2; SCO12) — but the main reasons can probably be traced back to the following

seven.

First, Scottish Ministers and officials wanted to control the expenditure of ECP, so
that it could contribute to domestic Scottish Executive/Government policies, an
understandable goal in times of increasing fiscal and budgetary constraints. As
observed during interviews, Scottish Executive officials were attracted by the
English models of ECP implementation, where funding was more aligned with
domestic regional economic strategies.’”” Throughout the 2000-06 period, the
Scottish Executive elaborated a number of own policies and strategies — such as the
Framework for Economic Development in Scotland (2000 and 2004), A Smart,
Successful Scotland (2000 and 2004), the National Planning Framework for Scotland

"% The following quote illustrates well this last point: ‘Questions got asked about some of the aspects [of
eligibility in the programmes], you know “what does that mean?”, and I don’t know, because I didn’t write
it, and I don’t have ownership of it and it doesn’t mean anything to me and that’s always a danger. Whereas
if you were involved in writing the programme, someone says “actually what did you intend here?” I could
say, in previous programmes we were involved in, that’s what we intended. If that’s not clear then
something went wrong. Now it’s really difficult’ (SCO9).

2% <Some government departments saw the situation in England, which was — because the civil servants
controlled the Structural Funds much more — the government departments got a much larger slice of the
money, and so some government departments here thought “we are losing out”, the monies are going to the
third sector, going to local government, going to further education, where I believe there is far clearer
demonstration of additionality. It is impossible to demonstrate additionality of the funding when money
goes into government agencies, absolutely impossible’ (SCO10).
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(2004), the Regeneration Policy Statement (2006), Scotland’s Sustainable
Development Strategy (2005), and so forth — and the idea of policy alignment
emerged progressively, expecting the programmes to align with and contribute to the
newly established domestic strategies.”’ This could be achieved with programme
design (from 2007 onwards) and through implementation, particularly through
project selection, and required the Scottish Executive/Government to take a more
active role in these processes (in ways discussed in Section 14.4.2) and to break
some of the rigidities of the PME system by entrusting portions of funding to
government agencies and local authorities. As well illustrated by one of the

interviewees:

You had programmes that were given a focus at the start of the programme
period and the consultation on what they should contain, but then they were
almost set in stone. So they were inflexible. And if the government came up
with new strategies, new approaches, wanted a different kind of emphasis,
wanted a different balance, had particular agenda in the whole economic
development, employability etc. sphere that it wanted to pursue, they couldn’t
really do that to any considerable degree or with any great certainty if trying
to do it using Structural Funds. So that was one aspect of why we advised that
there be an approach that followed some of the English models that you would
look at who your most obvious delivery agencies were going to be, you would
look at being in a position to make the programmes closer to what government
wanted to do, and of course that was not a popular message, at all (SCO12).

A second factor was the steep increase and rigidity of the controls and audit onus
placed on programmes from the European level in the last few years.?”* Ultimately, it
is the Scottish Executive/Government and its budget that bear the cost of any adverse

audit; as a result, officials have sought to control the processes, so as to prevent such

*' The utility to pursue more integration between ECP and ‘other activities’ (domestic policies, but also
more integration between different EU sources of funding) was also raised by an ad hoc evaluation study
carried out for the Scottish Executive (Hall Aitken, 2006), in which the consultants used the term ‘tactical
fit’, stating that ‘It would also be useful to integrate the funds more fully with domestic sources’ (p. 17).
The study uses the case of Nord-Rhein Westfalen in Germany as supporting evidence for this approach,
where ‘the NRW Objective 2 programme has been closely integrated with the regionalised structural policy
of the Land for many years. This means that EU Structural Funding is interlinked with and works alongside
the existing funding structures. According to interviewees, using the budgets of the Laender ensures
strategic focus of ESF and ERDF. Project promoters have to demonstrate the strategic fit in their

applications. Involving the monitoring committee also supports this aspect’ (p. 59).

22 Qee Davies et al., 2009, and Davies and Polverari, 2011, on this issue and for a critique of the reasons

that led to this evolution over time.
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problems. The following two quotes from senior officials at the Scottish Government

are emblematic of the two points discussed above:

As far as accountability is concerned, | think it’s useful to go back to the
previous programmes, 2000-06. I’m dealing with three or four major audit
issues ... where, potentially, the Commission is looking for a very large de-
commitment of the funds ... it has nothing to do with fraud and it has to do with
the audit trail (we use the short-hand ‘not keeping the bus ticket’). ... Now,
however, that turns out it will fall to the Scottish Government. ... In terms of
the financial buck, it stops with the Scottish Government (SC04).2*

Similarly,

The compliance regime — so Commission audits, Court of Auditors — that level
of scrutiny was cranked up quite substantially, and that meant that we as
Scottish Executive/Scottish Government became particularly exposed to any
failings at project level. Also, perhaps, certainly through 2000-06, partner
priorities, as manifested through Advisory Groups and Management
Committees didn’t always coincide as tidily or as neatly as we would have
liked with our own, Scottish Executive priorities. In terms of project selection
[there seemed to be] a bit too much power to influence decisions at the
partnership level. There’s probably a combination of all these things. [... As
far as audit is concerned] it’s about protecting Ministers, because to the extent
that things go awry at project level and [there are] financial implications, this
tends these days to be extrapolated across the programmes and we cannot visit
these penalties on individual projects. We can if the project has failed in some
ways, but if a project is perfectly ok we can’t pass on a share of the penalty, so
Scottish Government takes the hit.”%* ... Even before, it was the Scottish
Government [that would take the hit], but the penalties or tariffs were less
severe and less formulaic ... In a sense, there’s more risk that we have a
penalty imposed on us and we’re, | suppose, as an organisation and perhaps
by nature, not much risk averse. It’s public money and it’s a factor (SCO11).

When Commission and Court of Auditors’ audits also raised repeated concerns over

the management fee collected from partners, which was viewed as a levy, this

% See also Gordon, T. (2006, September 22). Executive hopes GBP20m EU clawback will be cut to
GBP3m. The Herald, p. 7; Braiden, G. (2008, June 23). Holyrood may have to repay One Plus millions; EC

is attempting to reclaim missing funds. The Herald, p. 7.

% This is because ‘audits only ever sample, so if they look at 10 projects and find a 5 percent error rate

across the ten projects, we can’t get any recovery from any of the 10 concerned, however what the
Commission does is that it says “well, that was a random sample, multiply that at programme level” and
Scottish Government is the only source for that” (SCO11).
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reinforced the perception amongst Scottish Ministers and officials of the need to

review the PME system.””’

A third factor, similar to the one discussed above, that drove the above change in
approach, was the introduction of the N+2 rule with the 1999 regulations. This rule,

. . 2
also known as automatic de-commitment rule>*®

and which is still in place, foresees
the necessity to spend the annual Structural Funds allocations assigned to a
programme by the end of the second year after the one to which the sums are
budgeted in the programme’s financial tables. Non-compliance with this requirement
means that any under-spend is lost by the programmes. This stringent conditionality
placed the Scottish Structural Funds delivery system under considerable pressure,
and again, as with respect to audits, the Scottish Executive and its officials felt that
they had little control on the levers that could determine the spending performance of
programmes. As Ministers and, as a consequence, Scottish Executive officials

became more exposed to public scrutiny, controlling and directing the programmes

became a more pressing need.

It is in this vein that in 2003, the first year of application of the N+2 rule, the Scottish
Executive established a high-level ‘Scottish Structural Funds Forum’, a body chaired
by the competent Minister (Enterprise and Lifelong Learning) and inclusive of
Scottish Executive officials, development agencies, local authorities, statutory
bodies, MSPs, MEPs and other local stakeholders from across Scotland (as opposed
to the area-specific, programme-based PMCs), tasked to review twice-yearly the
progress reached in the implementation of the programmes, with particular emphasis

on preventing de-commitments and also to discuss wider Structural Funds-related

% As illustrated by this interview quote: ‘The management fee was termed often pejoratively a “levy” on
projects and so the court of auditors returned several times to that charge and we each time mounted a
resistance and logical and, we thought, persuasive arguments to not to call it a levy and to explain what was
delivered in a way of service for which the management fee was charged; but, of course, they were
decidedly unconvinced and considered that that fee was an entrance fee, was an ability to at least enter the
game and was therefore precluding open, transparent access to the funds. That is what I recall and it was of
course an important part of the rationale for thinking that certainly there had to be major change’ (SCO12).

2% Automatic de-commitment refers to the fact that the sums not spent within the second year are
automatically de-committed from the European budget. Art. 31(2) of Council Regulation (EC) no.
1260/1999 and arts. 93-97 of Council Regulation (EC) no. 1083/2006.
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issues, such as the recommendations of evaluation reports, the mainstreaming of the
horizontal themes, and the reform of ECP for the 2007-13 period. It is interesting to
note that the Forum did not include the Chairs or any representatives from the PMEs
(see Table 18 below for full composition), in itself an indication of the above-
mentioned desire by the Scottish Executive to take control of the policy
implementation process (at the meetings, the updates on each programme were

provided by the responsible officials from the Structural Funds Division)."’

Table 18: Composition of the Scottish Structural Funds Forum (2003)

Institution Number of components (33)

Scottish Executive 11 (Minister/Deputy Minister, Head of Enterprise and Industrial
Affairs Group, Head of Structural Funds Division, 6 further
members of the Structural Funds Division, Head of Analytical
Services Division, Regional Selective Assistance)

MSPs 2 (Convener and Deputy Convener of the European & External
Relations Committee)

MEPs 2

Agencies 4 (Chair of HIE, Chair of Scotland Europa, Learndirect Scotland,
Chief Executive Scottish Enterprise Lanarkshire)

Local Authorities 6 (Leader of Scottish Border Council, Leader of Highlands Council,

Deputy Leader of Falkirk Council, Glasgow City Councillor,
COSLA President, Scottish Councillor representing the Conference
of Peripheral and Maritime Regions)

Statutory Bodies 2 (SEPA, Equal Opportunities Commission)

Socio-economic Partners 3 (member of the Scottish Trade Union Congress, Director of the
Scottish Council of Voluntary Organisations, Chief Executive of
Scottish Council for Development and Industry)

Higher and Further Education | 2 (Vice Chancellor of Aberdeen University, representative of the
Scottish Further Education Funding Council)

Other Representative from the Scottish Urban Regeneration Forum

Source: Scottish Executive, 2003.

The ‘power’ of PMEs to influence decisions at partnership level, mentioned in the
above interview quote, is a delicate matter of course, but one that was also a factor.
Even though the Scottish model was regarded positively by both the European
Commission and domestically, over time some scepticism emerged over the fairness
of the PME-supported decision-making system, which ‘in some cases didn’t work as

well as it might do’ (SCO9) in terms of selecting the most appropriate projects. The

7 The Forum was in operation from February 2003 to February 2007. Most but not all meeting minutes are
available online: 3 November 2003, 24 May 2004, 6 December 2006, 13 June 2005, 30 January 2006, 2
October 2006 and 12 February 2006.
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perception also emerged that reliance on ECP funding had developed amongst
certain beneficiaries: ‘there were sectors that had developed a dependence and an
expertise, and the two went together in accessing Structural Funds, and they were
embedded in the programmes and the programmes were embedded in them almost’
(SCOI12). The fieldwork research also uncovered veiled criticisms of a certain
politicisation of the partnerships, especially with regard to one of the PMEs.

Interviewees’ views suggested that this was

not a case of people personally profiting from the resources, but about misuse
of resources in order to do things that people wanted to do ... kind of
combination of politicisation of the Structural Funds at local level and also the
culture, which was ‘these were the partners’ programmes, it’s the partners
money’. In that period in particular [2000-06], to some degree there was often
carve up of resources amongst the partners and what is accounted in politics
as ‘logrolling” where people agree, ‘I support your application as long as you
support mine’, and deals getting done inside decision-making bodies. And
people would say, ‘you know, that’s just the nature of politics, it’s the way
things are’ (SCOS).
Similar observations appear in the findings of an evaluation study commissioned by
the Scottish Executive to assist the preparation of the current delivery systems, which
established that notwithstanding the ‘broad consensus on the success of the existing
European partnerships’, stakeholders’ interviews highlighted that these were not
unanimous, including criticism over the fact that ‘locally based planning partnerships
just work on local politics and cut up funding between the usual suspects — they are
not objective’ (Hall Aitken, 2006, p. 19). The research carried out indicates that this
assessment 1s too harsh, given the relative openness and transparency of the PME
system. On the whole, the decision-making systems that underpinned the partnership
appear to have been mostly transparent and clearly ruled by publicly available
guidelines and scoring grids. Deciding by consensus, moreover, entailed a
considerable degree of peer control, and there were ad hoc procedures in place to

- - 208
prevent conflicts of interests.

% This is the example provided by one of the interviewees, a PME Chair, about the actions taken to

prevent possible conflicts of interest: ‘We managed the potential conflict of interest well, there was never,
sometimes one or two people would raise issues, but they were always explored and managed and I don’t
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Nonetheless, interview evidence points to the fact that the partnership arrangements
benefited those partners who were involved in the processes, because they could gain
useful knowledge on how to prepare a ‘good’ application, develop ideas based on the
experiences and lessons learnt by other partners, exchange views with other partners
and even develop joint projects with other organisations. As participation in the
groups and committees was unremunerated, this ended up supporting larger and
more-resourced organisations (though it also had a positive impact on the quality of

the applications received and on the pace of spending).*”’

A fifth factor underpinning the drive by Scottish Executive/Government officials to
take control of the policy process was the desire to achieve uniformity in the way
Commission regulations and guidelines were operationalised across Scotland and,
even more so, to streamline procedures. Acknowledging that there was an ‘effort to
take control of things in house’ at the beginning of the current period, a senior
government official observed that ‘the five PMEs all had their version of the
guidance on the national rules, there’d be inconsistencies about eligibility’ (SCO4).
Moreover, because each programme had its own selection procedures (forms,
deadlines and project selection bodies), large organisations (such as the development
agencies) had to apply for funding for similar projects across the various parts of

Scotland — with different forms, to different PMEs and fulfilling different procedures

think there was ever any evidence of a significant problem with a conflict of interest. If somebody had an
interest in a project, they would not take part in that scoring, or that discussion, or that decision, they left
the meeting at that point or they didn’t come to the meeting, and they declared that. If we found somebody
hadn’t declared an interest, it would be dealt with and that just didn’t happen: people accepted the rules and
worked to it. ... We had rules that said: if you are from an organisation with a project, when that project
was being considered, it was very clear you did not take part in that. If you were from a board of an
organisation you would declare an interest. If you were an advisor, paid or otherwise, to that organisation
you had to declare an interest. So sometimes when that interest was clear, you wouldn’t take part in the
meeting or the decision, but it might be that that interest was very informal, you know somebody said “well
I gave some of informal advice to that organisation because they wanted to find out about how we delivered
a similar project”, that was acceptable.So that’s the kind of thing that was discussed’ (SCO10).

% As noted by an interviewee who participated in one of the programmes’ Advisory Groups: ‘I didn’t
recognise [any conflicts of interest, but] it wasn’t purely altruistic, in that although people had to leave the
room or not take part in the debate, you learnt ... You saw what was successful, what was required and it
wasn’t that people around the table said, ok several people are favouring that sort of project; it was more
they got better intelligence on how to write a good proposal. Over time during the period ... there was
definitely a learning process and the bigger organisations learnt better than the smaller ones. Although a lot
of smaller organisations did get funding’ (SCO7).
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— time and time again, with a disproportionate amount of effort and time devoted to
this task. Over time, this was considered as inefficient by Scottish officials, who
sought to implement a more streamlined approach to project selection, entrusting
some of the key delivery bodies with portions of funding directly, at the beginning of
the programme period. This was in line with the approach followed elsewhere in the
UK. Entrusting key bodies, such as the Scottish development agencies (which
depend on the Scottish Government), other governmental agencies and local
authorities to manage portions of funds was also considered to be more conducive to
the aforementioned policy-alignment, as already noted (the exact nature and scope of
the changes introduced in this sphere are discussed in more detail in Sub-section

14.4.2.2).

A further underlying cause for this change of attitude by Scottish
Executive/Government was the increased visibility that the Scottish Ministers — and
as a consequence the officials — gained post-devolution as a result of the scrutiny
placed upon them by the Scottish Parliament (as already discussed) and by the
public. This external control, compounded by the exposure to potential loss of
resources due to N+2 de-commitments and adverse audits, made it essential for the
Scottish officials and Ministers to have exact knowledge and full ownership of what

happened in the Scottish programmes.

Lastly, an increasing caution emerged over time amongst Scottish Ministers and
officials about the opportunity-cost and sustainability of the PME model. This
concern became more pressing towards the end of the 2000-06 period, when the
prospect of further funding reductions for the forthcoming period (2007-13) came
closer, but it was an issue that Scottish Ministers had cultivated from the early days
of the devolved framework, albeit not so overtly. This is proven by the fact that, as
early as March 2000, the report of the Steering Committee of the Scottish Executive
review of the PME system concluded that ‘[t]he Programme Management Executive
(PME) model should be maintained’ and ‘[t]here should be one PME for each of the
five Programmes’, and yet that ‘[t]here should be a further review in early 2003 to
ensure that each programme management system has an effective exit or

continuation strategy’ (Scottish Executive, 2000a).
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This attention by Scottish Ministers from the early days of post-devolution to the
efficiency and value-for-money of the PME system became more and more pressing
as time moved on. It was strengthened by the repeated problems raised by European
audits with respect to the management fee, as noted above, and by a changing
attitude amongst Scottish Ministers towards the commercial activities that some of
the PMEs had started to pursue with the then EU10-12 candidate countries. Ministers
praised these initiatives at first, not least because such activities promoted a positive
image of Scotland abroad at a time when the Scottish Government did not have its
own strand of internationalisation activities, but they became critical at a later stage,
when the difficulties of reaching N+2 targets, particularly in the programme that was
most active internationally (Scottish Executive, 2003), led them to question the
initiative of senior PME staff pursuing different activities than those entailed in
running the programmes. Concerns had also emerged with respect to possible state
aids breaches, given that the PMEs were funded by public resources.”’® At some
point, around mid-way in the 2000-06 period, these concerns became more pressing,
so much so that in 2004 the Scottish Executive commissioned external consultants to
undertake a value-for-money financial assessment. This work concluded that the
PME system cost the public purse in the region of £4.5 million a year. As a
consequence, the perception of the PME suddenly changed from European good
practice to a ‘huge bureaucracy that sat apart from government that was for a variety
of reasons very difficult to influence and rather expensive’ (SCO12). It had to be

reformed.

Unquestionably, given the political situation that had generated the PME model, the
issue of the future of the PME system was a thorny one for the Scottish Labour
Ministers. This might explain why, initially at least, they might have kept a low

profile, as confirmed by this statement from a senior Scottish Government official:

1% This point relates in particular to SEP, which had pursued external work through a subsidiary company,
Euroconnections, but without adequately separating out, initially at least, the resource arrangements for the
two companies. This led to questions on whether the public resources through which SEP was funded to
manage the programme were also used for commercial activities abroad (which in turn initiated an internal
audit by the Scottish Executive).
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It was difficult for Ministers, because there may have been an expectation that
Ministers would have been more protective of the PMEs, and they were to a
certain degree, but actually they had bigger responsibilities to discharge, so
their interest was in being able to demonstrate that we had a value—for-money,
strategically purposeful set of European Structural Funds programmes that
were being delivered efficiently, and Ministers had had of course repeated
exposure to adverse audit reports from the Commission and the Court of
Auditors ... political loyalties only go so far, and we were certainly (and | was)
charged early on with coming up with a review of the whole system of
implementation of Structural Funds. It was clear from very early on that we
were expected to bring forward constructive proposals for how the whole area
could be reformed (SCO12).

14.4.1.3 More ministerial interest

The above considerations on policy alignment led to the second of the systemic
changes mentioned. The alignment with Scottish policies and the inter-sectoral
nature of the programmes, which cut across a number of ministerial remits, has
resulted in Ministers becoming more interested in following ECP developments than
they have been previously (and certainly prior to devolution). As emphasised by a
senior government official, ‘what has struck me really over the last couple of years is
... the huge ministerial interest ... and the obvious question is for a relatively small
amount of money — we are talking, say, £700 million over a seven-year period — why
is this, when the Scottish budget is £30 billion a year?’ (SCO4). This increased
interest emerged from 2000 onwards, but has perhaps grown under the present
administration and manifested itself in the fact that it is not just the designated
Minister in charge of ECP — currently, the Minister for Enterprise, Energy and
Tourism, Jim Mather — that takes an active interest in the policy, but also other
Ministers. They range from the Education Secretary (ESF), the Minister for Housing
and Communities (local regeneration, e.g. the proposed JESSICA fund), and the
Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs and the Environment (Rural Priority), to the
Cabinet Secretary for Finance and Sustainable Growth (in charge of overall Scottish
finances) and even the First Minister, who makes frequent reference to Structural

Funds programmes to promote the image of the Scottish Government as efficient and
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effective, as he did, for instance, at the ‘National Job Summit’ of 11 January 2010.2"

As noted by an interviewee,

[whilst] in the past there would be one Minister who would be responsible for
the Structural Funds, we are now finding Ministers in other policy areas, like
education and health, where Structural Funds activities are impacting on those
areas, are equally taking an active interest and it gives a degree of visibility
and a significant PR platform now, in terms of Ministers announcing discreet
decisions on particular strategic projects, it’s playing very well politically.
There’s good and bad in that. It’s certainly good, because we have a degree of
visibility in terms of Structural Funds that really wasn’t there in the past
(SCO9).
In other words, publicity is given to ECP developments, for example as a way to
reinforce the Government’s image of leading an effective response to the crisis (and
thus, more generally, to promote the image of an ‘effective’ Scottish Government, an
approach that was not so predominant previously).?'? This greater Ministerial interest
is reflected operationally in an increased role of Scottish Government officials in the
Advisory Groups that select projects, which now also include policy officials from

different Directorates and not just from the Structural Funds Unit (an issue discussed

in more detail in Sub-section 14.4.2.2).

It is difficult to isolate the reasons for this development, especially since ERDF
programmes were already multi-sectoral in previous periods (and perhaps even more
so, given that up to 2006 they were pluri-fund and not as financially concentrated as

at present).”’” However, one of the causes of this attitudinal change by Scottish

! In illustration of this point, this is a statement to the press by Mr Salmond at the National Job Summit of
January 2010, which can be watched on the Scottish Government’s website: ‘Well, start of the year, job
summit, very, very important. And also the coordination of the agencies we have, rather symbolised in the
big announcement we’ve got today which is the Community Planning Partnership and the Social Fund in
Central Scotland, the Regional Development in the Highlands and Islands, together their applications are
going to result in 34 million pounds and 28,000 people helped in training and in experience to work ... so
it’s a great announcement to be made at the start of the year’. See also,

http:/news.bbe.co.uk/2/hi/uk_news/scotland/highlands_and islands/8452386.stm
212

Dinwoodie, R. (2009, January 10). Success for store Swinney to boost capital spending; Plan to get
through recession unveiled. The Herald, p. 5; GBP200m European aid money ‘front-loaded’ for job

creation. (2009, January 6) The Herald, p. 8.

13 For the current period, the principle of earmarking of resources on Lisbon agenda-related activities has

been introduced, which entails, for the programmes of the EU15, the concentration of spending on Lisbon
activities in the range of 75 percent of the total programme financial allocation for RCE programmes and
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Ministers has likely been the tight situation of public finances, exacerbated by the
recent economic crisis, and, related, the relative importance that ECP finance — albeit

less in volume than in the past — has assumed as a funding stream.

144.1.4 Programme rationalisation

A third and fundamental development in the transition from the 2000-06 to the
current programme period is the rationalisation of the programmes. Faced with
almost a halving of Structural Funds resources in 2007-13, the then Labour-LibDem
administration took the decision to streamline Structural Funds programmes and
consolidate all support for what was then termed the Lowlands and Uplands part of
Scotland (LUPS — essentially the whole of Scotland other than the Highlands and
Islands) into a single ERDF Operational Programme (as already discussed, in 2000-
06 this area had been subdivided in three programmes for the East, West and South
of Scotland). A somewhat similar decision had already proven unpopular in the
previous period, when the Borders and Dumfries and Galloway 1994-99 Objective
5b programmes were consolidated in 2000 under a single Objective 2 programme;"
but in 1999, the then Scottish Executive’s plans proved extremely controversial,
because they meant reducing, together with the programmes, the number of PMEs,
some of which, as has been illustrated, had been in place for two decades and had
become very influential. The basic argument put forward by the Executive for the
LUPS consolidation was that it made no sense to subdivide few resources amongst
small programmes because of the limited impact that these would achieve and

because of the disproportionate costs that management through three PMEs

60 percent for Convergence programmes. For the EU10, compliance is voluntary. There are no sanctions
for not respecting these targets, but there are annual reporting obligations to the Commission. See Hiibner,
2006; Polverari et al., 2006.

1 An interesting observation on this point was made by one of the interviewees who noted that ‘in the
South of Scotland you had Dumfries and Galloway and the Borders together for the first time and they
didn’t really want to have anything to do with each other. But I think the process of developing the
programme, which was to some degree mediated by the ex ante evaluation, helped to develop some sort of
cohesion in that partnership’ (SCOS).
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entailed.””> The factors discussed in previous paragraphs also played a part, of

course.

As a consequence, only two ERDF programmes were prepared for the whole of
Scotland — one for the Highlands and Islands, and one for the rest of the country
(Lowlands and Uplands Scotland, LUPS), accompanied by two further ESF OPs with
same territorial coverage. In terms of implementation, this choice led to the retention
of only two PMEs, with remits over both ERDF and ESF programmes. Given the
different contractual arrangement adopted for the PMEs, as discussed above, notably
that they are funded by the Scottish Government rather than by the partners, the two
surviving PMEs were selected through open tenders in order to comply with public
procurement rules. All the existing PMEs (including Western Scotland and Objective
3 in a joint bid) and a certain number of private companies with experience of
Structural Funds technical assistance participated in the calls. At the end of the
selection process, HIPP was appointed for the H&I OPs and ESEP was appointed for
the LUPS programmes (the latter under the proviso that it would open a Glasgow
office). As a consequence, Strathclyde European Partnership, the South of Scotland
European Partnership and, for ESF, the Objective 3 Partnership were all closed at the
end of 2008.

The implications of this shift for programme management are discussed in more
detail in the following section, by reviewing the impact of the new arrangements on
the main phases of the programming cycle. Nevertheless, at this juncture, it is useful
to note that despite the controversy that this approach generated at the time —

216

including concerns relating to the accountability of the new arrangements and

*> As recalled by a Scottish Government official: ‘we didn’t have enough money to pay for all the number
of programmes we had before. We didn’t think. If we had a separate South of Scotland, West of Scotland
and East of Scotland programme, which the partners wanted, they would have been very small, they would
have been inflexible — because the smaller the programme the more difficult it is to meet targets, because
you have less scope for moving funding around — and the overheads would be huge, because you would

have to pay for all the extra machinery to run programmes, which is massive’ (SCO2).

216 As noted by an interviewee, ‘the partners said that what you are losing is accountability: by having

larger programmes you destroy the partnerships, you are destroying that sense of connection between
regional needs, the development of a strategy and the development of the projects and the running of the
programmes, and we broke that connection’ (SCO2).
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the understandable bitterness amongst those directly and negatively affected by the
changes, the interviews uncovered a certain consensus on the fact that the
rationalisation was justified in terms of cost-effectiveness and opportunity. This view
was also taken by the final report of the dedicated parliamentary inquiry (2006)
which, in acknowledging that the previous model had been successful and to provide
reassurance regarding local accountability and partnership in the new system,
recommended that there should be two ERDF and two ESF programmes in Scotland
from 2007-13, a set of programmes for the Highlands and Islands and a set of
programmes for Lowlands and Uplands Scotland, but that ‘the two programmes that
cover Lowlands and Uplands Scotland should include geographical targeting where
necessary and appropriate’ (Scottish Parliament, 2006, point 78). It would be
difficult to imagine how the Committee could have recommended a different
solution, given that when the inquiry report was finalised the Scottish Executive had
already issued the calls for tenders for the selection of the two IABs. Nevertheless, it
is plausible to argue that the key issue that swayed the Parliamentary Committee in
favour of the restructuring proposed by the Scottish Executive was the amount of
cost saving that abolishing three PMEs would entail, estimated to range between £3

million and £3.75 million per annum.*"’
14.4.15 Subsuming European cohesion policy programmes under domestic
policies

The final development that has been classified as a systemic change was subsuming
the current generation of ECP programmes under existing domestic strategies. This is

linked to the above discourse on policy alignment and, as observed by one

"7 The Committee concluded that: as ‘the collective administration costs between these five organisations,
estimated at a total of £30.89 million (including £14.5 million of technical assistance from the European
Commission), will be harder to accommodate in an environment of an estimated 35-40% reduction of
Structural Funds in the Highlands and Islands, and a reduction of 55-60% in the rest of Scotland ... During
evidence to the Committee, a Scottish Executive official told the Committee on 6 June 2006 that the current
cost of the PMEs to the public purse was approximately £4.5 million per year and that these costs could fall
to between £750,000 - £1.5 million if the system was restructured and streamlined. The Committee believes
that this is a significant and welcome saving in administration costs which will free up more money for
actual projects. The Committee agrees with the Scottish Executive that some restructuring is therefore
required to maximise the reduced funds that Scotland will receive in 2007-13" (Scottish Parliament 2006,
point 19). [notes omitted]
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interviewee, to the willingness of Scottish Government (at the time, Executive)

Ministers and officials to assert themselves as the ones in charge of policy:

The Scottish Executive viewed themselves as the keepers of policy in Scotland
and as such saw no reason to see the need for anything beyond this. Only
with the preparation of the 2007-13 programmes, they had the opportunity to
say: ‘we now have domestic strategies and everything must comply with this’
(SCO1).
This view was echoed by a Scottish Government official, who asserted that ‘in 1999-
2000 we were new boys on the block and therefore we did not have much of a role in

developing the programmes, but in 2006 we had dozens of strategies, policies,

powers and authority’ (SCO2).

This desire of Ministers and officials to assert their authority*'®

was compounded by
a more general trend in the UK towards ensuring alignment with domestic policies,
not just in Scotland but also in England and Wales. ECP programmes have always
made coherence with existing EU and domestic strategies explicit in one of their
standard sections — the section on the programmes’ external coherence — as requested
by DG Regio’s checklists for programme design. This same coherence was also
tested by independent evaluators in the ex ante evaluations. However, in 2007-13, the
Scottish programmes went beyond this strategic coherence and almost inverted the
logic of the programming process: whilst retaining, as required by the regulations,
the socio-economic and SWOT analyses (which are still found at the outset of
programmes and from which a number of ‘key programme challenges’ are derived),
much more weight appears to be assigned to the alignment with existing strategies,
listed copiously in Section 3 of the programmes (‘Policy Background’), under the

assumption that:

¥ The contentious relationship with some of the PMEs — particularly with that for the West of Scotland —

may have also played a role in determining this ‘assertion’ of Scottish Government officials. As noted
during the interviews, there was ‘a power struggle, almost an element of competition as of who is the most
important player in the field” (SCO1); ‘the X PME was overtly critical of the Scottish Executive. More
powerful partnership, wanted to do things their own way, had its own representation in Brussels’ (COM3);
‘a lot of scores were settled’ (SCO3).
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To be fully effective, the ERDF Programme must not only address the
challenges set out in the analysis of the socio-economic background section,
but link these to a range of policy actions in order to maximise the value added
of the Structural Funds. These links must be established at different levels to
ensure funding not only complements but builds on existing policy (2007-13
LUPS ERDF Programme, p. 37; Highlands and Islands ERDF Programme, p.
42).
The fact that there has been a change of government since the elaboration of the
programmes has not affected this strategic shift, given that the present
Administration has fully embraced this view, as demonstrated by the following
statement from the 2008 draft Budget Bill: ‘European Structural Funds contribute to
the improvement in Scotland's economic competitiveness ... underpinning a number
of our Strategic Priorities in delivery of the Purpose’ (Scottish Government, 2008).
In this respect, the Scottish case study is illustrative of a trend that also emerged in
other EU15 RCE programmes where the share of ECP funding reduced significantly
in 2007-13 compared to the previous period, including, as has been seen, in Tuscany.
This means that accountability should be assessed at this upper level — the level of

domestic policies — rather than looking solely at the ERDF programmes, since it is at

this higher level that the key strategic and distributive decisions are taken.

14.4.2 Operational changes (organisation, management and delivery)

The previous sub-section outlined a number of fundamental changes in the allocation
of responsibilities for Structural Funds management and implementation in Scotland
that took place in the transition between 2000-06 and 2007-13. Whilst the formal
relationships with the European Commission have remained unaltered over time, at
Scottish level, the Scottish Executive/Government has taken a much more directing
and controlling role in the delivery of the funds. This is having concrete

consequences on policy delivery, for instance:

e the reduction of the PMEs to two across Scotland and the modification of
their relationship with local partners and Scottish Government has made the

remaining PMEs more reliant on the latter for funding, less independent in
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their activity, and as a consequence they have become less strategic bodies. In

the LUPS area, the PME has also lost its territorial focus; and

e the 2007-13 programme delivery arrangements included the abolition of the
PManC, which acted as an additional partnership forum to discuss the
strategic implementation of the programmes (although they were also
contested by the partners in some cases, for instance, because of their
perceived duplication of functions already fulfilled by the Advisory
Groups).?"”

The following analysis addresses how the changes discussed above are affecting the

programming processes in more detail, particularly in the phases of: programme

design; project appraisal and selection; monitoring and evaluation; and publicity and
communication. Most of the changes observed have taken place in the transition
from the 2000-06 programmes (technically, already post-devolution) to the current

OPs, not least because the fixed, seven-year timescale of ECP programming did not

provide the flexibility to the Scottish Executive to significantly modify the delivery

system before 2006.72° Perhaps self-evidently, the organisational and operational
changes discussed in the following paragraphs are in many respects a corollary of the

systemic changes reviewed in the previous sub-section.

14.4.2.1 Programme design

There were fundamental changes in the way programme design was carried out for

2007-13 compared to previous programme periods. As with everything else, the

% In fairness, it should be mentioned that in the Highlands and Islands a Programme Review Group was
established to allow a strategic discussion on programme implementation and priorities amongst the key
stakeholders, filling the gap that would have been left by abolition of the Programme Management Group
tout court. A key difference between the Programme Monitoring Committee and the Programme Review
Group is represented by the type of membership, e.g. political representatives in the first versus
administrators in the second, allowing for more concrete interaction in the PRG, including on technical
issues.

20 As illustrated by the fact that in March 2000, Jack McConnell, at the time Minister for Finance,
expressed a very positive view of the PME-based arrangements when commenting on the recommendations
of a steering group tasked with reviewing the PME system: ‘I welcome the fact the committee has
recommended that administration of the new Programmes should be in local hands. Local partnerships are

268



strategic orientation and the content of the programmes (objectives, priorities and
measures) until 2000 were largely determined by the partnerships. ‘Plan teams’ were
established for each programme by the Scottish Office/Executive, involving
representatives of local partners drawn from the public, private and voluntary sectors
(Colwell and McLaren, 1999; Sutcliffe, 2002). The work of these teams was
coordinated by the PMEs, who were in charge of the actual drafting, while coherence
with Government priorities and across the different programmes was ensured by the
involvement of the Scottish Office/Executive through chairing the various teams
established across Scotland. For the 2000-06 programmes, this purpose was also
served through the establishment of a Scotland-wide ‘coordination team’**' inclusive
of representatives from national bodies such as CoSLA, Scottish Enterprise and
HIE, SCVO (Scottish Council for Voluntary Organisations), SEPA (Scottish
Environmental Protection Agency); the socio-economic partners and the Programme
Directors, ‘to provide overall strategic and planning co-ordination between plan
teams and promote good practice, ensure consistency and ensure a close relationship
is established to Scottish policy priorities as set by the Scottish Executive/Parliament
and the other National public bodies’ (Colwell and McLaren, 1999, p. 7).
Notwithstanding these mechanisms to ensure central coordination, the programmes
were generated essentially bottom-up, driven by the partner-inclusive plan teams:
these teams outlined the socio-economic and environmental analysis for the
programmes, including assessing regional and local economic trends and establishing
baselines, and defined the strategic priorities for the programmes (Colwell and
McLaren, 1999). Moreover, initial programme drafts that emerged from the work of
the plan teams were subsequently the object of consultation with the programme
partnerships, allowing for wider involvement of partner organisations than the

restricted plan teams allowed (Russell, 1995).

exactly what I want to see. They are the best option and will improve co-ordination as well as streamlining
the whole system’ (Mclver, 2006, p. 13).

*! The Scottish Coordination Team was the ‘successor’ of the ‘the Post 1999 Co-ordination Group’
(Colwell and McLaren, 1999), which was established by the Scottish Office in 1997 to discuss the possible
scenarios for Structural Funds support in Scotland for the 2000-06 period.
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Moving on to the current period, the programmes mention that ‘throughout the
development of the 2007-13 Programmes, there has been regular and intensive
engagement with external partners’ (LUPS programme, p. 137; H&I programme, p.
134). Nevertheless, compared to 2000-06 and 1994-99, the procedures adopted for
programme design in this last round have marked a radical break with previous
practice. In 2005/2006, programme drafting was carried out in-house by a limited
team of Scottish Government officials; it was a top-down process and a process that,
even though supported by the required evaluation evidence and stakeholders’

consultation, was largely policy-driven.

With regard to the lesser participation of local stakeholders and partners in the design
process, a caveat is that this statement does not mean that Scottish partners and
stakeholders were not involved; they were involved, as is required by European
regulations, but in a different way than previously. Partners and stakeholders
participated in discussions over the content of the new programmes through different

means, notably:

e the participation of local stakeholders as interviewees in a study
commissioned by the Scottish Government Structural Funds Division in

2005 (Hall Aitken, 2006);

e four seminars held across Scotland in December 2005 and January 2006

(Dunfermline, Glasgow, Inverness and Melrose);

e the above-mentioned Scottish European Structural Funds Forum, which
brought together senior representatives from the main Structural Funds
partner organisations (and where programme design was a topic discussed in

three meetings in early 2007);

e specific workshops on programme priorities and the horizontal themes (in

each programme area);

e aconsultation on the programmes’ Strategic Environmental Assessments; and
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e two and a half months of public consultation on the draft programmes (which
returned a high number of responses, particularly for the LUPS programmes:

103 responses, against 21 in the H&I).**

However, the process was essentially top-down, because the strategies and
priorities of the programmes were largely defined by the Scottish Government
writing team, based on Scottish Government policies and European guidelines,
and overall the partners had limited scope to intervene and certainly less scope
than previously. The following assessments by some of the interviewees,
although reflecting different views, all converge to indicate this element of

centralisation of the programme design process (see Box 6).

Box 6: Perceptions of the 2007-13 programme design process — interview quotes

‘In the past, we set up plan teams, we’d gone through very detailed and very comprehensive
consultation processes. Very little of that happened: there was no plan team, it was largely down to
[name] and a few other people. It’s not the way to write a programme, the consultation process was
extremely truncated ... it was more information, it wasn’t genuine consultation. There was no
dialogue. It wasn’t the case of “this is what we want, what do you think, can we have a discussion and
can you feed back comments?” No: “this is what we are going to do and unless you can find a
fundamental flaw in that, we’ll ignore it, we’re just telling you” ... but they were under enormous
time pressures’ (SCO9).

‘By the time we got into 2007-13, the drafting was done in Edinburgh. It was done by one person
who was drafting a document one-size-fits all, and really the benefit that we had in the previous two
programmes was that the programming documents were bottom-up, designed locally, high level of
local impact, the amount of buy-in, agreement in the vision, it was all there. In 2007-13, we are
actually trying to make up areas of expenditure so that the local authorities can actually buy into this,
and if we don’t, we won’t get our expenditure, we won’t spend the money’ (SCO6).

‘For 1994-99 and 2000-06, we actually established what were termed as ‘“Plan Teams”, groups of
partners around the table helping draft the programmes. For 07-13, for the current set of programmes,
we actually took a step back from that, for a number of reasons. In practice, what it meant was that
we had consultations with stakeholders, but it was more - I suppose - controlled, influenced by
Scottish Executive, more driven by us’ (SCO11).

‘The big difference this time around, is that we did it. Now, we consulted with people, but we did not
consult through a committee. What we did was that we had meetings and we asked people “what you
think we should do?” and they told us; we then wrote the programmes, largely reflecting what we
wanted but also reflecting what the Commission wanted and trying as best we can to reflect what

2 The consultation for the LUPS ERDF programme ran from 24 October 2006 to 8 January 2007, whilst
the consultation for the H&I ERDF programme took place from 26 October to 8 January. In the meantime,
ESEP and HIPP were appointed at the end of 2006.
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partners wanted; and then we put out the documents and we asked people “do you think this is right?”’
and they told us; and then we decided what we accepted and what we didn’t accept. There’s no
question that this was a very, very top-down, centralised process. Less on the Highlands and Islands
where there was a committee’, a Programme Review Group as it was called (SCO2).

‘Consultation was a sham, it was driven by politicians and by [name of Scottish Government official].
People felt squeezed out’ (SCO3).

The scope for integrating stakeholders’ requests in the programmes was limited by a
number of factors including, perhaps unsurprisingly, the lack of consensus from
across the different sectoral and territorial interests over what the programmes should
contain. This issue emerged both in the fieldwork carried out* and in the 2006
Scottish Parliament inquiry, which found that ‘responses [to the question “what do
you think the main priority areas should be for the new Structural Funds programmes
from 2007-13?”] from those who gave oral and submitted written evidence very
much reflected the key interests of each respondent depending on sector’ (Scottish

Parliament, 2006, point 35).

There were also aspects of the programmes on which the Scottish Government
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position was already set,”" either because an administrative decision had already

been taken, as for instance the decision to have only two ERDF programmes or to
establish a minimum project threshold,”® or because of political input, as was the

case with the ring-fencing of resources for the South of Scotland.**®

** “The main thing that came to mind was, particularly in the LUPS, the lack of consensus ... So we
actually found that it was very, very difficult. You couldn’t please everyone’ (SCO2).

% This observation is illustrative of this point: ‘Going into the consultation, we had some things we felt
very, very strong about that we weren’t going to change. So for example, we felt very strongly that we
weren’t going to increase the number of programmes. We felt that was an important issue for us. But there
were other things, like the number of priorities, what should be funded under the priorities, how much
money you give them [on which we were] genuinely open and no-one said, “no, it has to be this, this and
this”. We had a lot of pressure from the Commission to do certain things, [but] people would bring forward
examples and say “can you change this?”” and you’d actually think “this is something really to think about™’

(SCO2).

** The consultation process highlighted a considerable dislike for this idea and there were concerns that
setting up a minimum project threshold would disadvantage certain groups of potential beneficiaries or
types of organisations. Stakeholders emphasised that ‘projects should be viewed on their merits and ability
to deliver rather than the size’ (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 37). Yet, the Scottish Government did not
change its stance, emphasising that ‘the Executive believes that a minimum project threshold across all
priorities for the two Lowlands and Uplands Scotland Programmes will improve their administration and
impact. A single threshold would be set at an annualised level of eligible project costs of £200,000. Such a
threshold will encourage the development of more legacy-based and strategic projects and reduce the costs
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Further factors that limited the real scope for stakeholders’ views to be included in

227 the new

the programmes were: the Commission’s strong push for earmarking;
eligibility rules that excluded certain policy fields or sectors from support; the tight
timetable under which programme drafting had to be carried out; and even the
negative climate around which the consultation processes took place, dominated
(particularly in the LUPS area) by an aura almost of hostility due to the perceived

imposition of the decision to reduce to two programmes and PMEs.***

The second aspect of the changes in the way programme design was undertaken in
2007-13 was the policy-driven nature of the drafting process. Whereas in previous
periods the plan teams — and thus the partners together with the PMEs and Scottish
Office/Executive officials — discussed the programme areas’ socio-economic
situation and background analysis, strengths and weaknesses, it was observed that

during the last round of programme preparations,

of administering separate projects for many partners. Where individual organisations or different applicants
have related project bids, they can be encouraged to create single projects bids where appropriate as part of
the two-stage application process discussed below. Such an approach would also manage expectations for
project bidders in an environment of greatly reduced funding. A project threshold should not unfairly
prejudice any sector or part of the region. It will be an important task of the IAB to work with projects
advising how suitable project bids can be put together’ (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 40).

226 Nonetheless, there were also other issues on which the Scottish Government was open and on which
partners’ views were heard, for instance with regard to the selection criteria for certain measures or the
demarcation between ERDF and the Rural Development Fund. This remark by a Scottish Government
official is quite explicit: ‘The ring-fencing of money for the South of Scotland was deeply unpopular, but
we were told to do it, that was political. | was against it, it was a terrible idea, it would cause trouble, but

no-one asked my opinion on that’ (SCO2).

27 As indicated by this interview quote from a Commission official: ‘Partnerships have become a bit less

wide. Part of that is inevitable because we pushed earmarking v. hard, because if the UK can’t do the
earmarking properly, than nobody can, quite frankly. So the social part (voluntary community sector) have
less of a role, we don’t have the Community Economic Development stuff, there is some but it is less, it is
far more about getting the entire regional economy working well, not just concentrating on some poor
areas’ (COM3).

**® This statement by a Scottish Government official is rather emblematic: ‘Because of the way in which the
development of the programmes was handled, it turned out to be a much more antagonistic exercise than it
should have been. We could have gotten the same result and gone the same direction but for a variety of
reasons — which have more to do with personalities than to do with policy or even levels of governance — it
turned out to be much more hostile, not hugely, but there was a lot of hostility there. And that meant that
when we approached things like consultation — from my point of view, a civil servant point of view — what
we were preparing for was hostility. Actually, what happened was much more complicated than that:
people did use the consultation as a way to be hostile. They did use it as a way to attack not just our
proposals, but the process about the underlying “why are you taking power away from us?”, “why is this
accountability changing?” Not a lot of people but significant numbers. But to be honest, most people used
the consultation to genuinely comment on issues’ (SCO2).
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the Scottish Government civil servants took a strange view and said, ‘these
are the policies that we have, now go and find data’ ... So it was rather
peculiar, it was ‘this is what we want you to do, now go and find the
evidence’. Clearly the guidelines from Brussels were the other way around:
what are the problems, what you want to get to, and how you are going to get
there? (SCO7).

It could have hardly been otherwise, given the choice made to link the programmes

upstream with already existing Scottish policies.

Since the formal regulatory requirements of background analysis, ex ante evaluation
and partner consultation had been complied with, the European Commission desk
officers did not contest the programme design approach or programme content, in
some cases to the disappointment of Scottish stakeholders.”*’ Interview evidence
suggests that Commission officials, like Scottish stakeholders, also ended up being
absorbed in the debate over the rationalisation of the programmes (and PMEs), and
that this took them away from their core task of appraising the quality of the

proposed programmes. >

The Commission’s perspective obviously differs on this issue. A DG Regio official
noted during interviews that:

[As] the Scots aligned the Structural Funds programmes to their own
domestic strategies, the Commission took a decision not to fight to have very
distinctive programmes from the domestic ones of the Scottish Government.
There is less money, so the Commission decided that it would be fine to align
the OPs with the Scottish strategies — which are also Lisbon-oriented anyway
— but that they (a) want visibility and (b) didn’t want what Scottish Enterprise
were trying to do (COM3).

* Some interviewees observed that the Commission’s input to the negotiations of the programme

documents was disappointing. DG Regio officials were perceived as overlooking the merit of the strategic

choices made and having just adopted a ‘tick-the-box” approach.

% DG Regio had been always appreciative of the work carried out by the Scottish PMEs which, as has

been mentioned, it considered as European good practice. In addition to this, strong links had developed
over time between some of the PMEs and DG Regio (SEP even had an office in Brussels). Initially, DG
Regio tried to persuade the Scottish Executive to re-think their rationalisation plans (which in Scotland was
seen as resulting from the officials’ long-standing relationship with the PMEs and the political loyalties
discussed above, rather than motivated by considerations of substance), but over time the Commission
officials accepted that this was a decision for the Scottish Executive: an issue confirmed by interviews both
in Brussels and Scotland (COM2; SCO12).
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Accordingly, the focus was more on delivery arrangements than on programme

content.

The fact that the start of the programme period was approaching fast was probably a
factor in determining how the programmes were both prepared and negotiated. The
programme period had started officially at the beginning of January 2007 when the
public consultation was still open. Further, there was the prospect of the May 2007
Scottish Parliament elections. In the end, it is fair to say that both the Scottish
officials and DG Regio took a pragmatic approach to the negotiations, focusing on

the key issues only.

The final outcome of the different programme design approach adopted for 2007-13
by the Scottish Government was that Scottish programmes in their main thrust were:
(1) largely similar to those of elsewhere in the UK, due to ‘a sort of political party
coherence in the various capitals’ (COM3) and to the Commission-driven
earmarking; (ii) less regionally targeted than previously, for the reasons outlined
above; and (iii) according to some external observers, not particularly innovative
(e.g. SCO7; SCOS8). Entering into power, in line with the pragmatic approach
displayed more generally (Mitchell, 2008), the SNP Administration did not prioritise
the amendment of the programmes. However, fieldwork research anticipated that
some adjustments were nevertheless forthcoming, designed to enable programmes to
respond to some of the challenges raised by the recent economic crisis,' to address
areas of expenditure not progressing as planned, particularly in the Highlands and
Islands (where, for example, local authorities are finding it hard to spend), and to
achieve a better fit with the current Government’s priorities and its overarching

Purpose.

#! In 2009, the Scottish Government commissioned two studies on the ERDF programmes’ continued
validity in the context of the economic crisis. The evaluations pointed to some adjustments and adaptations,
but highlighted that the overall strategic framing of the programmes was still correct.
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14.4.2.2 Project appraisal and selection

Together with programme design, the other programming process that was
considerably altered after 2006 relates to project appraisal and selection. Changes in
this sphere have been two-fold: first, the reorganisation of project appraisal and
selection from being solely based on competitive bidding to a ‘hybrid system’>*
comprising a mix of competitive bidding and direct commissioning; and, second,

changes to the composition and functioning of the Advisory Groups, especially in the

LUPS programme.

Until 2006, the appraisal and selection of projects was carried out exclusively
through competitive bidding, based on detailed application forms submitted by
potential beneficiaries and appraised by the PME-assisted Advisory Groups, as
discussed in Section 14.3 (Danson et al., 1997; Taylor et al., 2000). In the current
programme period, there has been a move to a system that mixes competitive bidding
(known as ‘challenge fund’) and single-stream funding mechanisms, i.e. the direct
commissioning to key delivery bodies that are also in charge of delivering domestic
policies, and the parcelling out of portions of funding to be administered by the
Community Planning Partnerships (selected with competitive procedures) and

SoSEP (via a Global Grant).

The key reason for this move to a hybrid system is well illustrated by the testimony
of the then Deputy Minister for Enterprise and Lifelong Learning, Allan Wilson, to
the Scottish Parliament’s inquiry on 2007-13 Structural Funds programmes, in which

he stated that:

We believe that there is a need to develop a more strategic approach in the
present round ... To an extent, we are dealing with a moveable feast. Seven
years into devolution, the time has come to adopt a more strategic approach
and to align structural funds with the priorities that the Parliament and the
Executive have set for Scotland. The delivery of structural funds must
complement the strategic direction that we want to take across the range of

2 Allan Wilson, at the time Deputy Minister for Enterprise and Lifelong Learning, giving evidence to the
European and External Relations Committee on 6 June 2006.
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/business/committees/europe/or-06/eu06-0902.htm#Col1902 .

276



domestic programmes ... With less funding available, it is crucial that we
ensure that structural funds are effective in delivering on our objectives in the
next seven-year programme. We want to ensure that the reduced amount of
structural funds will add maximum value to our domestic policies. Those are
the principal reasons for the extent of the change that we are proposing to how
structural funds are delivered ... We are investigating a number of options,
which include more direct use of the enterprise networks for the delivery of
Lisbon-type economic development objectives, the use of community planning
partnerships to deliver community regeneration and social inclusion priorities,
and continued use of the challenge fund system for the rest of the programmes
while we pilot the prospective co-financing arrangements. We have always
said that a hybrid system is a strong possibility and nothing has happened to
change that view.

And indeed, the hybrid system was introduced. The most important shift in this
respect, compared to the past, is the ring-fencing in both ERDF programmes of a
portion of resources ‘for the delivery of key strategic projects by particular
organisations or groups, or Strategic Delivery Bodies (SDBs)’ (LUPs programme, p.
105), ‘to support projects for which they are the only bodies that can deliver, that is
clearly additional to the bodies’ existing activities and which is fully eligible with the
scope of the Programme’ (H&I programme, p. 105). These bodies, which in essence
were pre-identified by the Scottish Executive and whose remit was negotiated
bilaterally with the programme Managing Authority (i.e. the Scottish Government),
are Scottish Enterprise for the LUPS programme and HIE and the University of the
Highlands and Islands, for the H&I programme.233

This choice to anticipate the decision over resource distribution to the SDBs was
contested both domestically and by the European Commission. The Commission was
essentially concerned about additionality, i.e. that this ring-fencing would generate
the use of ECP resources to fund operations that the agencies would carry out
anyway, and about transparency. One interviewee from the Commission defined the
choice to ring-fence resources to Scottish Enterprise in the LUPS programme simply

as a ‘power grab’ by Scottish Enterprise.

' addition, as mentioned, the programme for the LUPS area foresees a Global Grant, ex art. 42 and 43
of the General Regulation, for the South of Scotland area (under Priority 4 — rural development), which is
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Within Scotland, the consultations on the draft programmes and the evidence
gathered through the 2006 parliamentary inquiry both highlighted a number of
concerns. These included the fear by other potential programme beneficiaries of
being squeezed out of the programmes, given that the yet unquantified earmarking of
resources to the Enterprises could reduce their scope to access funding. There was
also a concern over additionality, i.e. that the SDBs ‘could use the funds for their
own priorities, diminishing the potential impact of the funds’ (Scottish Parliament,
2006, point 56). Furthermore, doubts over the accountability of the proposed
arrangements were also raised, given the uncertain latitude of the autonomy that the
SDBs would to enjoy (a point elaborated in more detail in the next paragraph). There
was also more generic support for the status quo: some stakeholders, in responding
to the consultation on the LUPS programme, for example, raised the objection that
‘commissioning may not necessarily be the most effective delivery method’, whilst
many ‘questioned the need to change the current model and asked for more
clarification about the role and accountability of IDBs’ (Intermediate Delivery
Bodies, as the SDBs were originally termed) (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 36).2*
Responses received on the Highlands and Islands draft programme, on the other
hand, were more favourable to strategic commissioning; for example, ‘seven
respondents felt that there was a strong case for a greater use of pro-active
commissioning of projects rather than simply waiting for suitable project bids to
come forward under the different priorities’ (Scottish Executive, 2007b, p. 20).
Nevertheless, remarks were made on the fact that ‘the challenge fund approach
should also apply to funding going to the Intermediate Delivery Bodies’ and that ‘the
challenge fund allocation in each priority needed to be sufficiently large to make it

effective and genuinely competitive’ (Scottish Executive, 2007b, p. 20).

delivered by the South of Scotland Alliance. The programmes also include the financing of selected

Community Planning Partnerships to deliver small parcels of projects in urban areas.

>4 This is the explanation provided by the Scottish Executive in its response to the Consultation: ‘Several

concerns were made about the role of Scottish Enterprise. In delivering the research and innovation goals of
the new Priority 1, it is a primary agency in delivering Lisbon objectives and key Programme activity. This
role and the potential for implementing major strategic projects for benefit to the region as a whole provides
a compelling case for its selection. Close monitoring of spend, performance and additionality will be
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Despite the above criticisms, Scottish Government officials saw and continue to see
this approach as sensible, particularly because it allows streamlining of the time and
resource-consuming efforts that the SDBs had to put in place to gain access to
funding during past programmes, when they had to prepare a variety of applications
under the many funding streams of the different programmes (with application forms
that varied from programme to programme and with applications that had to be
submitted at different deadlines, for instance) and with the potential risk of not being
successful. By ring-fencing a block of funding at the outset, these bodies would gain
more certainty (Michie, 2009) and be able to tie in the funding coming from the ECP
programmes with their own budgets: ‘if the process that we adopt allows people to
factor an expectation of that nature into their business plans, then that is much better

than the uncertain hazard “will I/'won’t I?”” competitive approach that had applied in

the past’ (SCO12).

Thus, one of the reasons behind the choice of direct commissioning was a desire to

. .. . . 235
gain administrative efficiency.

In addition, direct commissioning was found to be
consistent with the overall thrust to subsume the operational programmes under
domestic strategies (as emphasised by Allan Wilson in the above quote), in that it
would ‘give the Scottish Executive a greater ability to tie the funds to Scottish
Executive priorities’ (Scottish Parliament, 2006, point 55) by allowing the SDBs to

‘invite tenders from organisations to provide projects which align closely with [their]

strategic priorities’ (Mclver, 2006, p. 18).

conducted by the Managing Authority. A substantial share of funding under Priority 1 would remain open
to bids from other bodies’ (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 39).

> A senior Scottish Government official described it as follows: ‘You had — leaving aside the Highlands —
four programmes and you had Scottish Enterprise as the major user of Structural Funds having to write
different applications, 12-15 times and the view was held, I think quite rightly, that it made sense to
consolidate that and say to Scottish Enterprise: “Look, you are the development agency for Scotland, it
seems right that you have a major role to play in the Structural Funds, it would look odd if you didn’t, but
what we want from you is a strategic bid that draws things together, isn’t just a series of ad hoc projects,
but reflects a coherent strategic perspective that we can look at and judge it on that basis”. I think we are
edging towards that, it has taken a while — as you implied, they’ve got budgetary issues of their own,
massive upheaval in terms of structural change, a change of Chief Executive amongst everything else,
they’ve moved away from some of the softer things, including the training side, which is now with Skills
Development Scotland — that is still settling down. I still think that it’ll work and we have evaluations
planned for the SDBs and the CPPs as well, which is the other innovation. So we’ll see how that goes’
(SCO4).
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A further practical benefit of the approach was that it would place the onus of match-
funding on the SDBs; this was considered to be a marked improvement compared to
past experience when ‘some organisations found that having to source match
funding, often from a wide number of other organisations, placed a heavy burden on
them and complicated the required auditing and accounting procedures’ (Scottish

Parliament, 2006, point 55). [original text in the present tense]

To assess the accountability implications of this move it is necessary to look into the
relationship between the SDBs and the Managing Authority and the control exerted
by the latter on the selection of projects by the SDBs. In the end, the decision was
taken to regulate the relationship between the SDBs and the programme Managing
Authority through ‘Operating Agreements’ that set out the framework of operations
that the SDBs should implement and the targets to be achieved, and which are
subject to approval by the programmes’ Monitoring Committees. Such Operating
Agreements were approved for an initial period of three years, so as to allow their
review if necessary. The Agreements also set out the ‘rationale, the selection criteria,
the EU value added and their contributions to Programme and priority goals’ of the

projects that would be selected by the SDBs (Scottish Government, 2007c, p. 106).

Fieldwork evidence suggests that the origins of the choice to formalise the
relationship between SDBs and Scottish Government in this way are not clear.
Scottish Government officials see this framework as originating because of the
realisation that, as something new, ‘there would be interrogation of how the SDBs
would work, either from the Commission auditors or from people making FOI
requests. It just made sense to formalise it, so we know what is required, Scottish
Enterprise do, and then we can compare notes in due course’ (SCO4). European
Commission accounts indicate that this might not have been the original intention of
the Scottish Executive and that it was DG Regio’s insistence in the negotiations that
ensured that the PMC decided the amount of resources to be allocated to Scottish
Enterprise, and that Scottish Enterprise was required to produce annual reports to the
programme Monitoring Committee. Such accounts also suggest that there was
disagreement in the negotiations but that, in the end, the Scottish Government

relaxed some of their earlier positions on these issues to see the programmes
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approved, given that the process of programme approval had stalled considerably
(COM2). Either way, in the framework that emerged as a result of the negotiations,
the SDBs are indeed accountable, notably to the PMC (with all the limitations that

this body presents) and the Scottish Government.**°

The second aspect of the changes introduced relates to the modifications to the part
of project appraisal and selection that relates to the traditional competitive system,
often called the challenge fund. The changes in this sphere relate to the Advisory
Groups’ composition and working, and they particularly affect the LUPS
programme. In both OPs, a fundamental change in the composition of the Advisory
Groups relates to the enhanced role of Scottish Government officials. Until 2006, the
Advisory Groups — which were chaired by the PMEs — included only one
representative from the Scottish Government in an observer capacity: an official
from the Structural Funds division. This latter would view the applications and, when
deemed relevant, would circulate them to the competent policy officials in other
Units or DGs and then feed back any issues raised to the Advisory Group. Scottish
Executive policy officials did not attend the meetings. The present situation is wholly
different: first of all, it is the Scottish Government that chairs the Advisory Groups,
represented by an official from the Structural Funds division; and, second, policy
officials from the different thematic DGs interested in the programmes participate
actively in the Advisory Groups, assessing and scoring projects, just as any other

Advisory Group member.

One last important shift concerns the criteria used for selecting projects where the fit
with domestic strategies is always effectively conditio sine qua non for funding. As

underlined by one interviewee:

In terms of the scoring, policy fit, strategic fit is a key consideration. If
something doesn’t fit with Scottish Government policy, then it could pretty

6 One question is of course the effectiveness of the move, i.e. whether the choice to allocate resources

directly to the SDBs has been a successful one in terms of ensuring better-quality projects and thus higher
programme effectiveness and management efficiency. An independent evaluation on how the SDBs
arrangement is performing is anticipated to be launched by the Scottish Government in 2010.
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much be ruled out. Now, that rarely happens, but that possibility exists. In a
sense it existed in the past, but it’s now being very clearly managed and
monitored, in a way that it wasn’t before (SCQO9).

The whole process is now much more centralised as a result of these changes.

There are also two further important changes that relate solely to the LUPS
programme: the first is the reduced scope for stakeholders from across the LUPS area
to participate in the Advisory Groups, resulting from the rationalisation of
programmes. On the one hand, there are fewer Advisory Groups, because there are
two-thirds fewer programmes; on the other hand, there are more stakeholders that
would be eligible to participate in these bodies, given the wider territorial scope of
the LUPS programme. These factors and the increased participation of Scottish
Government officials in these bodies mean that there are fewer tables to sit around
and also fewer places around these tables: the scope for partners to be included in
programme delivery or to be representatives on Advisory Groups has diminished.
The second change that was introduced in the LUPS programme is that the Advisory
Groups are now only ‘virtual’, meaning that they do not meet up physically.
Advisory Group members simply score the applications in isolation and pass the

paperwork on to the IAB.

Are there implications for accountability entailed by these shifts? Not fundamental
ones perhaps, as the whole process continues to be transparent and rigorous, but
insofar as the participation of stakeholders in the process is reduced, there is clearly
less scope for non-governmental actors to intervene on the merit of the choices made.
This shift also questions in practice the whole validity of the previous system, a
validity that had been unanimously recognised in the 2000 parliamentary inquiry

(Scottish Parliament, 2000¢)*’” (and confirmed during interviews), and of which

57 The report even concluded that “[tlhe Committee welcomes the conclusion that there should be five
PMEs, each a company limited by guarantee as it believes that this "model" represents an effective
structure which maximises the effective management of the programmes whilst ensuring independence in
their daily functioning. The Committee recommends that the Executive consider plans, in co-operation with
the European Commission, to promote the "Scottish model" on a wider European scale as an effective
means of managing Structural Fund programmes. This might be done in the future specifically in terms of
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some of the acknowledged strengths had been the capacity of the approach to
generate learning and innovation during the collective discussion of projects, as has
been seen, and the valorisation of the local and expert know-how. The consultation
on the LUPS programme, for example, endorsed the Advisory Group-based system,
indicating that ‘peer group appraisal of projects through advisory groups should be
maintained in some form (12 respondents), although the process could be
streamlined. It was felt that this process demonstrated true partnership and
transparency and provided good value-for-money’ (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 37).
The Scottish Government response, that ‘[t]he Executive does not believe that the
current decision-making structures need substantial revision. Advisory Groups and
the principle of peer review will remain in place’ (Scottish Executive, 2007a, p. 40),
appears therefore to have been largely contravened, perhaps because the extent of the

impact of these procedural changes was underestimated.

To conclude this review of the changes in the process of appraising and selecting
projects, one final question needs to be addressed: does the political level intervene
in the decision-making process, and if so, what is the extent of political interference
and how does it relate to past practice? Overall, the degree to which politicians seek
to influence the decision-making process has emerged as minimal, but it is there and
has increased in the current round of programmes, as the observations presented in
Box 7 highlight. Based on the evidence gathered through field research and on the
broader analysis of the evolution of the project selection system, it would seem that
the degree of political/ministerial influence in decision-making has indeed increased
in the current programme compared to the previous period, but mostly because the
whole system has been re-engineered to ensure increased consistency with domestic
priorities and thus if a project is strategic for the Scottish Government and eligible
for co-financing it will be funded by the programmes. The fact that the Minister has
ultimate responsibility for signing off projects has remained a constant throughout

programme periods, and despite an apparent nuanced shift in the understanding of

the Scottish Executive’s link with the Czech Republic and any potential involvement of this candidate state
in subsequent regional development programmes.
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this ministerial competence — from theoretical possibility in past programmes, to last
resort in the current — in reality, the whole system is conducive to decision-making in

line with ministerial expectations.

Box 7: Perceived ministerial influence in project selection

‘Because they are Ministers, they are getting lobbied all the time. We have annual rounds in both
LUPS and H&I, but we also have a fast-track process for genuinely exceptional cases and so Ministers
are lobbied, not excessively, but there’s always somebody whispering in the ears saying “I’ve got my
project, it’s running into difficulties, can you do something about it”. Now, again to their credit,
Ministers respect the process, they know we have an Advisory Group process, Programme Monitoring
Committees. They know that they have the final decision, fair enough, and that the PMC is only
making recommendations ... We had a couple of cases in the last couple of weeks: Ministers go to
meetings or breakfasts on the economy and somebody sidles up. I don’t think they like it, I don’t think
it does projects any favours when they do that, cause Ministers don’t like being door-stepped in that
way, but inevitably I would get a call or X would get a call saying, “Well, can you just follow up this
particular project?”” But it’s left to us then to deal with, rather than the Minister saying to the lobbyists:
“Definitely, I’ll make sure you get your money”. And often we as officials can then refer back to the
eligibility criteria anyway and just say to the Minister, “Look, this is a good project — there were a
couple in LUPS, very good projects — should be supported somehow, but not by Structural Funds
because it is not eligible, and if you do support it, you’ll just get the auditors back in two years time”,
and they, I think, respect that’ (SCO4).

‘I think Ministers are more interested, if that’s a way of putting it diplomatically. I think what has
always been the case is that there is sometimes, let’s call it, intervention rather than interference, and
my perspective would be that it is largely positive. It’s very, very unusual — in fact I’d be struggling if
you asked me to find an example of Advisory Group recommendations to support a project, any of
those being turned down by the Monitoring Committee or, in turn, by the Minister. What does happen,
occasionally, is that the Advisory Group will perhaps be slightly undecided or just on the negative
side, and the Monitoring Committee might talk the project in, [or] Minister might. So, it tends to be
more benign or positive intervention, rather than throwing out good projects’ (SCO11).%%

‘We are living in difficult times, unprecedented times, we are seeing national strategic projects
coming forward in response to the recession — particularly around ESF and training — and on that
basis, they are coming from Scottish Government, they are being backed and pushed by Scottish
Ministers, to the extent which the wider partnership would say, “Oh you know, the hell with that sort
of thing, our projects are going to get pushed out of the way because of these”. It’s hard to argue
against those responses. People know these are coming out, at a strategic, political level, and it’s
always the case, you know, we will fund them. The issue then is, why would you not fund them?
What are the issues? But to be fair, the Advisory Groups would challenge those projects, not because
of the design, or the aim, or the intention of the projects, but sometimes because they are rushed
through the system, they are not good applications. And part of the job is to try and strengthen the
application through the appraisal process. That’s the reality and, I am sorry, there will not be a
programme anywhere in the EU that doesn’t have a level of political influence. Interference, no, that’s
not happened so far’ (SCO9).

% Except, one might observe, that in a context of scarce resources, throwing in a project almost
automatically means throwing out another, competing one.

284




‘What we do see, what we have seen is ... more and more government schemes, government projects
coming through in 2000-06, and certainly now, utilising the Structural Funds. So, effectively,
decisions are being taken out of the hands of our Monitoring Committee and the decisions are
effectively being made by the Minister. Now that’s not huge, it is still quite marginal ... but it is
noticeable ... because the Structural Funds have built more into government policy ... Now, I
wouldn’t say we have actually turned down and rejected projects that are coming through from
partners on the basis that they’re not consistent with policy, but it’s the way in which things have been
embedded more within policy for the Structural Funds and it has given the opportunity, I think, for
more direct government intervention in the way in which the money is utilised. We have a project just
now, for example, that has gone through the appraisal process and the Advisory Groups have, on at
least two, maybe three occasions, recommended that the project not be funded. Now, the view we are
getting now is, ‘Well, the Minister will take a decision and will fund it’, which is fine. But what’s the
point in putting an application through the process? Our view is that that project does not fit with the
Operational Programme’ (SCO6).

14.4.2.3 Monitoring and evaluation

Some remarks also need to be made with regard to monitoring and evaluation. These
processes have not been subject to any fundamental reshaping from 2000 onwards,
but they present developments that in many respects simply reflect the broader

changes in the management of the programmes discussed above.

First, with respect to monitoring, in line with the Structural Funds regulations, the
Monitoring Committee continues to undertake the functions of surveillance of
progress in implementation and of ‘guiding the key programme decisions’ (Mclver,
2006, p. 16). Likewise, the composition of the Monitoring Committee has remained
broadly in line with previous practice in terms of the types of organisations
concerned, as is illustrated in the table below (though the current PMCs encompass
both ERDF and ESF programmes in each area, thus also include representatives from
third-sector organisations with ESF interest). These factors have not changed across

programme periods, in line with the Structural Funds regulations.

However, for the LUPS area, the reduction in the number of Monitoring Committees
— due to the consolidation of the previous three programmes into one and the merger
of the PMCs of ERDF and ESF programmes into a joint Committee — has de facto
limited the representativeness of this body. This is perhaps not a fundamental loss, in
the sense that the Monitoring Committee has in any case been found to be a largely

bureaucratic body, which in many instances formalises decisions already taken at
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political or administrative level (Polverari and Michie, 2009).** Nonetheless, the
reduced representativeness, coupled with the abolition of the PManCs and, for the
LUPS programme, with the absence of interaction amongst Advisory Group
members, ends up limiting the availability of arenas where partners and stakeholders
have the opportunity to exchange views, ideas and concerns. Once again, this is a
trend that supports the assessment of a centralisation of decision-making in the hands

of the Scottish Government and its officials.

Similarly, with regard to evaluation, there have been no radical changes in this
sphere, other than those intrinsically determined by the systemic and operational
shifts discussed above. Structural Funds evaluation in Scotland has always been the
responsibility of the Scottish Office/Executive/Government, which issued guidelines,
supported and oversaw the PMEs in their work in this sphere (e.g. Bachtler et al.,
2000) and imprinted a strategic direction on the overall framework for the
monitoring and evaluation of Scottish programmes, for instance by introducing
programme evaluation plans and rolling evaluations as early as in 1994 (Williamson,

1996), anticipating the European Commission by one decade.

* Although it should be mentioned that, in the view of Scottish Government officials, the tasks of the
PMC:s in Scotland go beyond those envisaged by the Regulations, as is perhaps witnessed by the fact that
the LUPS PMC, for instance, met four times in 2009 due to the economic crisis, as opposed to the
mandatory two. PMC tasks at present include: making adjustments to applicant guidance; formulating
recommendations on the Strategic Delivery Body (SDB) Outcome Agreements and the performance of
those agreements; and considering the recommendations of Advisory Groups on challenge fund projects,
setting out a list of recommended awards for Scottish Ministers (Michie, 2009).
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Table 19: Comparison of composition of Programme Monitoring Committees —
Objective 2 Eastern Scotland 2000-06 and RCE Lowlands and Uplands
Scotland 2007-13 programmes

Eastern Scotland Obj. 2 2000-06
(ERDF programme)

LUPS 2007-13 PMC (ERDF and
ESF LUPS programmes

Institution Number of components (18) Number of components (20)

Scottish 3 (Head, Deputy Head and official | 1 (Head of European Structural

Executive/ from European Structural Funds | Funds Division — Convenor)

Government Division, Scottish Executive)

Agencies 3 (Scottish Enterprise | 3 (West Fife Enterprises Ltd;
Edinburgh & Lothian; General | Scottish  Enterprise  Lanarkshire;
Manager, West Fife Enterprise; Chief | Skills Development Scotland)
Executive, Scottish Enterprise Fife)

Local 3 Councillors (East of Scotland | 4 (East Lothian Council; Aberdeen

Authorities European Consortium  —  Chair; | City Council; Scottish Borders
Cabinet Spokesperson for Strategic | Council; North Ayrshire Council)
Services, Midlothian Council;
Aberdeenshire Council)

Statutory bodies | 1 (SEPA) 1 (SEPA)

Socio-economic | 3 (Policy Development  Officer, | 2 (LINC Scotland, the Scottish Angel
partners Federation of Small Businesses; | Capital Association; Scottish Trade
Secretary, Scottish ~ Fishmerchants | Union Congress)

Federation; Scottish Trades
Union Congress)
Higher and | 3 (Head of the School of |2 (Langside College; University of
Further Contemporary Sciences, University of | Strathclyde)
Education Abertay Dundee; Principal, West
Lothian College; Principal, The Adam
Smith College Fife)
Voluntary 1 (Council of Ethnic Minority | 4 (Scottish Funding Council; Big
Sector Voluntary Sector  Organisations | Lottery Fund; SCVO; Scottish
(CEMVO) Scotland) Association of Mental Health)
European 1 (Desk Officer, DG Regio) 2 (Desk Officers from DG Regio and
Commission DG EMPLQOY)
Other - 1 (Dame Barbara Kelly, former chair

of the Chair of the Dumfries and
Galloway LEADER programme)

Source: esep.co.uk website.

There was also a considerable degree of inter-governmental collaboration between
the Scottish Office/Executive and the DTI or other UK Government departments; for
instance, the Treasury’s 2003 Green Paper on evaluation was adopted as a reference
point for Scottish policies (including ECP). Nevertheless, the commissioning and
coordination of programme evaluation work was carried out by the PMEs, which —
within the confines of the regulatory obligations and with variable resources and
skills — had considerable freedom in selecting evaluation topics and questions. This
contributed to render evaluation in Scottish programmes ‘integral to the management

and delivery of programmes’ (Raines, 2006, p. 287). As recalled by a PME Chair,
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we used evaluation as a management tool and, as much as we were the
stewards of the programme, on a day-to-day basis we knew what was going on,
we knew what wasn’t working, why it was not working, we would know
intuitively or we would have a pretty good idea: if we wanted to confirm our
own understanding or we clearly thought ‘this is a complex issue and there are
things that we are not understanding that are going on, underlying trends that
we don’t particularly understand’, you commissioned a piece of work. Because
we had the feel and we had the ability to draw down that money: we had a
budget [for evaluation] and, | remember, we got commended for a number of
things that we commissioned (SCO12).

Notwithstanding the diverging capacities, skills and resources across programmes
during previous periods,”* programmes were generally proactive in undertaking
evaluation work and displayed a propensity to go beyond regulatory obligations. In
most cases, evaluations were real ‘programming and implementation tools and fed

directly into the implementation process’ (Bachtler et al., 2000, p. 20).

Under the current programme period, by contrast, and in line with developments in
other processes of the programming cycle, evaluation is entirely driven by the
Scottish Government (Polverari et al., 2007). The attitude towards this task is well

illustrated by this quote from a senior Scottish Government official:

The regulations charged the Managing Authorities or the member states, but
the Managing Authority as far as we’re concerned in Scotland, with developing
an evaluation plan, and we developed the evaluation plan and informed the
Monitoring Committee. If there were ad hoc evaluations, one-off thematic
evaluations, then it’s perfectly open to Monitoring Committee members to
propose and we would reflect on that, but ... I think, kind of in keeping with
this idea that we take more control, then that’s the way we’re headed with
evaluation and communication plans too. Again, Managing Authority
responsibility so, we get on with it (SCO11).

0 A study carried out for the Scottish Executive in 2000 found that ‘larger industrial/urban programmes
have more staff, more resources and more regional organisations to draw on (e.g. for statistics, parallel
studies, analytical capability and expertise). Smaller PMEs inevitably rely more on Scottish Executive
guidance which, in turn, has often responded more to industrial/urban issues than rural ones, because of
their relative financial importance. In this framework, two additional sources of guidance have become
valuable to the smaller programme management teams: evaluation consultants themselves; and the
expertise of other PMEs, consulted on an ad hoc basis or in the course of regular Scottish programme
manager meetings. In terms of developing evaluation capacity at programme level, this exchange of
experience is a key resource’ (Bachtler et al., 2000, p. 22).
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So, for the current programmes, the Scottish Government’s Structural Funds division
has prepared the Evaluation Plan suggested by the European regulations (one plan
for both ERDF programmes) and is responsible for commissioning the evaluations,
for which it has set aside an ad hoc budget. An evaluation steering group — the
Monitoring and Evaluation Group, MEG — covers both ERDF programmes, with
responsibilities for the drafting and revision of the Evaluation Plan, oversight of the
evaluation work carried out, decisions on the budget to be spent for different
evaluations, and for drafting tender specifications and commissioning the evaluation
work (Polverari et al., 2007). However, this group predominantly comprises Scottish
Government officials (half of the total) and does not entail any non-governmental
representation, but only representatives from local Councils, the IABs and the

. . 241
Enterprise agencies.

Crucially, the evaluation budget is retained by the Managing Authority and none of it
has been passed downstream to the IABs, as they had hoped. As with everything else
in the current programmes’ arrangements, the approach adopted for evaluation
reinforces strategic focus and allows the channelling of limited resources towards a
number of key themes; however, this is again achieved through the centralisation of
decision-making in the hands of the Scottish Government, with very limited
involvement of non-governmental stakeholders (through the programme Monitoring
Committee) and, possibly, with under-exploitation of the intelligence that the two

IABs (ESEP and HIPP) could offer to support evaluation as a programming tool.

In continuity with past practice, evaluation reports are presented to the PMCs and
disseminated to the public — so transparency is served — but the reduced dialogue and
openness represent a lost opportunity, particularly at a time when the European
regulatory framework allows considerably more flexibility in the choice of

evaluation questions and timings for the evaluation activities.

1At January 2009, the MEG was composed of 16 members: 8 Scottish Government officials, 3
representatives from the IABs (2 ESEP and 1 HIPP), 3 representatives from local councils, and one
representative each for Scottish Enterprise and HIE.
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One final point that should be mentioned regarding evaluation relates to the focus of
evaluation work: in keeping with the subsuming of the programmes under domestic
policies, the focus of the evaluations undertaken or planned for the current
programmes is mostly on operational issues — such as the appraisal of projects above
£2 million and the assessment of the new management and delivery arrangements
(e.g. the working of the Strategic Delivery Bodies, Community Planning Partnerships
and South of Scotland Global Grant) — and on the continued relevance of the
programmes’ strategy in the changed economic context determined by the economic
and financial crisis (Scottish Government, 2009c; Fraser Associates, 2009; Blake
Stevenson, 2009). However, issues such as impacts, effects and effectiveness are
peripheral to evaluation, arguably because it is only at a higher, policy level that

these issues could be assessed.

14.4.2.4 Publicity and communication

There have been no fundamental developments with respect to the way the
information on the co-funded programmes is communicated to the public and to
prospective recipients, other than the changes derived from the whole range of
modifications to the previous system of programme delivery that have already been
discussed above, and those enabled by the improvements in information technologies
and the dissemination of the internet amongst public administrations and households.
The activities of animation on the programmes are now carried out by the IABs and
the SDBs, and general information to the public is channelled through the IABs and
Scottish Government websites in a similar way as previously channelled via the

PMEs’ websites.

As already noted, moreover, Scottish Ministers now take a closer interest in ECP
funds than did the Ministers in charge of the Scottish Office in the early post-
devolution phases. News items about Structural Funds projects or funding now

appear more regularly in the Scottish Government press releases and mass media.

One development worth mentioning, but which relates to overall Scottish governance
rather than the implementation of ECP specifically, is that both the Scottish

Parliament and the Scottish Government place considerable emphasis on information
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to the public through their institutional websites: virtually all governmental and
parliamentary acts (including committee meeting reports and minutes) are routinely
made available to the public through the official sites. The opportunity to access
documentation not publicly accessible through these sites is also guaranteed by the
Freedom of Information Act, as already discussed. On the whole, therefore, the

Scottish governance system can undoubtedly be described as very transparent.

14.5 Conclusions: devolution’s impact on the accountability of
Scottish European cohesion policy

The above review of the changes in the governance, management and

implementation of ECP in Scotland following devolution has uncovered a trajectory

of fundamental and widespread change.

As discussed in Chapter 11 and Section 14.2, the devolution reforms brought in a
number of fundamental changes to the overall Scottish governance system, which
have preceded and thus enabled (when not caused by) the changes observed in the
management and delivery of ECP. These overall changes in Scottish governance
included: (i) the increased parliamentary scrutiny of governmental activity and
enhanced transparency on the work of Scottish public authorities (through the
Scottish Parliament’s Commissions/Committees system, institutional websites and
Scottish Fol Act); (i1) the stronger relative weight of the Scottish Government
compared to its pre-devolution counterpart, the Scottish Office; (iii) the emergence
of a closer relationship between Scottish Government Ministers and officials; (iv) the
emergence of a number of Scottish policies and strategies; (v) the intense use made
of stakeholders’ consultations and the related increased accessibility for decision-
takers to Ministers and officials; (vi) the emphasis placed on local-level partnership-
based work; (vii) an increased emphasis on public spending monitoring (part of a
wider UK trend) and, more recently, on outcome and performance measurement and
reporting; and, lastly, (viii) a more explicit political direction provided to Scottish
governmental agencies and local authorities, so as to link their activity more

markedly with Scottish policies.
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The changes that relate specifically to the management and implementation of ECP —
discussed in Section 14.4 — have also been considerable both in nature and scope.
They have been classified as ‘systemic’ and ‘operational’. Systemic changes include
the increased parliamentary scrutiny of ECP; the centralisation of the policy cycle in
the hands of Scottish Government officials and the ensuing abolition of the PMEs
(replaced by two Intermediate Administration Bodies selected with public
procurement); the increased ministerial interest in this policy, reflected in ECP
becoming a more prominent feature of political (governmental) communication; the
rationalisation of the number of programmes implemented across Scotland; and the

subsuming of ECP under domestic Scottish policies.

These systemic changes were accompanied by a number of operational changes
related to the different phases of the policy process, notably: (i) the centralisation of
programme design, which at the beginning of the current period became markedly
top-down and policy-driven; (ii) the re-organisation of project generation, appraisal
and selection into a ‘hybrid’ system comprising a competitive challenge fund
component managed by the [ABs, direct commissioning to Strategic Delivery
Bodies, and parcelling out to local partnerships (CPPs and South of Scotland Global
Grant); (iii) the rationalisation and reorganisation of Advisory Groups for the
selection of projects under the challenge fund (more Scottish Government-dominated
and, in the LUPS programme, only ‘virtual’); (iv) the increased ministerial influence
in project selection (though still at relatively low levels); (v) in the LUPS area, the
reduction of the number of Programme Monitoring Committees, in line with that of
the number of programmes; (vi) a more marked Scottish Government drive in
evaluation activities; and (vii) lastly, the undertaking of communication on the

programmes by the IABs, SDBs and Scottish Government, rather than the PMEs.

All these changes have resulted in a radical reconfiguration of ECP governance,
management and implementation, the essence of which is the increased control of the
policy-making process exerted by the Scottish Government. As a consequence of this
radical reshaping of Scottish governance overall and of the Scottish system for
implementing ECP, the accountability of ECP in Scotland has also been transformed,

particularly with regard to the ‘downstream’ accountability line that goes from the
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Scottish Government level to the policy’s beneficiaries and the public. A full
assessment of this requires a return to the dependent variables outlined in the
analytical framework (Sub-section 8.2.1) and an appraisal of the relative weight of
the different causes of the changes observed. These two sets of factors are addressed

in the Sub-sections below.

14.5.1 The impact of devolution on different accountability types

Beginning with the first classification of accountability provided in Sub-section
8.2.1, based on the subjects of the accountability relationships — i.e. political,
administrative and participative accountability — an important conclusion of the case
study is that devolution has determined a change with regard to both the main actors
in the ECP arena in Scotland and their relative weight in the policy process. Whereas
prior to devolution and in the initial phases of the first post-devolution programme
period, the PMEs and the main programme partners played a dominant role in the
programming processes — notably those who participated in the PME boards and
various Committees and Groups that informed the then management system (PMC,
PManC, Advisory Groups) — this same dominant role is now occupied by the
Scottish Government, its Ministers and officials. Devolution has been a principle
cause of this evolution, of course, in that the creation of a Scottish Parliament and
Government has rendered the very political need for the European partnerships
redundant (as discussed in Section 14.4.1). This fundamental change has augmented
political accountability, because decisions on ECP are now more clearly linked to
the Scottish Government’s policies which, in turn, are framed in a structured system
of accountability that did not exist to the same extent prior to devolution, and which
finds its ultimate sanction in the four-yearly Scottish Parliament elections. Because
of the new devolved arrangements, and in particular because of the oversight role
played by the Scottish Parliament and its Committees (a role that, as has been seen,
is effective and not purely formal), political accountability, in the double meaning of
ministerial and democratic accountability, has greatly increased, both generally and

with respect to ECP.
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The internalisation of ECP responsibilities within the Scottish Government
administration — where Scottish Government officials chair PMC meetings, but also
oversee the activity of the IABs (now publicly selected contractors of the Scottish
Government) and SDBs, and are in control of the levers that can ensure that N+2
targets are met, for instance — has also strengthened administrative accountability.
Scottish Government officials are now in charge of the policy-making process, and

they are directly and unambiguously accountable for their work to Scottish Ministers.

Conversely, however, the operational changes reviewed also point to a reduction of
the participative dimension of accountability: the subsuming of ECP under the
broader framework of domestic Scottish policies, and the related and overt
centralisation of the process of programme design (which, for the current
programmes, has been top-down and policy-driven); the changes made to the project
selection system (discussed in Sub-section 14.4.2.2); the rationalisation of the
number of programmes (and of the Programme Monitoring Committees) in the
LUPS area; and the stronger Scottish Government drive with regard to evaluation all
point to a reduced scope for local stakeholders and partners to intervene in the
policy-making process. This is not to suggest that there were no flaws in the
previous system (a number of weaknesses were discussed in the case study) or that
the current system is not more efficient or does not represent more value-for-money
than the previous one (considerations that were paramount for the introduction of the
operational changes discussed); but, purely from the perspective of participative
accountability, i.e. the capacity of decision-takers to inform the decision-makers’

choices over strategies and resource allocation, this appears to have diminished.

This insight may indicate that the new political and administrative elites (the Scottish
Executive/Government, on the one hand, and the senior Scottish administration, on
the other hand), i.e. the real drivers of the changes discussed, have been unsuccessful
in achieving a productive synthesis between their legitimate aspirations to control the
policy process and draw selectively upon the strengths of the previous system while
addressing its weaknesses (i.e. the need to promote wider inclusion, limit
politicisation and improve efficiency). It may also indicate, however, that in the new,

devolved policy framework, where ECP is subsumed under domestic policies,
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participative accountability must be sought at this level. Thus, since domestic
policies inform ECP, the question should be: do local stakeholders have the scope
and capacity to influence decisions over such domestic policies? If so, then the
reduction of participative accountability in ECP would be compensated by this
higher-level participative accountability. However, the remit of the present study

does not allow a comprehensive answer to this wider question.

In summary, a key conclusion of the Scottish case study is that, as far as the first
categorisation of accountability is concerned — which is based on the distinction
between political, administrative and participative accountability — devolution has
led to the strengthening of political and administrative accountability, but also, as far

as ECP is concerned at least, to a reduction in participative accountability.

Turning now to the second set of accountability types that were identified as
dependent variables for this research — those relating to the classification based on
the object of accountability (financial, procedural, outcome and performance
accountability) — the case study supports the conclusion that devolution has had no
significant impact on these types of accountability as far as the implementation of
ECP is concerned. Just as before devolution, ECP accountability is essentially about
the use that is made of resources, the correctness of delivery and compliance with
rules, and the tracking of outcomes (outputs and results). Performance accountability,
as defined in this study, continues to be marginal in Scottish ECP implementation.
This contrasts with a more general trend in Scottish policy-making towards outcome
and performance measurement, as has been seen. It leads to the conclusion that
whilst devolution may have had an impact in strengthening outcome and
performance accountability with regard to Scottish public policy overall, the same
trend has not been observed with respect to ECP. For instance, following devolution,
the performance of the PMEs was subjected to scrutiny, as has been seen, as part of
the formative stages of the reorganisation plans, which ultimately led to the abolition
of these bodies. However, in this assessment, ‘performance’ was interpreted
essentially as the administrative efficiency and value-for-money of the PMEs, rather
than as their capacity to deliver the strategic goals set out in the programmes. Apart

from a small-scale study undertaken in 2007 for the Scottish Parliament’s Enterprise
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and Culture Committee (Davies et al, 2007) and the premature efforts of the
programmes’ mid-term up-dates (e.g. Scottish Executive, 2005b), there has been no
real attempt at assessing the impacts delivered by past programmes, nor are there any

plans to carry out such an assessment in future on the current programmes.*

A second conclusion of the case study is thus that, whilst devolution has
strengthened outcome and performance accountability for Scottish public policy
overall, on the whole the accountability placed on ECP has largely continued to be
on financial progress, procedures and physical outcomes. This is largely due to the
influence of the European regulatory framework, which places particular emphasis
on these aspects of accountability (especially financial and procedural accountability,
notably because of the significant and tangible consequences associated with non-

compliance with the N+2 rule or failure to comply with audit requirements).

Returning to the conceptualisation of accountability along the stages of dialogue,
information and rectification, the case study research highlights that whilst the
information stage of accountability in ECP implementation is still high and indeed
has probably improved over time (in line with the improvement in IT technologies
and the compliance with European rules introduced in 1999 on ECP communication
and publicity), the stages of dialogue and rectification have been undermined by
devolution, as the abolition of the PME system has not been accompanied by the
introduction of other means to ensure effective partner-involvement in decision-
making, and due to the top-down and policy-driven approach displayed by the
Scottish Government in both programme design and implementation. An overriding
conclusion of the case study is thus that, specifically considering ECP, devolution
has led to a weakening of the dialogue (especially) and rectification stages of

accountability.

*2 This is a pragmatic response to the European regulations, which assign responsibility for ex post
evaluation to the European Commission, and a functional choice, given by the difficulty to assess the
programmes’ impacts, due to ‘the significant methodological problems of calculating net effects and
counterfactuals where EU funding is relatively small with respect to the size of the regional economy it
targets” (Scottish Government, 2009c¢, p. 12).
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This last consideration leads to the second part of the research argument, according
to which devolution has had an impact on ECP accountability in Scotland, but it has

not been the only factor.

14.5.2 Devolution a fundamental factor, but not the only one

The devolution reforms, and the related introduction into the Scottish policy arena of
a new political class endowed with governmental responsibility and tools, have been
fundamental and, arguably, the main factor leading to the changes observed in
Scottish governance overall and in determining a new positioning of the ERDF

programmes within the broader Scottish programming framework.

Devolution, and the ensuing birth of a new actor, the Scottish Parliament, with a key
role as the primary ‘overseer’ of policy processes and governmental activity, has
increased the degree of parliamentary scrutiny of all policies implemented in
Scotland, including ECP. It has also led to the emergence of a Scottish-level

Government and, related, new Scottish-level policies.

These changes have also effected a fundamental reshaping of the system of ECP
implementation. They have superseded the political reasons for introducing the
locally-based PMEs and increased the degree of parliamentary and public scrutiny of
the policy (given the increased visibility of ministerial action). The availability of
Scottish policies led to a corresponding alignment of the ERDF programmes, which
now represent the overarching framework for Structural Funds programmes (a
necessity enhanced, more recently, by the austerity entailed by the economic crisis).
The creation of a new Scottish-level Government also led to a reappraisal of the
efficiency and value-for-money of the previous system: Scottish Ministers and
officials progressively aimed to gain control of the policy process. This responded to
a number of needs, for instance to ensure that the programmes contribute to the wider
policy goals of Scottish policies, but also to carefully monitor the policy process and
prevent potentially harmful mistakes (e.g. with respect to audits carried out by
European institutions or with respect to the spending progression required to avoid

automatic de-commitments). Scottish Ministers also became increasingly committed
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to delivering value—for-money and administrative efficiency, not least in anticipation
of the significant cuts in ECP allocations expected for the current period (for
instance, with respect to project selection, where the competitive system in place was

deemed too dispersed).

From the analysis developed in this case study, it is clear that devolution was the key
factor determining most of the changes reviewed. However, the changes identified
were also driven by other factors that were exogenous to Scotland. These pertain
both to the European level (particularly the mutated European regulatory framework)
and to the domestic level (such as the New Labour public sector reform agenda, the
emergence of a new regional policy paradigm, the political change in 2007, and the

recent financial and economic crisis, as has been discussed).

The significant reduction in funding anticipated for the 2007-13 period was a
fundamental factor leading to the questioning of the opportunity-cost and
sustainability of the PME model. The strengthened EU rules on financial
management and increased pressures from EU auditors also made the new Scottish
Government and its administration feel more exposed to potential failings than the
Scottish Office had hitherto. Thus, the changes in the European regulatory
framework were also important drivers for change: the introduction of the N+2 rule
required closer monitoring of progress and bottlenecks; the increased audits by EU
authorities raised concerns over the control that the Scottish Executive administration
had over PMEs’ activities; the further reduction of Structural Funds resources in
2007-13, the Lisbon-earmarking and the elimination of area designation all

contributed to the choice to rationalise and re-orient the programmes.

Lastly, the improvements in Information Technologies and dissemination of
internet/broadband amongst public authorities and households were also significant
factors, over time allowing a wider dissemination of programme information than
had previously been the case (notably via the internet, although this was already

considerably exploited during the 2000-06 period, under the previous system).

As a result of the review of these factors, it is fair to conclude that the demands of the
Structural Funds regulations, as well as the necessity to counterbalance change and

continuity, constrained the degree of flexibility that the new, devolved institutions
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had in driving change. The hybrid project selection system adopted for the new
programmes, for instance, appears very much like an unfinished rationalisation plan.
It may be therefore that some of the accountability shortcomings found in the present
system are due to this factor, as well as the necessity for the devolved institutions,
Scottish Executive/Government in primis, to focus on other needs that appeared

more pressing.

This is well illustrated by two dynamics: first, the different emphasis placed on
performance in domestic vis-a-vis ECP, discussed above; and, second, the fact that
even though accountability was an explicit concern with respect to ECP during
earlier programme periods, it has progressively slipped from the policy-makers’
agenda. The latest reforms of the programme management system, in particular,
introduced by the Scottish Executive at the onset of the current programme period,
did not have public accountability as their primary objective, but rather the goals of
policy alignment, tighter control on expenditure and efficiency maximisation through
a centralisation of the decision-making process and externalisation of delivery (at the
expense of participation). In other words, accountability was a key concern explicitly
pursued by Scottish officials soon after devolution, but intended as accountability of
the PME:s to the Scottish Executive, which was considered to be lacking, rather than

broader-based accountability.

14.5.3 Concluding case study assessment

The above review of the changes in the governance, management and
implementation of ECP in Scotland following devolution, and of the evolution of
Scottish governance more generally, has uncovered a trajectory of fundamental and
widespread change. Commencing halfway through the previous programme period
and especially from the preparatory phases of the current programmes, Scottish
Government authorities have overtly sought to control and direct both the design and
the implementation of policy. This is in sharp contrast to the previous system, when
the Scottish Office took a more arm’s-length approach, delegating programme

management to local partnerships. Devolution has been the key causal factor for
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most of the changes reviewed, although these have also been in part enabled or
stimulated by other changes, at both European and domestic level, as has been seen.
Changes have related both to Scottish governance overall and to the implementation

of ECP specifically (where they have been both systemic and operational in nature).

As a consequence of this radical reshaping, the accountability of ECP in Scotland has
changed significantly, particularly regarding the ‘downstream’ accountability line
that goes from the Scottish Government level to the beneficiaries and the public at
large. Some aspects of accountability — notably its administrative and political facets
— have increased, while others, notably the participative dimensions of
accountability, have diminished. The changes do not seem to have impacted on the
emphasis placed on financial and procedural accountability as opposed to outcome

and performance accountability (as relates to ECP).

In conclusion, the main research hypothesis put forward in the introduction to this
thesis, that devolution has had, and indeed continues to have, an impact on the
accountability of ECP is confirmed, but at closer inspection the analysis has
highlighted that such impact has been neither univocal (across accountability types
and between wider governance versus ECP arrangements) nor unidirectional (i.e.
accountability has not simply ‘increased’). Amongst the interviewees, views on
whether the present system is more or less accountable differed considerably,
depending on the emphasis placed on one or the other type of accountability.
Nevertheless, overall, the research leads to the conclusion that the accountability of

Scottish ECP has increased.

First, as a result of devolution, the new ECP implementation system benefits from an
overall framework of increased political and administrative accountability, where
overall accountability is strengthened (i) between the electorate, Scottish Parliament
and Scottish Government, (ii) between Scottish Government and Scottish officials,
and (ii1)) between the Scottish administration and external policy implementers
(IABs, agencies, project holders). Accountability lines between different actors are
clearer, often more formalised and more publicly supervised. However, this
strengthening of political and administrative accountability of ECP has occurred to

the detriment of the participative dimension of accountability.
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Second, the changes introduced to the various policy phases have largely been driven
by the Scottish Ministers and administration. They reflect a trend that can be found
elsewhere in the EU of subsuming ECP under domestic policy, but also an all-
consuming concern by Scottish civil servants over the minimisation of the risk of
loss of resources, perhaps losing sight of the more fundamental question represented
by the policy’s performance. Accountability with regard to ECP is still much more

focused on inputs and procedures than on outcomes and performance.

Third, returning to the operational definition of accountability provided in Section
7.1, and linking the above analysis to the three stages of information, dialogue and
rectification that constituted this definition, a key conclusion is that the dialogue
stage appears quite considerably diminished, whilst the rectification stage appears to
relate mainly to the electoral juncture and, in addition to this, to the potential for
stakeholders to engage with MSPs to solicit parliamentary inquiries (see Table 20).
Up until 2006, in comparison, more informal channels existed for local stakeholders
to intervene in the programming processes. Although not perfect, as these channels
presented important access costs and opportunity asymmetries, as has been seen, they
ensured a level of dialogue and rectification that has hitherto been lost. Therefore the

finding of previous studies are confirmed by the present case study, i.e. that

the shift from the former, Westminster-Scottish Office regime of accountability
to the new Scottish Parliament-Executive axis has brought a substantial
increase in the volume of scrutiny [and] a significant change in the regime of
parliamentary accountability for the civil service in Scotland ... However, it is
apparent that this change has taken place within the overall context of a
continued reliance upon traditional mechanisms of parliamentary scrutiny,
which by their very nature tend to facilitate the weaker, more anodyne forms of
accountability (‘answerability’ or ‘explanatory accountability’) rather than
leading to enhanced amendatory accountability, redress, or sanctions
(Kirkpatrick and Pyper, 2001, p. 82).

Fourth, academic analyses converge in indicating that devolution has increased the
accountability of the public sector in Scotland (McGarvey, 2008). The present
assessment confirms this, but with respect to ECP the diminution of participative
accountability should not be underplayed. The Consultative Steering Group’s
aspirations for more open decision-making have been frustrated in the specific

context of ECP. With respect to participatory accountability, devolution has entailed
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a regression compared to previous practice, due to a centralisation of decision-
making in the hands of Scottish Government Ministers and officials, in a context
where the increased Parliamentary scrutiny is counterbalanced by a domination of
the Executive over Parliament. Keating’s observations that one of the distinctive
features of the ‘second round devolution’ is that the devolved institutions
‘themselves become actors in the process as well as structuring opportunities’ and
that the policy-making ‘process is taken into the hands of the political class, with less
involvement in the civil society’ (Keating, 2009) are strongly echoed by the findings
of this case study on ECP implementation (even though prior to devolution the
participation of civil society was mediated through the Partnerships, which meant

that some actors had more opportunities than others to influence decision-making).

A final remark relates to the territorial dimension of policy-making. ECP is an
intrinsically spatial policy and one that is conceived as ‘place-based’, as discussed in
Chapter 3. As such, it is assumed to be informed by the emergence of local-level,
bottom-up policy preferences and priorities. On the contrary, the governance and
accountability shifts observed in Scotland after devolution appear to have determined
the emergence of a vision of Scotland as a unicum and reduced the scope for
participatory accountability. This is particularly true for the LUPS programme, since
in the Highlands and Islands the territorial cohesiveness of the region allowed the
preservation of a more marked territorial dimension and stakeholders’ involvement

in ECP decision-making.
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Table 20: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications

Main Changes

Accountability implications

GENERAL GOVERNANCE CHANGES

Dialogue Information Rectification Notes
Stakeholder consultations as modus | + + +? (dependent on
operandi of Scottish stakeholders’  influencing
Executive/Government potential, to be assessed)
Increased parliamentary scrutiny of | + + + Scottish Parliament has
governmental activity tools to enforce its
recommendations
Enhanced  transparency  through | + indirectly (by improving | + + transparency on whether
Scottish Parliament Commissions, Fol | access to information that rectification has been
Act, institutional communication via | can inform dialogue) effectively pursued
SP and SG websites
Scottish Government more dominant | = + + through electoral process
than Scottish Office and more visible
to Scottish public
Closer relationship between Ministers | = = + through electoral process
and officials, clearer accountability lines
More emphasis on public spending | = + + through electoral process Dependent on public

monitoring, capacity and outcome and
performance measurement

capacity to interpret the
information available

More clear direction of work of Scottish
agencies and local authorities, linked to
Scottish Government policies

+ through electoral process

More emphasis on local level, joined-up
partnership based-work for local service
delivery (CPPs)

+? (but to be assessed based
on CPP operation and
performance)

+? (but to be assessed based
on CPP operation and
performance)

+? (but to be assessed based
on CPP operation and
performance)

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation. + indicates enhanced; = no impact; - decreased; ? uncertain impact; + or - followed by ? indicates potential
increase/decrease. Most important changes/effects are indicated in bold.
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Table 20: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications (Continued)

Main Changes

Accountability implications

Dialogue

Information

Rectification

Notes

SYSTEMIC CHANGES

Increased parliamentary scrutiny

+ stakeholders and citizens
can (and indeed do)
approach the EERC to raise
issues that the Committee
may take up

+ information on
parliamentary inquiries
available to public;
previous arrangements
mainly fulfilled
accountability to partners

+ EERC checks progress
towards recommendations
made following inquiries

More ministerial interest in ECP

No impact

+ Ministers communicate
ECP more

Subsuming ECP under domestic
Scottish policies

Stronger  direction by
Scottish Government (MA)
on programmes’ content.
Accountability to be sought at
the level of Scottish policies
design arrangements

- More limited scope for
stakeholders to influence
content of programmes
(more tied to domestic
Scottish policies)

Centralisation of policy process

- Less scope for local
stakeholders to intervene

+ SG officials are more able
to implement changes, BUT
only if they/the Ministers
deem relevant to do so 2>
increased through electoral
process

Programmes rationalisation

- fewer programmes and
thus fewer PMCs/
involvement opportunities

Abolition of PMEs (replaced by two
Intermediate ~ Administration ~ Bodies
selected with public procurement)

- 1ABs are external
contractors and depend on
Scottish  Government for
funding renewal. Scope for
acting as dialogue
facilitators is diminished

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation. + indicates enhanced; = no impact; - decreased; ? uncertain impact; + or - followed by ? indicates potential

increase/decrease. Most important changes/effects are indicated in bold.
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Table 20: Summary of changes detected and accountability implications (Continued)

Main Changes

Accountability implications

ECP

Dialogue Information Rectification Notes
Programme design: centralisation - Strategies driven by | + Process of programme | - Less scope for stakeholders
domestic  Scottish policies | consultation more transparent | to obtain changes to the

(and  constrained by EU
regulatory framework, e.g.
Lisbon earmarking)

(though due to information
technology advancements)

programmes strategies. SG
policy alignment drive has
rendered process more rigid

Project appraisal and selection: Re-
organisation of project generation (a)
hybrid system comprising challenge fund

- Lesser role for AGs and
fewer partners involved (at
least in LUPS programme).

? Pre-identification of SDBs,
their periodic reporting to
PMC (if publicly available)

Too early to assess CPPs
operation

and single-stream funding CPPs might part-compensate might inform electoral
this accountability

Project appraisal and selection: Re- | - Less scope for local actors to | = =

organisation of project generation (b) for | be actively involved and for

LUPS programme only, reduction of | cross-fertilisation

number of AGs, virtual scoring

Project appraisal and selection: Re- | - Less scope for local actors | - Less insider knowledge | =

organisation of project generation (c) | to be involved dissemination and more

increased presence of SG in AGs, low but scope for political lobbying

increased ministerial influence

Monitoring: Reduction of number of | - Less scope for local actors | = Documents made available | -?

PMCs in LUPs area to be involved via websites

Evaluation: driven = -?

by Scottish
Government (rather than PMEs/partners)

- Less scope for local actors
to be involved

Communication/publicity: carried out by
1ABs and SDBs, rather than PMEs

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation. + indicates enhanced; = no impact; - decreased; ? uncertain impact; + or - followed by ? indicates potential
increase/decrease. Most important changes/effects are indicated in bold.
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PART 5: ASSESSMENT AND CONCLUSIONS

15. CHALLENGING THE DEVOLUTION BETTER-
ACCOUNTABILITY EQUATION

The research stemmed from the observation that the political and institutional context
for accountability is in flux in many European countries. Radical changes have taken
place in the allocation of powers and the constellation of actors involved in policy-
making, characterised by the shift from ‘government’ to ‘governance’ and the multi-
level nature of the latter. The period from the late 1990s to the early years of the new
millennium, in particular, has witnessed trends of decentralisation, deconcentration
or devolution of competencies from the national levels to the sub-national levels in a
variety of countries (Ventura, 2008; Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2007; O’Dwyer, 2006).
As shown in this thesis, these trends re-cast the subject, content and nature of
accountability through new dynamics between decision-makers and decision-takers
(Held, 2004). Implicit or explicit in many of the discussions about devolution is that
by bringing the design and delivery of policy ‘closer to the people’, devolution
increases policy accountability in terms of characteristics such as transparency,

legitimacy and responsiveness.

Accountability has become a topical theme in policy and academic debates in recent
years. Although the notion of public accountability originated in the Anglo-Saxon
world (Bovens, 2007; Dubnick, 2002), it has recently become a popular subject in
public policy debates and in academic research across the entire EU, as illustrated in
Chapter 4, responding to a number of factors that include: the permeation of NPM
reform agenda themes in EU member states (Pollitt and Bouckaert, 2004), including
those more anchored to the French administrative system (Olsen, 2003); the
emergence of multi-level and networked forms of governance (Piattoni, 2010; Bache
and Chapman, 2008; Benz et al., 2007; Harlow and Rowling, 2007; Papadopoulos,
2007; Bache and Flinders, 2004; Rhodes, 2003); the process of European integration
(Benz et al., 2007; Curtin, 2007; Nicolia, 2005; Harlow, 2002; Metcalfe, 2001);
globalisation (Dowdle, 2006); and a generic increase in public interest and concern

regarding this issue (Gregory, 2007; Mulgan, 2003; Walker, 2004).

306



A key (and thus far relatively unexplored) question is whether the new, devolved
institutional framework is more or less conducive to public accountability. The
purpose of this thesis has been to examine this key question empirically, while
focusing on one of the most important and resourced European policies: European

cohesion policy (ECP).

Several important issues led to framing the research in this way. First, although
research on accountability is substantial, it is relatively unestablished (Mulgan, 2003)
and has been found to be often hampered by insufficient conceptual clarity (Mashaw,
2006), methodological rigour (Bovens, 2010) or empirical anchoring (Bovens, 2010).
Second, whilst significant research has been carried out on the modus operandi and
policy styles of the new, devolved institutions, and on the impact of devolution on
policy innovation and divergence (Greer, 2001 and 2007; Keating, 2005 and 2010),
not much research has been conducted specifically on the impact that devolution has
had on public accountability. Third, whilst the accountability of public policies has
been addressed from the perspective of a number of policies, as shown in Chapter 4,
the accountability of ECP remains relatively unaddressed. This topic has only seldom
been investigated, and assessments have generally focused on the issues of
partnership, inter-institutional relations (especially between EU and national levels)
and additionality (Bachtler and Mendez, 2007; Bache, 2004; Polverari and Michie,
2009 and 2010; Rhodes, 2003; Svensson and Osthol, 2001), neglecting the key
processes through which regional policy is delivered and which have fundamental
bearings on accountability. Fourth, ECP displays some peculiar features that
differentiate it from many policies implemented in the member states, notably its
multi-level and networked nature, of which the impact on accountability has been
assessed mostly in abstract, without empirical testing (Bovens, 2007 and 2010;
Papadopoulos, 2007). Further, whilst extensive research has been undertaken on the
impact of EU developments on domestic policy-making (Europeanisation and multi-
level governance research), not much has focused on how domestic developments
are affecting the implementation of EU policies, notably ECP, in practice. Lastly, the
fact that ECP is administered across the EU in accordance with a common set of

rules established in the regulations governing the Structural Funds, and based on a
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common policy agenda, rendered this policy an ideal theme for comparative

research.

In order to test the common assumption that devolution necessarily entails improved

accountability, the research aimed to answer the following two key questions:
o What has been the impact of devolution on the accountability of ECP? And,
o How has the accountability of ECP been affected by devolution?

By answering the above questions, the study aimed to test the research hypothesis
that devolution has had, and indeed continues to have, an impact on the nature
of the accountability of ECP, the full extent and scope of which, however,

needed to be empirically tested.

In order to address the above questions, the research adopted an in-depth, qualitative,
case study approach, focusing on two meso-level territorial units with long-term
experience in the implementation of ECP and with recent experience of devolution:
Tuscany, in Italy, and Scotland, in the UK. By concentrating on these two meso-
levels, the study aimed to establish and assess: (i) the changes that occurred to the
way ECP was designed, managed and implemented before and after devolution in
these two meso-levels, framed in the context of the wider governance and policy-
making developments entailed by devolution; (ii) the extent to which devolution was
a causal factor in the changes observed (and whether any other factors played a role);
(ii1) and, lastly, the degree to which the policy’s accountability transformed in
response to the changes observed, so as to assess whether devolution impacted on
regional development policy and its accountability, and to identify the type of

impact.

The research faced a number of methodological challenges, as discussed in Sub-
section 9.3. These included: dealing with key concepts — devolution and
accountability — that are intrinsically politically charged; the (until recently)
extraneousness of the concept of accountability to the Italian context; the cross-
national nature of the research, which necessitated a thorough understanding of the

two distinct policy contexts; the complexity of devolution processes; and the
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difficulty of ‘isolating’ devolution as the determinant factor for the changes
observed, in the context of competing and overlapping trends (such as the evolving
ECP regulatory framework, wider domestic public administration reforms, political
change and others). The timing of the research, furthermore, was a particular
challenge, given the unsettled nature of the devolution processes observed, requiring
the adoption of a longitudinal approach in acknowledgement of the time necessary
for the reforms to take shape and for them to impact on domestic choices in the

implementation of ECP.

Notwithstanding these challenges, the research approach on the whole proved useful
to test the proposed research hypothesis, providing answers to the above questions to
a considerable degree, as is illustrated in the section below (Section 16). It has also
led to a re-conceptualisation of the notion of public accountability and how it should
be researched, not least in the context of comparative analyses (Section 17). As was
to be expected, however, some aspects of the above research questions could not be
answered in full, and the research led to the emergence of further issues and lines of
inquiry that had not been anticipated at the outset of the study. These and their

implications are briefly reviewed in Section 18.
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16. EMPIRICAL FINDINGS, INFERENCES AND
EXPLANATIONS

The research has led to at least three overriding conclusions with regard to the
hypothesis that was put to the test. They relate to: (a) the diverging degree and scope
of the change to governance and policy-making caused by devolution in the two case
studies (including in the specific field of ECP); (b) the impact of devolution on the
accountability of overall governance and policy-making and of ECP management
and implementation arrangements; and (c) the fundamental role played by devolution
in the production of the changes observed (whilst not being the only causal factor).
The conclusions on these three main issues can be supplemented by more specific
findings on a number of elements uncovered by the research, notably: (d) that both
cases displayed a strong path-dependence; (e) that rectification remains the weakest
of the three accountability stages; (f) that the problem of ‘many hands’ is overstated
as far as ECP in the two reviewed cases is concerned; (g) that the influence of the
European regulatory framework has been fundamental in shaping accountability
relations in ECP management and implementation in both meso-levels (justifying the
similarities detected); and, lastly, (h) that public accountability post-devolution has
on the whole increased in both meso-levels, but that its future evolution is uncertain
and will require further monitoring and analysis. All of these findings are

summarised below.

(a) Different starting points, different breadth of reforms, different

extent of change

One important consideration that needs to be borne in mind in assessing the changes
introduced by devolution to meso-level policy-making and ECP management in the
two case studies is that the devolution reforms introduced have been different in the
two cases due to their differing starting points. Whilst both Tuscany and Scotland
were amongst the first European recipients of ECP support, having been

beneficiaries of ERDF since 1985 and 1975 respectively (as discussed in Sections
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13.3 and 14.3), Tuscany has existed as a regional authority with an elected assembly
and Regional Government since 1970, and thus over the past forty years it has gained
experience in autonomous policy-making and administration. This has included the
tasks of administering EU Funds, which were managed internally by the regional
administration under the responsibility of the thematically competent Assessore.
Scotland, on the other hand, lacked autonomous representative institutions of self-
government, except at the level of the local authorities, represented by the Regional
Councils until 1996 and subsequently by the local Councils. Thus in Scotland,
policy-making and delivery in the fields of economic development, regeneration and
social policy were coordinated by a deconcentrated UK administration, the Scottish
Office, which largely lacked political leadership as ‘most functions were the
responsibility of junior Ministers without their own authority’ (Keating, 2010, p. 37).
ECP was administered as a responsibility of this deconcentrated administration, but,
following the abolition of the Regional Councils, the tasks of programme
management and delivery were mostly assigned to limited companies, the ad hoc

established Structural Funds Partnerships.

These different starting points have had a marked impact on both the general scope
of the devolution reforms — which has been much more far-reaching in Scotland
(with the establishment of an elected Scottish Parliament and its Executive arm) —
and, related, on their effect both on governance and policy-making at the two meso-

levels and on the management and implementation of ECP.

For Tuscany, the devolution reforms essentially strengthened the Regional Executive
and its leader, changing the form of government from parliamentary to what has been
defined as ‘neo-parliamentary’ (Baldi and Baldini, 2008), whilst also extending the
competences assigned to the regional authority and its coordination function over
lower tiers of government. The devolution reforms have not introduced a new,
radically different institutional organisation between the state and the meso-level; but
they have altered the interrelations between meso and local levels of government. In
Scotland, on the other hand, the reforms entailed the introduction ex novo of an
elected assembly (the Scottish Parliament) and a  corresponding

Executive/Government, in line with the cabinet system of government (Keating,
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2010), as discussed in Chapter 11, thus bringing in wholly new meso-level
democratic institutions. This has revolutionised the pre-existing interrelations

between national (UK), meso and local levels of government.

As a consequence, whereas the reforms in Tuscany have mainly entailed the
perfection of a pre-existing programming system, as well as the reshaping of the
balance between different Tuscan-level institutions (executive versus legislature;
leader of the executive versus the collegial executive and versus its individual
components; vertical and horizontal subsidiarity), the reforms in Scotland have
entailed the gradual introduction of a range of new Scottish-level policies on a
number of devolved matters, devised by the Scottish Executive/Government and
voted on by the Scottish Parliament, and upon which the Scottish Parliament exerts
considerable, active and competent control and supervision through its system of
parliamentary committees and commissions. In this context, moreover, the reforms
have led to the emergence of a new modus operandi for the Scottish institutions, one
that places strong emphasis on transparency, open decision-making through
stakeholders’ consultations, and on the monitoring of public spending (all features
that in Tuscany, by contrast, were already consolidated prior to the reforms
reviewed), whilst at the same time placing the Scottish Executive/Government

strongly at the helm of the public policy decision-making process.

Looking at the effects of the reforms on the overall governance, policy-making and
programming in the two regions, some common traits emerge from the two case
studies. In both Tuscany and Scotland, the reforms have led to the affirmation of the
role of the meso-level Executives as the key decision-makers (and thus the key
public policy accountors) in contexts in which: (i) the elected assemblies
predominantly exert a control function over the Executive’s action, rather than
imparting a strong political direction; (ii) stakeholders are involved in policy-making
in different ways (though with different emphases placed on the concept of
‘consensus’ — much more pronounced in the Tuscan case); and (iii) extremely strong

emphasis is placed on transparency and accessibility of information for the public.

However, these common features should not mislead, as the two case studies also

uncovered a number of fundamental differences. In Tuscany, devolution has led to
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the strengthening of the ‘monocratic leader’ (Musella, 2009), accompanied by a
further reinforcement of the pre-existing cross-sectoral and multi-annual
programming approach, and of the senior-level civil service (notably through the
CTP, in charge of substantial coordination functions); whilst in Scotland the new
Executive/Government has configured itself as a more collegial body, a trend further
enhanced with the coming to power of the SNP. Policy-making in Scotland before
the SNP Government was also more sectoral than in Tuscany; a more cross-sectoral
approach, accompanied by a more marked outcome-orientation, has emerged

relatively recently.

These characteristics configure both the Tuscan and Scottish systems as largely
accountable systems, with clear responsibility lines over public policy, a good degree
of dialogue with stakeholders to inform policy design, transparency in policy-
making, and the existence of formal channels through which stakeholders can access
decision-makers and seek rectification (e.g. the parliamentary commissions), though,

in both cases, the electoral juncture is maintained as the key rectification stage.

As far as the management and implementation of ECP is concerned, the reforms in
Tuscany have led to a number of changes but mostly of operational rather than
systemic character, embedded in a framework of continuity with past practice. In
Scotland, by contrast, the reforms have introduced a centralisation of policy-making
in the hands of the newly born Scottish institutions, particularly the Executive, and
the abolition of the established partnership-based PMEs that had been in charge of
Structural Funds delivery since the mid-1990s. Thus the two case studies indicate
that the changes in the way ECP is managed and implemented have been much
broader in scope in Scotland than in Tuscany, the only common — but fundamental —
feature being represented by the fact that in both cases the ERDF programmes are
now subsumed under the broader economic policy and programming framework of
the meso-level institutions. Having lost the previous stand-alone status — which saw
the programmes emerge from a process of needs analysis and stakeholders’
consultations — they have become essentially implementation and funding tools for

meso-level domestic development policies.
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A detailed summary of the changes identified in the two case studies, with regard to
both the overall governance and programming framework and the management and
implementation of ECP, is provided in Table 22 in Appendix I, but a first overriding
conclusion of the research is that the degree of change introduced to Tuscan and
Scottish governance and policy-making, on the one hand, and to ECP management
and implementation, on the other hand, has been affected by the differing scope and
nature of devolution reforms and starting points. Notwithstanding this observation,
commonalities were observed across the two case studies, notably the empowerment
of the executive branch as the key decision-maker, the articulation of the role of the
regional parliaments on control/supervision functions, a marked commitment to
involve stakeholders in decision-making, and a strong emphasis on transparency and

accessibility of information to the public.

(b) Devolution’s impact on the accountability of overall governance
and policy-making arrangements and on ECP management and

iImplementation

A second comparative conclusion from the two case studies is that, notwithstanding
the vast difference in the changes introduced following devolution, as discussed
above, in both cases the reforms delivered a strengthening of the accountability of
the overall governance and programming system of the two meso-levels, but this
same trend was not reflected in the accountability of ECP specifically in such a clear-

cut manner.

In particular, with regard to the first classification of accountability prospected in the
analytical framework (Chapter 7) — that based on the subject of the accountability
relationship, i.e. on the distinction between political, administrative and participative
accountability — the two case studies show that whilst the devolution reforms and the
ensuing changes to the governance and policy-making have strengthened all types of
accountability with respect to the overall governance and programming approach of

both Tuscany and Scotland, with specific regard to ECP they have strengthened
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political accountability in both cases (linked to the broader governance changes and,
in Scotland, to some of the related ‘systemic’ changes introduced to ECP) and
administrative accountability, especially in Scotland (in Tuscany, it was initially high
and has consolidated further). However, at both meso-levels but particularly in
Scotland, the changes discussed have caused a reduction of participative
accountability within ECP. This reduction is due amongst others to the fact that
subsuming the ECP programmes under domestic, meso-level policy frameworks has
de facto moved the stage of dialogue with stakeholders upwards to the level of the
overarching policies towards which the ERDF programmes now contribute. It may
be that this reduction of participative accountability within ECP is compensated by
strengthened participative accountability at the more general level of Tuscan and
Scottish governance and policy-making; however, a full appreciation of whether this

is the case and its full extent would necessitate further investigation.

Further, if one considers the second classification of accountability proposed in the
analytical framework — that based on the object of accountability, i.e. on the
distinction between financial, procedural, outcome and performance accountability —
the case studies show that whilst devolution has led to a strengthening of financial,
procedural and outcome accountability (excluding impacts) in Tuscan policy-making
and of outcome and performance accountability in Scottish policy-making, the
impact of devolution on these types of accountability within the management and
implementation of ECP specifically has been neutral, as ECP accountability
continues to be the same in both case studies as prior to the devolution reforms, i.e.
primarily based on financial inputs, procedures and outcomes (excluding impacts),
with the exception of the planned (and thus prospective) stronger emphasis on impact
and performance accountability in Tuscany. However, if this were to materialise, it
would be more a consequence of the recently introduced national unitary regional
policy — and of the associated evaluation standards defined at the national level —

rather than being due to devolution.

The neutral impact of devolution on the object-based classification of accountability
can probably be explained by the cogent nature of the ECP regulatory framework

that — with its emphasis on spend (N+2 rule) and procedural correctness (enforced by
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frequent and rigorous audits and controls) — has encouraged Managing Authorities to
place emphasis on financial and procedural accountability to the detriment, ceteris

paribus, of the consideration of impacts and performance.

Lastly, from the perspective of the different processes of the policy cycle through
which ECP is delivered and the three stages of dialogue, information and
rectification — which have been analysed in depth in the two case studies and
summarised in Table 15 and Table 20 — the research shows that the specific
accountability impact at the two meso-levels in each phase of the policy cycle
following devolution has been largely neutral and in some cases even negative
(especially with respect to the dialogue stage of accountability and particularly in
Scotland). A strengthening of accountability has only been recorded with respect to
the openness in the provision of information to the public, a trend attributable not so
much to devolution as to the evolving European regulatory framework, and which
has been facilitated by improvements in information and telecommunication
technologies. A summary review of the impact of devolution on the different types

of accountability discussed above is provided in Table 21.

Accordingly, a second overriding conclusion from the research is that the impact of
devolution on accountability has been different depending on the perspective taken
(overall governance versus ECP management and implementation). Thus far at least,
devolution has indeed strengthened accountability in the governance and
programming approach of the two meso-levels, especially in Scotland. At the same
time, if one considers ECP specifically, the impact of devolution on accountability is
diversified across the different types of accountability. With regard to participative
accountability and the dialogue stage of accountability, moreover, and especially in
Scotland, the changes introduced to ECP management and implementation following

devolution have reduced rather than strengthened accountability.
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Table 21: Accountability impact of the changes observed in the period 1994-
2009

Overall governance ECP
Tuscany Scotland Tuscany Scotland
Political
- ministerial | + + + +
N .
3 g@ - democratic | + + + +
2] et .. - .
8258 | Administrative | + + + (but high to | +
2 3 start with)
LE 3
o o
283 ———
hG @ Participative +/- + - -
(marginally) (considerably)
Financial + NA = (high to|= (high to
kS start with) start with)
S
)
S S, Procedural + NA = (high to|= (high to
S 2 ; ;
== start with) start with)
0 O
T ©
S £ : :
T 3 Outcome + + = (high to|= (high to
@ § (excluding start with — | start with —
f © impacts) excl. impacts) | excl. impacts)
3 Performance [ + (planned) | + (+) (planned) | =
Q0
O
Source: own elaboration. ‘+’ indicates increase, ‘-’ indicates decrease and ‘=" indicates no variation;

+/- indicates contrasting trends.

In sum, thus, the research carried out confirms the initial argument that
devolution has had and continues to have an impact on the accountability of
ECP. It has also shown that such impact has been neither univocal nor
unidirectional, and that the devolution/better accountability equation does not
necessarily hold if focused on a specific policy field, notably ECP.

However, three caveats should be borne in mind in reading this overall conclusion.
First, ECP has been particularly innovative with regard to the introduction of public
management principles such as transparency, stakeholders’ involvement and
subsidiarity (all elements that strengthened the policy’s accountability), and in this
respect probably more advanced, historically, than other policies implemented
domestically. This might explain the assessment made with regard to the loss of
participative accountability. Second, ECP is on the whole an accountable policy due

to its multi-level nature and the related compounded character of accountability
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relations in this sphere, which involve a range of actors at a plurality of territorial
levels. Anecdotal fieldwork evidence on Tuscany suggests that the accountability of
different policies within the same meso-level can be significantly different from
policy to policy, and that — because of its multi-level nature, and the deriving layered
accountability system — ECP is more accountable than other policies where the
accountability chain ends at the meso-level. Lastly, devolution has increased the
accountability of the overall governance and programming system of the two regions
and, as a consequence, also resulted in an increase of ECP accountability, not least
given the above-noted subsuming of ECP in the wider domestic economic

development frameworks and policies of the two meso-levels.

(c) Devolution as the main (but not exclusive) causal factor

A third main conclusion that can be drawn from the research is that devolution has
been a fundamental factor in the changes detected in both case studies. With regard
to ECP management and implementation in particular, it has been the fundamental
cause for the key systemic change of the subsuming of ECP under domestic regional

policy-making.

As discussed, the changes in ECP management and implementation have been more
wide-ranging in Scotland than in Tuscany, due to the fact that devolution in Scotland
has caused the emergence of a new political class endowed with governmental
responsibility and tools (resources and policy-making autonomy in devolved
matters), which has been a key driver for the radical reconfiguration of ECP design,
management and implementation. This contrasts with the largely diffused perception,
recorded during the fieldwork interviews, of how reforms to the way ECP is
designed, managed and implemented were driven by the senior-level civil servants in
charge of the policy: the civil service, trusted by the political leadership, indeed had a
key role in assessing the need for change and determining the scope and content of
change to be introduced, but the input and mandate for this were provided by the
political leadership. The changes introduced to ECP, reviewed in detail in Chapter 14

(Scottish case study), had various aims, including that of integrating ECP in the new
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Scottish policies, which had gradually begun to emerge, and ensuring that an
efficient system be put in place to meet the performance targets and administrative
requirements of the EU regulatory framework. Nevertheless, a key driver seems to
have been the desire by the newly established Scottish institutions, and particularly
by the then Executive, to assert themselves as the key decision-makers in the Scottish
public policy arena (as demonstrated by the top-down approach adopted for the

design of current ECP programmes).

This said, in both Tuscany and Scotland, there were other factors in addition to
devolution that played a role in determining the changes in the management and
implementation of ECP discussed above.*” In Scotland, these were predominantly
linked to the altered EU financial and regulatory framework for the policy (halved
resources, tightening EU-level audits and controls, eligibility of PMEs’ funding
model) and to a number of perceived flaws that the management system in place
hitherto was considered to have displayed (notably the value-for-money of the PME
system, the too-dispersed project selection system, the preferential treatment enjoyed
by some main partners, and concerns over politicisation relating to one of the PMEs
in particular). In Tuscany, by contrast, previous experience of implementing ECP
and the broader legacy of a well-established domestic (Tuscan) programming
tradition played the dominant role in determining the extent and scope of the
adaptation of regional policy-making after the constitutional reforms of 1999 and
2001. In this latter context, the evolution of the management of ECP has also been
affected by national-level domestic changes to regional policy — notably the
introduction of a unitary regional policy in 2007, with the 2007-13 National Strategic
Document (Ministero dello Sviluppo Economico, 2007) — but this has been a
secondary factor, compared to the other developments reviewed (and a factor whose

future evolution is at best uncertain, as has already been noted).

3 A summary review of all the causal factors discussed above, as they have emerged from the two case
studies, is presented in Table 23 in Appendix II.
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(d) High path-dependence

Notwithstanding the different causal factors that, in addition to devolution, have
determined the changes reviewed, a strong path-dependence was observed in both
cases: the path of change taken in each meso-level was strongly informed by their
pre-devolution institutional system, previous experience (or lack thereof) of
autonomous policy-making, political modus operandi and specific experience with
implementing ECP (both positive and negative aspects). This path-dependence has
been particularly apparent in Tuscany, given the forty-year-long administrative and
political experience of the regional authority, which contrasts with the much more
confined administrative autonomy that Scotland enjoyed pre-devolution. In line with
this, the implementation of ECP in Tuscany has since its inception been gradually
integrated with the domestic approach to policy-making in a process of mutual cross-
influencing; whereas in Scotland the new devolved arrangements, compounded by
EU-level pressures, generated a fracture that rendered the previous approach to ECP
implementation both unnecessary and undesirable after devolution. In this latter case,
the pursuit of better accountability was one of the factors that determined the
systemic changes discussed in Sub-section 14.4.1, intended in particular to provide
improved accountability of the administration to the political decision-makers, and
via them to the Scottish stakeholders and public. Furthermore, in Scotland the altered
ECP financial and regulatory framework has been a much more weighty factor
determining change than in Tuscany, primarily because of the loss of Structural
Funds resources experienced in the transition from the 2000-06 to the 2007-13
period, which led to questioning of the cost-effectiveness of the pre-existing system
and consideration of the opportunity to streamline funding in a reduced number of
programmes. It also provided a justification to the Scottish Executive to take direct

control of the policy process in this policy area.***

*** In comparison, Tuscany maintained a basically unaltered ERDF allocation in 2007-2013 (see Section

13.3).
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It is perhaps exactly due to this pre-devolution legacy, i.e. the different contexts in
which devolution reforms have taken place, that Tuscany appears more
institutionally advanced than Scotland as far as accountability is concerned.
Obviously, devolution has determined a fundamental step change in terms of
accountability of policy-making in Scotland, because it has increased legitimacy.
Whereas the Scottish Office previously responded to the UK Government, it now
implements its policies based on ‘the authoritative choices of a representative
Scottish legislature’ (Mitchell, 2009, p. 141). However, the lack of political
autonomy prior to 1999 had the consequence that the new-born Scottish authorities,
notably the Scottish Executive, have been chiefly preoccupied with asserting
themselves as the new, legitimate decision-makers. In the context of ECP, which had
successfully experimented with a form of Scottish autonomy from London before
devolution, this has been carried out in such a way that it has not produced an
effective  synthesis  between this aspiration of the new  Scottish
Executive/Government and the positive features of the pre-devolution system, and it
has resulted in negative — but certainly not irreversible — consequences for

participative accountability.

(e) Rectification: the weakest of the three accountability stages

Looking at the three constituent and necessary stages of public accountability (as
defined in the present research) — dialogue, information and rectification — the
research highlighted that rectification remains the weakest of the three with regard to
the implementation of ECP. Rectification is anchored predominantly, and more so
than in the past (given the subsuming of ECP under the broader policy framework),
in the electoral process. By contrast, information has increased substantially post-
devolution (though more in response to the European rules and IT developments,
rather than because of devolution), whilst the dialogue stage of accountability has
witnessed contrasting trends, having diminished in both meso-levels — significantly

in Scotland, marginally in Tuscany — with respect to ECP, but on the whole

321



improved overall with respect to general policy-making (significantly in Scotland,

but less clearly in Tuscany, where contrasting trends were detected).

This relative weakness of the rectification stage of accountability and the reduced
dialogue with regard to ECP are linked to the subsuming of ECP under the wider
policy framework of the two meso-levels, but can be read as an indication of a wider
trend of centralisation of the policy-making process in the hands of the meso-level
Executives. This has been particularly noticeable in Scotland, where devolution has
created a wholly new political elite (the Scottish MSPs and Ministers), who, when in
Government, have overtly acted to take full control of the policy process without,
however, achieving a productive synthesis between this legitimate aspiration and the
ambitions of the 1997 Consultative Steering Group for more participative decision-
making. With respect to ECP specifically, this represents a step backwards, given
that up until 2006 more informal channels existed for local interest groups and
stakeholders to intervene in the programming processes. Although not perfect, as
these channels presented important access costs and opportunity asymmetries, as has

been seen, they ensured a level of dialogue and rectification that has now been lost.

(F) The problem of “‘many hands’ is overstated

The above conclusion has important implications for the falsification of an argument
that was found in the literature reviewed, according to which multi-level and
networked forms of governance — such as that which characterises ECP, as has been
seen — are hampered by the complexity of decision-making arrangements and the
‘difficulty of attributing to any one actor in particular responsibility for the final
decision’ (Piattoni, 2010, 225); Bovens (2007) decribed this factor as the ‘problem of

many hands’.

From the case study research carried out, however, it appears that, at least as far as
the implementation of ECP in the two case studies is concerned, this is not an issue,
because in both cases the devolution reforms have led to the assertion of the meso-

level Executive as the key decision-maker in determining the direction and content of
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the programmes. This assertion of the meso-level government, and of its
administration, as the key decision-maker has affected not just the interrelation
between meso-level governments and the policy’s partners and stakholders, but also
the interrelation between the meso-level governments and the European
Commission. In a sense, therefore, at least as far as ECP is concerned, both cases

have completed a return-loop from ‘governance’ to ‘government’.

Thus the research findings of this study strongly support the conclusion that the
problem of ‘many hands’, which has been identified as typical of multi-level
governance (Bovens, 2007), is overstated in the context of the two case studies

discussed here.

() The fundamental influence of the European regulatory

framework

A further conclusion that emerged from the empirical research relates to the strong
influence of the regulatory framework of ECP. The accountability of this policy is
strengthened by the EU regulatory framework and the shared management approach
in which accountability relations involve a wide range of actors from a plurality of
levels of government and accountability is compounded: scrutiny does not stop at the
meso-level (as is the case for devolved competences) or at the national level (for
shared or reserved matters), but continues up to the European level. This strengthens
accountability. Fieldwork evidence suggests that this is not always the case for
domestic policies implemented at the meso-level, where the accountability lines may

end at this point (TOS3).

However, the strong, stringent nature of the EU regulatory framework also dictates to
a large extent the types of accountabilities at play. It limits the scope for flexibility
that the meso-level institutions have in determining both the content and the
implementation methods for the policy, placing considerable emphasis on certain
types of end-accountability to the detriment of others, i.e. financial and procedural to

the detriment of outcome and performance accountability (Davies and Polverari,
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2011). However, the approach promoted by the EU regulatory framework may be ill-
suited to the domestic ‘sensitivity’ and may also hinder efficiency and effectiveness.
More consideration should thus be given to the involvement of meso-level and sub-
meso-level governments and stakeholders in a process aimed at reaching agreement
on where the accountability emphasis for this policy should lie, including the scope
for flexibility that may be required, from an EU-wide perspective, to accommodate

differing meso-level aspirations and needs.

(h) Stronger post-devolution accountability, but uncertain future

Lastly, the key conclusion of the present study is that on the whole public
accountability in both meso-levels has improved as a result of devolution, both in
general and, as a consequence, with regard to ECP. However, considerable elements
of uncertainty remain over the future evolution of devolved policy-making (and of
ECP programming). On the one hand, as the Scottish case study shows, there is still
some way to go in terms of the ‘dialogue’ stage of accountability. On the other hand,
questions should be raised over the sustainability of the progress made after
devolution. As the experience of ECP implementation in Italy has shown, positive
achievements can be reversed in a very short time, especially when political

commitment fails.

In both countries, furthermore, there are considerable uncertainties over the future
evolution of the devolved arrangements: in Italy, this relates to the yet undefined
implementation of administrative and fiscal devolution; in Scotland, this relates to
the review of the current financial settlement between devolved and UK authorities.
Currently the subject of lively debate amongst the main political parties, these
uncertainties raise important questions over the future evolution of accountability in

the two meso-levels.

There are also some contrasting trends. The strengthening of the Regional Giunta
(vis-a-vis the legislature) and its leader, as identified in Tuscany, presents tensions

for accountability: less pluralism, a more rigid timetable for stakeholders’ influence
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(i.e. along the lines of the timetable of elections), and a reduction of the role of the
Regional Council as controller of the Executive (along a model that is more
characteristic of the UK Westminster tradition than of the traditional parliamentary

system of Italy).

In both Tuscany and Scotland, the past decade has been a period of institutional
learning and fine-tuning, and it is not possible to predict how the above tensions and
issues will be resolved in future. This means that any current assessment of post-
devolution accountability is not definitive. The hope is that it will provide a solid

basis for future research.
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17. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE STUDY OF
ACCOUNTABILITY

Whilst the main aim of the research has been to comprehend the impact of
devolution on the accountability of ECP and how it has occurred, the study has also
shed new light on the concept of public accountability, allowing the derivation of
important epistemological and methodological implications. As illustrated below,
they relate to: the need to re-conceptualise the notion of public accountability; the
necessity to complement traditional approaches to the investigation of public
accountability with a more policy-centred approach; and the desirability of more

comparative research on accountability.

(i) The need to re-conceptualise public accountability

The research has shown that it is relevant for definitions of accountability to embrace
the whole policy-making cycle (from policy formulation to impact evaluation), and
for accountability not to be solely regarded as ex post account-giving, as typified by
much of the literature on this topic (Bovens, 2007; Mashaw, 2006; Dowdle, 2006;
Romzek and Ingraham, 2000; SIGMA, 1999; Oliver, 1991).

There are solid conceptual arguments to support this view. Asserting that public
accountability is about account-giving by policy-makers (those responsible for public
policy) to policy-takers (other public actors, stakeholders and ultimately the public)
on the actions taken by the former, so as to enable the latter to check the
appropriateness of such actions and obtain redress, calls for recognition that the
recipients of this account-giving activity (the policy-takers) ought to have the
opportunity to participate in defining what is meant by appropriate action and that
this opportunity must be institutionalised. This is because implicit assumptions of

what the right course of action might be may lend themselves to fallacy.

Thus one of the conclusions of this research with regard to how accountability should

be conceptualised is that policy-takers’ participation in decision-making is an

326



essential component of accountability that should be part of the ‘core’ understanding
of this notion. Accountability, in other words, is a concept that should be viewed as
having necessarily at the same time an ex ante as well as an ex post connotation. This
is why definitions such as those proposed by Bovens (2007) — recalled on page 43 -

are incomplete.

A methodological corollary to this is that accountability cannot be understood and
studied in a linear fashion (viewed as a more-or-less disjointed web of accountability
lines) but as a circular set of interrelations that starts and ends with the end-users of
public action: the policy-takers. If one accepts this approach, one will also accept that
focusing only on one of the two sides of accountability — the ex post side — can be
deceptive, as demonstrated by the results of the empirical research conducted here,
which show that ex ante and ex post forms of accountability can display diverging

trends.

(1) A public policy accountability research agenda

The above-mentioned conceptual re-framing of accountability carries important
methodological implications. The present author concurs with Bovens (2010) that

studies on public accountability are generally undertaken from two main approaches:

e a first approach that considers the architecture according to which public
accountability is framed, the structures that govern the interrelations between
policy-makers and policy-takers (i.e. the institutional weights and balances
that govern public action, e.g. Mulgan, 2003; Harlow, 2002; Oliver, 1991)
and the means or mechanisms through which such interrelations take shape in
different contexts, such as elections, administrative procedures, judiciary

action and so forth (e.g. Harlow, 2002; Mulgan, 2003); and

e an alternative actors-centred approach that focuses on the specific behaviours
of the decision-makers — as the ‘accountors’ (Mulgan, 2003) or
‘accountability holdees’ (Papadopoulos, 2007) — in specific contexts (such as

certain types of administrative actors in the EU, e.g. Curtin, 2007) or
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situations (such as junctures of perceived accountability failures, e.g. Romzek

and Ingraham, 2000).

This thesis has shown the validity of complementing a structural approach (which
has informed the first part of each case study, focused on the devolved government
arrangements) with a different approach: a policy-centred approach, where
accountability is assessed from the perspective of the distinct policy processes that
constitute the policy-making cycle (Section 7.2), from the stage of policy conception
to those of policy design, implementation, and ex post assessment and review (an
approach that has informed the second part of each case study, focused on the
implementation of ECP). The findings of the empirical research have shown that that
there are merits in this combined approach, because it uncovers accountability
patterns and bottlenecks that a structural/mechanicistic approach would not have

captured.

(k) The need for more comparative research on accountability and

for consensus on a core definition

The extensive literature review carried out for this thesis leads the present author to
support Bovens’ (2010) call for more systematic comparative research on public
accountability. Bovens relates this conclusion purely to a scholarly perspective,
lamenting that the lack of systematic comparative research has a negative effect on
the use of the term (increasingly looser and diverse) and that it prevents ‘empirical

progress in the broad field of accountability studies’ (Bovens, 2010, p. 947).

However, there is also another rationale for this requirement: as traditional types of
accountability lose ground, as the long-standing hegemony of the electoral and
bureaucratic forms of accountability become eroded by new forms of governance and
by globalisation (Dowdle, 2006; Mulgan, 2003; Rhodes, 2003; McGarvey, 2001),
and as different and new forms of accountability come to the fore in the public arena
(Rhodes, 2003; Papadopoulos, 2007), there is scope for national parliaments,

governments, administrations, agencies and stakeholders, as well as for European
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institutions, to learn from each other. More systematic comparative research would
assist such institutional learning, potentially feeding a virtual circle which could lead

to a wider-ranging and more effective fulfilment of public accountability.

As pointed out by Bovens (2010), however, a principle barrier to more systematic
comparative research is represented by the fragmentation and disjointed nature of
current accountability studies (Bovens, 2010; Dowdle, 2006), where scholars tend to
use their own definitions of accountability — ranging from very loose to very narrow
— making it very difficult to ‘cumulate’ knowledge on this topic (Bovens, 2010). Not
only is it the case that ‘every volume and author tries to redefine accountability in his
or her own way’ (Bovens, 2010, p. 947), but also, as this thesis’ literature review
showed, in many instances scholars omit to provide a definition of accountability and
focus instead on key characteristics, dimensions or types of accountability,
proceeding in their analyses by typologies rather than by what could be termed as
‘core’ analyses. This is perhaps understandable — considering the complexity and
extensive nature of the topic, and the natural tendency of scholars to privilege those
analytical perspectives that more closely match their background and interests
(Dowdle, 2006; Mulgan, 2003) — but there would be considerable merit in promoting
more academic debate on what a ‘core’ definition of accountability should be (for
example, whether it should include the ex ante stages of policy-making, and the
potentiality of sanctions). In fact, although it is true that public accountability has
assumed new connotations as a consequence of the emergence of new forms of
governance and of globalisation — which are leading accountability systems to
become more fragmented, dispersed and characterised by softer, more indirect
enforcement mechanisms (Papadopoulos, 2007) — such new connotations relate to
how accountability is fulfilled, not to its constituent nature, and the two plans should

not be confused.

Reaching agreement on what the necessary elements of public accountability should
be, i.e. on those requisites without which a public actor or policy are not considered
accountable, would create a common baseline for comparative research. Such an
agreement would also be invaluable to protect the term from misuse. This would be

particularly valuable in continental European environments, where accountability is a
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newcomer, as noted, and, as such, more susceptible to differing (not always
orthodox) interpretations; but it would be equally relevant in the UK, the US,
Australia or Canada, where this word has been a longer-standing feature of the
political lexicon, yet in similar fashion frequently used as a purely rhetorical device

(as illustrated by Dubnick, 2002).
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18. OUTLOOK

The research carried out has, to a considerable degree, facilitated answers to the two
key questions proposed at the outset — what has been the impact of devolution on the
accountability of ECP, and how has the accountability of ECP been affected by
devolution — by explaining the changes that occurred to the way ECP has been
designed, managed and implemented before and after devolution in the two meso-
levels, by assessing the extent to which devolution has been a causal factor in these
changes, and by appraising the degree to which the policy’s accountability has
transformed in response to the changes observed (while also considering the wider
governance and policy-making developments entailed by devolution). On the whole,
the research has confirmed the initial hypothesis that devolution has had and
continues to have an impact on the accountability of ECP. It has shown that this
impact has been positive overall, but also that it has not been univocal or
unidirectional, and that the devolution/better accountability equation does not
necessarily hold if focused on a specific policy field, notably ECP. Nevertheless, and
as was to be expected, some aspects of the above research questions could not be
answered in full, and consequently the research led to the emergence of further issues
and lines of inquiry that had not been anticipated at the outset of the study. They are

summarised below.

(I) Uncertain impact of the ‘dialogue’ with stakeholders

A first unanswered question relates to the actual impact of stakeholders in decision-
making. Chapter 3 shows that stakeholders’ involvement in decision-making (the
dialogue aspect of accountability discussed in Sub-section 8.2.3) is one of the
mandatory principles of ECP programming (under the so-called ‘partnership’
principle). The study has uncovered two quite different styles in the interpretation of
this principle in the overall policy-making of these regions — linked largely to the
pre-existing tradition and practices of interpreting stakeholders’ involvement prior to

devolution — and identified an evolutionary process over the last 15 years that has
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seen the extent and scope of stakeholders’ inclusion in the decision-making processes

become broader.

In Tuscany, emphasis is placed on achieving consensus through ‘concertative’
procedures; in Scotland, the approach is instead one of consultation, whereby the
Executive/Government assumes the faculty to adopt (or discard) the contributions
received from stakeholders through consultation processes (based on its democratic
manadate). In practice, the real borderline between these two practices — concertation
and consultation — can be ambiguous. The significance of consensus, for instance,
can be limited by the way issues are framed and by the scope of the decisions
subjected to such consensus. Similarly, the influence of different stakeholders in
concertation and consultation processes can vary depending on the type of
stakeholder, their endowment (skills, capacities and financial resources) and
lobbying opportunities. This study has not been able to isolate the real impact that
the involvement of stakeholders has had on the decisions that are taken both with

respect to ECP and more generally.

The research has shown that devolution has brought about important changes to the
dialogue stage of accountability in the governance and policy-making of both meso-
levels. However, the actual extent of the influence that stakeholders exert in these
two contexts could not be explored. Previous comparative research on stakeholders’
involvement in ECP has shown that the gap between theory and practice can be
considerable (Polverari and Michie, 2009 and 2010). This is thus an area on which
further research is needed. It should be carried out through engagement with
stakeholders to clarify their views on the means by which their inputs are sought and
whether they are utilised — given that these can be quite different than the policy-
makers’ views, as past research has shown (Polverari and Michie, 2009 and 2010) —
as well as through document analysis to assess the degree to which the points raised

are subsequently taken into account and reflected in policy documents.
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(m) The accountability/efficiency trade-off

As has been discussed, the focus of this research was on the meso-level and on the
upwards and downwards accountability relations with regard to this level. However,
from a wider perspective, ECP entails a broader range of potentially overlapping
accountability linkages between actors from different levels, as illustrated in the
diagram in Figure 10. This figure represents the accountability relations of ECP as
contained within a cylinder that includes the different levels of government and

governance at which the policy intersects.

There is a plurality of accountability relationships, not just because of the plurality of
levels that the policy involves (i.e. relations between levels, represented by the
double-coloured arrows that link the various levels), but also because of the existence
of a number of relevant actors at each level, as represented by the tri-dimensional
character of the figure (where the linkages displayed comprise just a section of a
wider universe). A key question is therefore whether certain accountability relations,
and the processes that govern them, are or should be more essential than others, i.e.

whether some accountability lines should be ‘thicker’ than others.

This question emerges because, as noted in Section 4.4, enacting accountability
imposes costs (Gregory, 2007; Mulgan, 2003; Barberis, 1998). Because of these
costs, there is a natural trade-off between accountability and efficiency, and this
carries the question of what the optimal balance between the two goals should be and
how it should be achieved. In other words, a key unresolved question is what the
minimum threshold of dialogue, information and rectification should be for
accountability to be fulfilled. In fact, whilst the goal of ensuring that accountability
is fulfilled is uncontested, establishing such minimum thresholds is not clear-cut.
This is a topic that has not been sufficiently investigated in past research and that
necessitates further theoretical and empirical work, bearing in mind that such

thresholds will necessarily be context-specific.
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Figure 10: Upstream and downstream ECP accountability (from a meso-level
perspective) and wider accountability relationships

NATIONAL STATE

EUROPEAN LEVEL

MESO LEVEL TERRITORY THE PUBLIC

Source: own elaboration.

334



(n) The influence of the national context

This research has also shown that the influence of the national context should not be
underplayed. Chapters 10 and 11 show that Tuscany and Scotland are peculiar
realities in the context of their nation-states. Tuscany is one of the so-called ‘red’
regions of Italy, politically cohesive and stable, and over time it has developed a
tradition of inclusive policy-making (both vertically and horizontally). Scotland is a
‘nation’ within the United Kingdom, with distinct national identity and cultural
attitudes, as has been recalled. Yet they are both parts of nation-states. In both cases,
national developments, as much as meso-level developments, will constrain and
shape the future evolution of the devolved arrangements: for instance, the possible
exacerbation of the ‘English question’ (Mitchell, 2009) that may result from the
different-colour governments north and south of the border would inexorably affect
future financial allocations to Scotland (and, related, further reform); similarly, in
Italy, the actual operationalisation of the principle of fiscal federalism will largely
depend on the compromise that will be reached amongst the various political forces
of national, meso and local levels of government on the relative weight of a more

recently emerged ‘northern question’ versus the perennial ‘southern question’.

In addition, beyond the implementation of reserved and shared policies, the national
contexts are bound to affect the broader political developments of the two meso-
levels. This issue is particularly crucial for Italy. Chapter 4 makes explicit that public
accountability is a concern in the context of democratic systems, yet it is undeniable
that Italy today is facing an unprecedented (since the end of WWII) anti-democratic
drift. The largely biased mass media (owned or controlled by the President of the
Council of Ministers), levels of corruption and organised crime amongst the highest

245

in Europe,” the considerable interference of the Catholic church in the running of

the state, a stale and self-preserving political élite (which has been referred to as ‘the

¥ In the latest ranking by Transparency International (Corruption Perceptions Index), Italy is sixth-bottom

amongst the EU27 Member States, in 55th position, only followed by Greece (in 57th position), Lithuania
and Poland (joint 58th), Romania (70th position) and Bulgaria (ranked 72nd) (Zinnbauer et al., 2009, pp.
397-399).
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caste’) (Stella and Rizzo, 2007), and a chiefly ignorant governing class (Mammone
and Veltri, 2010)** are all characteristics that have contributed to qualify Italy as
‘the sick man of Europe’ (Mammone and Veltri, 2010). It is evident that all these
factors and their evolution would need to be fully appraised to comprehend and
assess the full context that informs the accountability of Italian policy-making after

devolution. Further research in these areas is thus warranted.

With respect to ECP specifically, fieldwork evidence suggests that the overall
accountability framework attached to Italian regional policy has been characterised
by a progressive loss of buy-in from the political class, a disengagement of the
national Parliament (evidenced by the abandonment of the practice of periodic
reporting by the Head of the Department for Development and Cohesion Policies to
the Parliament’s Commission on Depressed Areas), and a widespread lack of
attention from the national press. These points were strongly made in interviews
conducted both at national and European level (ITA2; COMI1) and have also
emerged in recent literature on this topic (Viesti, 2009). They are further evidenced
by two key issues: on the one hand, the failure in previous years to comply with the
commitment to concentrate 30 percent of capital spending on the lagging
Mezzogiorno (and, at a later stage, the suppression of this commitment from official
government documents) (Viesti, 2009); and, on the other hand, the failure of the
‘unitary regional policy’ approach, which was largely abandoned (in practice, not in
principle) after the change of government of 2008. The main message to emerge in
this respect is that regional policy in Italy has for a decade — essentially since its re-
birth around 1998-1999 — been ‘a matter for a restricted group of addetti ai lavori’
(COM1), and it has lacked political commitment, public opinion engagement and

press attention. Even though the implementation of ECP has been exceedingly

% Mammone and Veltri, in their introduction to the above-quoted volume, recall a documentary produced
by a popular TV programme (Le lene) on the cultural knowledge of the Italian MPs. Basic (and politically
relevant) questions such as ‘Who is Nelson Mandela’, ‘Where is Guantanamo/Darfur’, ‘Who is
Venezuela’s current President?” were simply not answered by the MPs or answered with bitterly comical
responses, such as: (i) ‘We [Italians] should not have it [Darfur]. We are a country of “style”, a country of
good food ... [The Darfur] is a lifestyle, a type of behaviour ... [the Darfur] is for food’; (ii) Mandela is
‘the South-American President ... he is Brazilian’; (iii) Guantanamo is ‘in Afanistan’ (not just the wrong
country but also pronounced wrong) (Mammone and Veltri, 2010, p. 1).
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accountable in the Tuscan context, as has been discussed (largely due to the political
support and higher visibility of the policy in the system of territorial governance), if a
stronger accountability were placed on this policy at national level it would certainly
further reinforce the accountability of Tuscan regional policy (as has been the case in

the past, for instance with respect to evaluation).

Lastly, whilst the study has focused essentially on the meso-level — i.e. on the
changing interactions between the meso-level of government and the upper/lower
(mostly lower) levels’ governments, institutions and actors in the design,
management and implementation of ECP — there are fundamental aspects of this
policy that precede the policy process reviewed in this study, notably with regard to
decisions on overall resources and their distribution across member states and
regions, and on the objectives and priorities that the policy should pursue. These
decisions are largely taken above the meso-level, in a dialectic process that mainly
involves the member states and the European institutions (with meso-level
involvements that vary from member state to member state, depending on the
constitutional and institutional arrangements). This study has not dealt with these
aspects of the ECP cycle, but it is acknowledged that a full comprehension of the
changing accountability of this policy would also require investigating the changing
intergovernmental dynamics between member state and EU level, and the role and
weight that the devolved, meso-level institutions have in these interactions. For
instance, Scottish devolution arrangements foresee the participation of Scottish
representatives in the European Council of Ministers when it deliberates on devolved
functions that are subject to European Union law (but supporting a common line and,
in case of disagreement, in a context in which Whitehall takes supremacy) (Keating,
2010). It would be useful to assess these dynamics in the new devolved contexts,
exploring the related accountability tensions (especially now that the administrations
at these the two levels are led by different parties) and how they may contribute to

raise the accountability of the policy as a result of devolution.
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(o) What future for deliberative/participative democracy?

A second question brought forward by the research relates to the experimentation
with deliberative/participatory democracy that is being carried out in Tuscany and
that has been appraised as potentially enhancing accountability. This is not a practice
that has been used within the sphere of ECP specifically, but it certainly could be
transferred to this policy. However, the actual extent to which such practices do
indeed enhance accountability is unclear. Have the participatory democracy events
held throughout Tuscany under the auspices of the regional law on participation been
real instruments for dialogue and rectification, or have they ended up being largely
facade procedures, or indeed procedures carried out for political gain, to justify
potentially controversial policy decisions, rather than to lead towards responsive and
effective policies? Further, how is the equitable access and weight of different
interest groups and stakeholders ensured? Do such types of procedures reproduce,
rather than overcome, the limitations that are typical of ECP partnership

arrangements?>*’

The body of academic research on this subject has grown in recent years (e.g.
Fishkin, 1991 and 2009; Fiskin et al., 2000). Nevertheless, the Tuscan experiences
are new and largely unexplored, and there is thus a need to address this topic in more
detail. Further research is required to verify whether in the specific Tuscan context,
but also more generally, the piloted activities (discussed in Sub-section 13.2.6) can
indeed be a tool to overcome the limitations of the concertation/consultative
approaches through which the ECP partnership principle has been operationalised.
Similarly, it would be useful to clarify whether such experiences present valid
outcomes — and under which circumstances — that may render them useful to the ECP
policy-making process, in Tuscany as well as in other regions, as a means to improve

the accountability of the policy further.

27 Discussed in Polverari and Michie, 2009 and 2010.
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(p) Public accountability in other meso-levels and policies

The research has focused on two case studies only. The choice to delimit the
investigation to two as opposed to more case studies was made for a carefully
considered and relevant set of reasons illustrated in Chapter 8. This approach has
been advantageous in that it has allowed an in-depth investigation of the issues at
hand and the generation of conclusions that, albeit context-specific and with the
necessary caveats, can be generalised. Nevertheless, the research has demonstrated
the importance of the pre-devolution context in shaping post-devolution
developments and the choices made with respect to ECP implementation, both pre-
and post-devolution, uncovering a considerable path-dependence of the evolution of
accountability in devolved ECP governance. There is no doubt, for example, that if
the research had focused on other Italian regions — for instance Calabria or Campania
— it would have led to considerably different outcomes (notwithstanding the fact that
the devolution reforms were the same as in Tuscany). This suggests that further
empirical investigation of other cases would be necessary in order to test the research
hypothesis of this study more extensively. This should focus on other meso-levels
that have experienced recent devolution or where, in the transition from the 2000-06
to the 2007-13 period, there has been a regionalisation of ECP management and

implementation responsibilities (particularly in the EU12 member states).

At the same time, focusing on ECP is not sufficient to draw overall conclusions on
the extent to which public accountability per se has improved following (and as a
result of) devolution. To overcome this limitation, Sections 13.2 and 14.2 consider
how the broader meso-level governance and policy-making arrangements have
changed as a result of devolution, and various conclusions are drawn on the impact
of such changes on public accountability. However, a more complete assessment of
the key question of this research, i.e. whether devolution has proven conducive to
accountability, would require a more comprehensive review of the evolution of other
key policies implemented at the meso-level, such as healthcare, education (in

Scotland) and wider economic development.
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(q) The key issue of stakeholders’ interest and capacity

A further element that the research did not appraise relates to sociological aspects of
accountability, notably the capacities of stakeholders (levels of education and critical
spirit) and their interest in public policy. Research on the implementation of the
partnership principle in ECP has shown that stakeholders and organised interests are
often disinterested when it comes to bringing public authorities to account on the
results achieved by the policy. Organised interests, notably socio-economic partners,
tend to intervene in the policy process in those stages concerned with resource
allocation — notably programme design and project selection — in order to attract
resources towards measures that pursue their constituents’ interests, whilst the public
at large generally does not engage with the policy (Polverari and Michie, 2009 and
2010). Yet the accountability stage of information is ‘a two-directional issue,
whereby it is not sufficient solely to provide information — there must also be a
demand for such information’.>*® This is a crucial point, of course, and one that
highlights the necessity to examine the finding regarding the substantial emphasis
that Tuscan and Scottish authorities place on the information stage of accountability,
in the light of a more in-depth analysis of the attitudes, behaviours, perceptions and
actions of organised interest groups and stakeholders in these contexts. The time and
opportunity constraints impacting on the present research did not allow investigation
of these aspects, but their further examination would undoubtedly be insightful and

as such should be encouraged.

To conclude, and returning to the main research hypothesis of this study, the main
conclusion of the thesis is that devolution has had and indeed continues to have an
impact on the accountability of ECP implementation in the two meso-levels assessed.

This impact has been positive overall but, as far as ECP is concerned, it has been

¥ For this observation, I am grateful to Dr Paola Casavola, former Director General at the (then)

Department of Development and Cohesion Policies (now Department for Development and Economic
Cohesion), with whom I had a brief exchange of views on the topics that are the subject of this thesis within
the context of an interview carried out for another research project. Dr Casavola was responsible for a
number of years for the production of the Department’s annual report on the implementation of regional
policy in Italy (both co-financed by the ECP and domestic regional policy).
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neither univocal nor unidirectional, as different types of accountability have been
affected in different ways. Furthermore, this impact has not been caused by
devolution as a development in isolation from other factors, but rather it has emerged
through the interplay of the new devolved arrangements (themselves the result of
their historical path) (Mitchell, 2009) with a range of additional factors, such as the
pre-devolution power allocations, previous policy practices, concomitant domestic
public management and institutional reforms, and the prospective scenarios
presented to the key actors of devolved governance. This last point relates not least
to the anticipated evolution of the European regulatory framework governing
regional policy and to the future constitutional evolution of the two countries

investigated, both of which are highly uncertain at the moment.

The research has left some questions open, relating to the ‘real’ impact of the
dialogue with stakeholders, the trade-off between accountability and efficiency, the
effective potential of deliberative/participative democracy, the accountability of ECP
at levels other than the meso-level, the applicability of the reserch conclusions to
other European meso-levels that, like Tuscany and Scotland, have undergone recent
devolution processes, and, lastly, the capacities and interest of stakeholders. These

themes are left to future investigation.
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Appendix I: Post-devolution changes

Table 22: Post-devolution changes in Tuscan and Scottish governance and ECP management and implementation

Tuscany

Scotland

General
governance
changes

New dialectic between executive and legislature: strengthening of

the executive

New dialectic within the executive: strengthening of the leader of

the executive, the President of the Giunta.

Strengthening of the top technocratic level, the CTP

New programming framework:

e Operational, long-term, complex and (prospectively)
territorialised (through the PASL)

e Evolving role of provincial authorities = through the PASL

More emphasis on tools enhancing policy effectiveness

¢ Six-monthly monitoring of the Regional Development Plan and
strategic reporting —> overcoming previous sectoral and
fragmented approach

o Introduction of compulsory ex ante evaluation for each plan
and programme

Enhanced concertative tradition

¢ Institutionalisation of concertative procedures (codification in
legislation and in the new statute)

e Enlargement of scope and range of actors involved

e Multiplication of loci of concertation from regional to regional
and provincial

Explicit attention to political minorities (ring-fencing of 35% of

seats in the in the regional Council guaranteed by electoral law)

Experimentation with participatory governance: participation law,

Regional Participation Authority, budget and ‘public debate’

projects at both regional and local level

Scottish Government more dominant and more visible than
Scottish Office (more Ministers, more circumscribed ministerial
remits, based in Scotland, responds to Scottish electors and
stakeholders, primary career ambitions in Scotland)

Production of Scottish policies and strategies

More open decision-making pursued through generalised use of
stakeholders’ consultations; increased access to (Scottish)
government for Scottish/local interest groups (actual potential for
stakeholders to influence decision-making should be assessed,
however)

More emphasis on local-level partnership-based work (e.g. CPPs,
LEFs) [part of wider UK trend for joined-up government]
Increased parliamentary scrutiny of governmental activity
(including local authorities, agencies and officials)

Enhanced transparency on the activity of government and other
public authorities through Scottish Parliament’s
Commissions/Committees system, institutional websites and
Scottish Fol Act

Closer relationship between Scottish Government Ministers and
officials and (recently) alignment of administration with
ministerial mandates

More emphasis on public spending monitoring [part of wider UK
trend], analytic capacities and, more recently, performance and
outcome measurement and reporting

More explicit direction of work of Scottish agencies and local
authorities, linked to Scottish Government policies (and, more
recently, accountability on performance for local authorities)
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Table 22: Post-devolution changes in Tuscan and Scottish governance and ECP management and implementation (Continued)

Tuscany

Scotland

ECP ‘systemic’
changes

Subsuming of the ERDF programme under domestic Tuscan
policies and programming system (the Regional Development
Plan)

Subsuming of the ERDF programme under domestic Scottish policies
Increased parliamentary scrutiny of ECP (via Scottish Parliament)
Centralisation of policy process in the hands of Scottish Government,
abolition of PMEs (replaced by two Intermediate Administration
Bodies selected with public procurement)

More ministerial interest in this policy

Programmes rationalisation

ECP ‘operational’
changes

More policy-driven programme design (based on RDP)
Naming of selected strategic projects in the programme

New approach to evaluation (selective, no SG, joint evaluation
plan with the domestic regional policy programme) and
drafting of evaluation plan for both strands of regional policy
(ECP and domestic regional policy)

Over time increased — and overall extremely high — emphasis
on information and transparency

Re-adoption of the non-compulsory programme complement
(made available to all via the website)

Ring-fencing of part of the publicity and communication
budget for activities carried out by the associations of local
authorities

Centralisation of programme design: top-down and policy-driven
Re-organisation of project generation, appraisal and selection -
hybrid/mixed system with challenge fund (competitive), direct
commissioning to Strategic Delivery Bodies, and parcelling out to
CPPs (competitively selected) and South of Scotland Global Grant
For challenge fund part, rationalisation and reorganisation of
Advisory Groups (more SG-driven and, in LUPS programme, only
virtual)

Low but nevertheless increased ministerial influence in programme
processes (particularly project selection)

Reduction of number of PMCs in LUPS area = potentially reduced
representativeness

Evaluation driven by Scottish Government (not the PMEs/partners)
Communication to beneficiaries carried out by IABs, SDBs, and
Scottish Government, rather than PMEs predominantly

ECP more prominent feature of political (governmental)
communication = higher visibility of programmes across Scotland

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation.
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Appendix I1: Causal factors

Table 23: Causal factors for the changes observed in ECP design, management and implementation

Tuscany

Scotland

Domestic meso-

level factors
linked to
devolution

Changed electoral law and direct election of the President of the
Region

More competences —> revision of domestic programming
framework: more comprehensive and operational

Overcoming the political reasons leading to introduction of PMEs
Scottish Parliament’s role as overseer of policy processes and
Executive’s work

Emergence over time of Scottish Executive/Government’s own
policies:  Structural Funds should contribute to these
(compounded, more recently by public finance
tightening/economic crisis)

Scottish Executive and administration’s exposure to potential
failings linked to N+2 and European audits (matched by perceived
inadequate oversight and influencing potential)

Prospective reduction of funding and audit concerns over PMEs
funding (management fee) raised questions over opportunity-cost
and sustainability of PME model

Efficiency of project selection: competitive system too dispersed
Effectiveness of the PME system: project selection procedures and
processes largely seen as fair and transparent, but some concerns
over de facto preferential treatment of main partners and
politicisation (with respect to one PME)

Other domestic
meso-level
factors

Longer-term legacy of pre-existing administrative tradition, political
culture, economic and territorial fabric:

Political and administrative stability and continuity have
determined the emergence and consolidation of a concertative
programming culture

Desire of emancipation from the central state due to national
solidarity pact led to attention to efficiency and monitoring of
public spending

Outward orientation and openness to stimuli from external
environments have proven favourable to institutional innovation

Political change in 2007 (SNP minority government)
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Table 23: Causal factors for the changes observed in ECP design, management and implementation (Continued)

Domestic e Introduction in 2007 of the ‘unitary regional policy’, which New Labour public sector reform agenda (best value, joined-up
national-level merges domestic regional policy implementation through the government)
factors national FAS (Fund for Underutilised Areas) with ECP. New regional policy paradigm (evidence-based and bottom-up)
European Longer-term Introduction of N+2 rule required closer monitoring of progress
financial and | ¢ ECP programming approach well matched with pre-existing and bottlenecks
regulatory domestic programming culture, reinforcing it Increased audits by EU authorities raised concerns over the
framework e ECP partnership approach well matched with pre-existing ‘control” that the Scottish Executive administration had over
domestic programming culture, reinforcing it PMESs’ activities
e Monitoring and evaluation rules permeated domestic approach Further reduction of Structural Funds resources in 2007-13
(previously sectoral, no integrated monitoring, and lack of
evaluation culture)
Post-devolution
e Publicity and communication rules’ strong impact on
communication activities (e.g. creation of website for the 2000-06
programme)
e Restriction in scope of eligible activities (suppression of PISL and
replacement with PIUSS)
Other e Improvements in Information Technologies and dissemination of internet/broadband amongst public authorities and households

developments

Source: own elaboration based on empirical investigation.
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Appendix I11: Meanings attributed to the word ‘accountability’ by

interviewees

Interviewees for the Tuscan case study

A definition of the word accountability was provided by most interviewees.”*’
Definitions varied (see below), essentially highlighting two lines of interpretation: (i)
accountability as account-giving on results, procedures or resources; and (ii)
accountability as ‘responsabilisation’ (responsabilizzazione) or shared decision-
making. One interviewee also made the distinction between democratic/electoral
accountability and mediated forms of accountability, i.e. between horizontal and

vertical forms of accountability.

Interviewees’ definitions are reported below (translated from Italian into English by

the author):

o ‘The capacity to give account, the philosophy to give account on something,
perhaps responsabilizzazione in Italian’, i.e. accountability as the capacity of those

who programme and implement policy to give account to others (COM1).

o ‘Accountability in Italy has traditionally been understood as the act of giving

account on procedures, independently from results and performance’ (ITA2).

. ‘The capacity of a certain phenomenon to be the subject of account-giving by
whoever implements it to those interested by it. This presupposes at the very least
some knowledge of this phenomenon; thus, first of all, there has to be someone who
knows that something is happening, who is interested in knowing the evolution of
this and in receiving account, and who has the instruments to know such things:

information, interest and account-giving’ (TOSI).

9 One interviewee was not asked (this question was integrated into the questionnaire subsequent to the

interview) (ITA1); three interviewees asked the researcher what she meant by accountability at the outset of
the interview (COM2, TOS4 and TOS11); one ‘admitted’ that she/he had come across the term but had not
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o ‘The capacity of the [public] administration to give account — above all to the
citizen, to society — of the realisation of policies in relation to what was programmed.

I would translate it with transparency ... and participation’ (TOS2).

o ‘To give account, in terms of responsibility, in relation to an objective. To
give account with regard to the results, the objectives and the commitment taken’

(TOS3).

o ‘Simply, to give account of what a policy produces. Without doubt, the
Structural Funds have introduced this concept, even though not theorised in this way.
That is the accounting — giving account of what I have spent. The transition, the
value that is given to this concept in the phase 2000-07 with regard to evaluation, is
even wider, in the sense that there is a sort of “qualitative” account-giving of what
has been done; that is, whether what has been done made sense or not, whether it was

useful or useless, effective or not effective’ (TOS6).

o ‘The co-responsabilisation between institutions — in particular between the
regional institution and the local institutions — but also between institutions and
stakeholders, those with interests in information, programmes and shared actions ...
When one shares data, which is always a very complicated thing, and launches a
project in which one discusses the things to be done, agreement is reached on them
(wholly or not) and on the monitoring and the follow-up of [such] actions. If this

happens, then there is accountability’ (TOS7).

o ‘To give account of the use of resources first of all to the stakeholders and
then to whomever provides the resources, basically [for EU Cohesion policy] the
Commission, the Member State, the organisations and associations of citizens, and

the citizens’ (TOSS).

given any thought to how to define it (TOSS5); and lastly, one respondent did not provide her/his own
definition, but rather a definition of how this concept has been intended in Italy (in her/his view).
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. ‘The mechanism that allows the governed to control the governors ... With
particular reference to the Structural Funds, it is opportune to make a distinction ...
according to which accountability can be both horizontal and vertical, in that there is
a relationship of control between electors upon those who are elected, but there is
also control of who takes the decisions by other intermediate bodies - not the
electors, but the economic, social and elective representations ...If one starts from
the assumption that accountability is to be accountable for, i.e. to be responsible over
something, I need transparent mechanisms that allow me to see exactly what has
been done, with which procedures, and if something has been violated, also in terms
of the rule of law; and on the other hand, I need mechanisms that allow me to
sanction or at least give some form of punishment to whomever infringes the basic
principles of the democratic orientation. ... In the Structural Funds, one finds both
these two faces of accountability [horizontal and vertical], ... the procedures of the
Structural Funds tend to decline accountability with principles that are slightly
different from the traditional ones of representative democracy as we intend it’

(TOS10).

o ‘The information “baggage” that one acquires over time and which allows
him to become more responsible for the function that he is undertaking. Something
that you acquire through which you then have more responsibilisation over your role’

(TOS12).

Interviewees for the Scottish case study

Considerable variation in the way accountability is understood was also found
amongst those interviewed for the Scottish case study, as the definitions reported
below demonstrate. In similar fashion to the Tuscan case study, a definition was not

provided by all interviewees (SCO1, SCO3, SCO4, COM2 and COM3).

o ‘Accountability is very precisely defined in Structural Funds regulations, so
there has always been a formal sense of accountability, and that is the point that has

always been defined specifically. There are three types of accountability in the
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regulations in relation to the roles of: Managing Authority; what used to be the
Paying Authority (now called Certifying Authority); and the Audit Authority’
(SCO2).

o ‘I think it’s more than transparency. It’s a system where in public the Scottish
Government has to explain and defend the policy and how the policy’s being
administered and implemented and so on, in a very public way, where stakeholders
could come back to the parliamentary committee and say, “Well, I didn’t agree with
that” or “The government has got that wrong”. So the government’s scrutinised,

publicly on the policy’ (SCOS).

o ‘Accountability is about ensuring that you optimise the positive view of
where the partnership and the programme should be going. So it’s optimisation:
you’ll never get everyone to agree, but if you get everyone on board — which
includes the Commission and the Scottish Government ... in a direction everybody is

consistent with and happy with’ (SCO6).

. ‘The word comes from “accountable”, so that those who implement policy
and those who create policy must explain themselves to the electorate or the ministry
or whatever, so they must be responsible and answerable for their actions and their

policies and how they do things and so on’ (SCO7).

o ‘I have been thinking: what does accountability actually mean? It’s not
something I am aware of there being a hard definition of, but it’s about a relationship
that exists, or it’s about the dynamic of a relationship where there are certain
expectations about performance or about the granting of authority. And I think there
is also a question about “accountability for what?” Because, thinking about this in
the context of the Structural Funds, I can see that there is accountability on the level
of not spending the money on the things that it shouldn’t be spent on, but how much
accountability is there for the actual performance of a project and so forth? I think
that’s much less clear’ (SCOS).

. ‘Accountability can have a number of definitions and it depends in which

context you place accountability, but inasmuch as we are managing public funds then
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there has to be. I mean, the Commission’s rules require that there’s a level of
accountability. The decisions that are taken, the processes that are taken all have to
be transparent and agreed; so accountability permeates the whole system. And setting
aside devolution, to me accountability came in quite strongly in the Structural Funds
in the very early days, and the reason I say that is because it came in very much on
the back of partnership: because accountability doesn’t just rest with the member
state, with the national government, it rests with the stakeholders. And I think
because we embraced the partnership model in all its wonderful flavours and
dimensions, that brought, I think, a significant level of accountability that may not

have been there in the past’ (SCO?9).

. ‘I don’t know if I have ever really thought about it. It’s a combination of
things I think: there’s political accountability or democratic accountability, where at
some point you are tracing the accountability back to elected representatives, and
with European policy that’s obviously split between elected representatives at
different levels; but in terms of the implementation of regional policy and the
Structural Funds, it has in effect been devolved to the Member States and with a
regional perspective, and the regional perspective means that you bring in the local
political democracy ... I think with the principles of the Structural Funds and the
spirit of the Structural Funds being about economic and social regeneration, it’s
broader than that and the accountability is to the residents of a region through
whatever mechanisms can be set up that are not as politically structured or formal as
the political system and that can be about participation, so a more participative
democracy, finding ways of getting residents and the community to play a role in

regional policy’ (SCO10).

. ‘From an immediate perspective, as a civil servant ... accountability for me
and for my colleagues is partly about us being accountable to Ministers, but also at
the same time, us recognising that Ministers themselves are accountable to

Parliament’ (SCO11).
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o ‘Being in the position to deliver evidence of the actions that you have
embarked upon delivering what you promised they would, in essence having clarity,

transparency of intent, of roles’ (SCO12).

o ‘Accountability has a number of dimensions. Accountability could be legal
accountability, it could be financial accountability, and it could also of course be
political stroke democratic accountability. There are several aspects to the concept ...
[subsequently describing each in the context of cohesion policy and the Structural

Funds regulations]” (SCO13).
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