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BREXIT AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE UK:

WHAT FUTURE FOR REGIONAL POLICY

AFTER STRUCTURAL FUNDS?*

The re sults of the EU ref er en dum showed pro found spa tial dif fer ences
in opin ion across the UK. The ref er en dum showed clear di vides among vot ers
by age, ed u ca tion, em ploy ment and so cial class – and by area. Spa tial in equa -
l ity has been widely dis cussed as a ma jor fac tor ex plain ing these dif fer ences.

Cur rently, the EU Struc tural Funds are one of the key sources to mit i gate
eco nomic de vel op ment in equal ity in Brit ish re gions. Struc tural Funds have
been an im por tant part of the UK re gional pol icy en vi ron ment for 40 years, and
with out EU co-fi nanc ing, it is likely that much of the re gional and in dus trial
pol icy in ter ven tion would have been largely abol ished. The re gional dis tri bu -
tion of EU fund ing in the UK en sures that poorer re gions re ceive higher per
capita shares of the Structural Funds.

The loss of EU Struc tural Funds is one con se quence of Brexit and in volves
im por tant ques tions as to whether and what kind of do mes tic re gional de vel op -
ment ap proach will take their place at dif fer ent lev els of gov ern ment. The loss
of EU Struc tural Funds will sig nif i cantly af fect the less-de vel oped re gions of the 
UK, as well as the for mer in dus trial re gions that were ma jor beneficiaries of EU 
funding.

The policymaking pro cess for ter ri to rial de vel op ment needs to be re con si -
d ered. For over 30 years, the pri mary mo ti va tion for UK re gional pol icy has
been al most ex clu sively one of eco nomic ef fi ciency, framed in terms of im prov -
ing the con tri bu tion of re gions to na tional growth and com pet i tive ness.
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Brexit can also be viewed as an op por tu nity for a sub stan tial trans for ma -

tion of pol icy and gov er nance that be gins to rebalance the most un equal de ve -

l o ped coun try in Eu rope.

Keywords: Brexit; the UK; the EU Structural Funds; regional inequality;

regional industrial policy

INTRODUCTION

The re sults of the EU ref er en dum showed pro found spa tial dif fer ences
in opin ion across the UK. In equal ity has been widely dis cussed as a ma jor
fac tor ex plain ing these dif fer ences, with some of the high est shares of the
Leave vote in ar eas ex pe ri enc ing great est eco nomic dif fi culty, es pe cially
in north ern Eng land and Wales. The UK Gov ern ment ap pears to share this
view, with the new Prime Min is ter mak ing a se ries of po lit i cal com mit -
ments to ad dress in equal ity. The new in dus trial pol icy of the re named De -
part ment of Busi ness, En ergy & In dus trial Strat egy in cludes rec og ni tion
of the “im por tance of place”.

The ques tion is how the rhet o ric will be trans lated into prac tice. A once
pow er ful do mes tic UK-wide re gional pol icy has been largely whit tled
away, with di ver gent ap proaches to re gional de vel op ment fol low ing de vo -
lu tion and the dis ap pear ance of re gional de vel op ment in sti tu tions and in -
stru ments, su per seded by lo cal and ur ban ini tia tives with vari able re -
sources, co her ence or per ma nence. The one pol icy that has been main tained 
over the long term – EU Struc tural Funds – which is cur rently pro vid ing
an al lo ca tion of 10 bn of EU fund ing to the UK over the 2014-20 pe riod –
will be phased out as part of Brexit.

The loss of EU Struc tural Funds will sig nif i cantly af fect the Less-De -
vel oped Re gions of West Wales & The Val leys and Cornwall & the Isles
of Scilly, as well as the for mer in dus trial re gions that were ma jor ben e fi cia -
ries of EU fund ing, not least those that could have an tic i pated sig nif i cantly
more EU re ceipts af ter 2020, such as Tees Val ley and Dur ham. While the
UK Gov ern ment has guar an teed fund ing for any Struc tural Funds pro jects
ap proved un til the UK leaves the EU, it has not made any com mit ments
to re place ment fund ing for re cip i ent re gions there af ter.
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Re sources are not the only is sue. EU Co he sion Pol icy pro vided sta bil ity 
through multi-an nual programmes, pro moted a stra te gic and in te grated ap -
proach to de vel op ment and re quired part ner ship-work ing be tween cen tral
and subnational lev els of gov ern ment. Al though the tech ni cal ad min is tra -
tion of EU fund ing has be come in creas ingly com plex and pre scrip tive, its
dis ap pear ance will leave a void. The UK Gov ern ment and De volved Ad -
min is tra tions have a chal lenge, if they seek to re place this EU pol icy, of de -
cid ing whether and what as pects of the EU fund ing re gime should be re -
tained as part of any suc ces sor pol icy frame work.

The do mes tic con text for fu ture re gional de vel op ment policymaking
in the UK is char ac ter ised by a com pli cated patch work of ter ri tori ally fo -
cused in ter ven tions. These in clude the de vo lu tion deals agreed or un der ne -
go ti a tion in Eng land, the fu ture of the “North ern Pow er house”, the “Mid -
lands En gine”, Lo cal En ter prise Part ner ships, En ter prise Zones, and the re -
main ing re gional/lo cal growth fund ing. The first pol icy think ing on a new
in dus trial strat egy was pro vide by the 2016 Au tumn State ment from the UK 
Chan cel lor, sig nal ling more at ten tion and in vest ment in re gional in fra struc -
ture, en ter prise and pro duc tiv ity. Less clear is the ex tent to which the UK
Gov ern ment’s pol icy ap proach to re gional and lo cal is sues will be one
of con ti nu ity or rad i cal change.

Ques tions about ter ri to rial re sponses to in equal ity have also been asked
by the De volved Ad min is tra tions in re cent years. In Scot land, the 2016
SNP programme for gov ern ment pri ori tised “in clu sive growth” in clud ing
ac tion to ad dress re gional eco nomic in equal i ties, and the cur rent En ter prise
and Skills Re view in Scot land in cludes con sid er ation of the ap pro pri ate
re gional/lo cal scale of fu ture eco nomic de vel op ment in ter ven tion. The ex is -
t ing de vel op ment strat e gies for Wales and North ern Ire land both re cog nise
the need for sub-re gional bal ance and to ad dress spe cific re gional and lo cal
re quire ments.

This chap ter ex plores these is sues in more de tail. It be gins by re view ing 
the ev i dence for the im por tance of ter ri to rial in equal ity in the out come
of the EU ref er en dum, and then dis cusses the role and im por tance of EU
Struc tural Funds in the UK, past and pres ent, be fore con sid er ing the fu ture
of do mes tic ap proaches to re gional and lo cal de vel op ment.
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BREXIT AND TERRITORIAL INEQUALITY

The EU ref er en dum showed clear di vides among vot ers by age, ed u ca -

tion, em ploy ment and so cial class – and by area. While the UK as a whole

voted Leave, there were siz able ma jor i ties for Re main in Scot land, Nor th ern

Ire land, Lon don and Gi bral tar (see Ta ble 1).
Sev eral ini tial anal y ses of vot ing pat terns since the ref er en dum have ar -

gued that ter ri to rial in equal ity is a ma jor ex plan a tory fac tor of the ref er en -

dum out come. In Eng land, vot ing in fa vour of EU mem ber ship was higher

in af flu ent ar eas in and around Lon don, no ta bly along the M4 cor ri dor, as

well as in uni ver sity cit ies – Bris tol, Man ches ter, Ox ford, Cam bridge,

Norwich and York (Sav age and Cunningham 2016). Those ar eas with
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Table 1: Regional votes to Remain or Leave

Remain Leave

England 46.8% 53.2%

Northern Ireland 55.8% 44.2%

Scotland 62.0% 38.0%

Wales 47.5% 52.5%

England's NUTS 1 regions

South East

London

North West

East

South West

West Midlands

Yorkshire and Humberside

East Midlands

North East

48.2%

59.9%

46.3%

43.5%

47.4%

40.7%

42.3%

41.2%

42.0%

51.8%

40.1%

53.7%

56.5%

52.6%

59.3%

57.7%

58.8%

58.0%

Gibraltar 95.9% 4.1%

Source: http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-36616028 .



lower me dian wages, low lev els of skills, lack of op por tu ni ties and higher
lev els of pov erty were sig nif i cantly more likely to vote Leave (Bell and
Machin 2016; Darvas 2016; Goodwin and Heath 2016). Goodwin (2016)
con cluded that “Brexit drew most of its strength from vot ers who have felt
left be hind by the rapid eco nomic trans for ma tion of Brit ain, or more ac cu -
rately of Lon don and south east Eng land”.

The im pact of mi gra tion may also be a fac tor. While large num ber of
mi grants in an area do not ap pear to be as so ci ated with a higher pro pen sity
to vote Leave (ar eas with the high est pro por tion of mi grants voted pre dom i -
nantly Re main), the rate of change in mi grant num bers seems to be in flu en -
tial (Becker et al. 2016). Carozzi (2016) finds that “places that ex pe ri enced
a larger rel a tive in crease in mi gra tion be tween 2001 and 2011 dis pro por -
tion ately sup ported leav ing the EU”. The town of Boston is re garded as em -
blem atic: the town with the high est pro por tion of Leave vot ers has ex pe ri -
enced both sig nif i cant eco nomic de pri va tion and a steep in crease in mi gra -
tion from Cen tral and East ern Eu rope since 2004 (Goodwin 2016).

Eco nomic in equal ity may only be part of the story. Anal y sis by Sav age
and Cunningham (2016) shows that so cial cap i tal – peo ple’s so cial net -
works – is the stron gest pre dic tor of ref er en dum vot ing pat terns. They ar gue 
that it is en trenched un equal ac cess to a com bi na tion of eco nomic, so cial
and cul tural cap i tal in a coun try with low intergenerational mo bil ity that ex -
plains the maps of Leave and Re main.

The re sults also need to be seen in the wider po lit i cal con text and dy -
nam ics of the ref er en dum. One is sue is the way that the re spec tive cam -
paigns in the ref er en dum uti lised con cerns about eco nomic sit u a tion and
mi gra tion. As Mourlon-Druol (2016) notes: “the wealth-im mi gra tion-EU
link was used as a means to ex plain eco nomic and so cial dis con tent.” How -
ever, those re cep tive to this and other Leave mes sages were not ex clu sively
in the more de prived ar eas of the UK. Many peo ple who voted Leave were
in the mid dle classes and lived in the Mid lands and South of Eng land
(Dorling 2016) and were sig nif i cantly mo ti vated also by other fac tors such
as na tional iden tity, val ues and at ti tudes to the EU (Ashcroft 2016; Korski
2016).

The re sults in Scot land and North ern Ire land – where turn outs were the
low est in the UK but both voted to re main – also in di cate the im por tance of
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dif fer ent fac tors. The in flu ence of so cial di vi sions on vot ing pat terns
in Scot land is said to be sim i lar to Eng land and Wales, but “in a coun try
where UKIP has lit tle res o nance and where a pro-Eu ro pean SNP has come
to dom i nate the po lit i cal land scape, views that else where dis in clined many
a voter to back Re main had less im pact north of the bor der” (Curtice 2016).

Clearly, the role of in equal ity in ex pla na tions of the ref er en dum re sults
needs fur ther re search. How ever, what ever the causal fac tors, policymakers 
need to con sider how they re spond to a highly un equal coun try. Re cent
Eurostat data in di cate that Lon don has a re gional GDP per head (PPS,
EU28=100) of 186 against a na tional av er age of 109, with fig ures of 525 for 
In ner Lon don West and 204 for In ner Lon don East (Eurostat 2016). Darvas
and Wolff (2016) have shown that the UK has the high est level of in come
in equal ity and low est level of inter-gen er a tional so cial mo bil ity in the EU.
More over, while re gional dis par i ties in the UK are high and have in creased
over the past de cade, they are part of a lon ger stand ing his tor i cal prob lem of
spa tial eco nomic im bal ance (Mar tin et al 2015; McCann 2016). The next
sec tions turn to the ques tion of pol icy re sponses, first the con tri bu tion of EU 
Struc tural Funds and then the post-Brexit fu ture of re gional pol icy in the UK.

WHAT HAVE EU STRUCTURAL FUNDS DONE FOR US?

Struc tural Funds have been an im por tant part of the UK re gional pol icy
en vi ron ment for 40 years. The cre ation of the Eu ro pean Re gional De vel op -
ment Fund (ERDF) in 1975 was a prod uct of Brit ish ac ces sion to the EEC,
partly to off set UK bud get ary con tri bu tions and to ad dress the ma jor prob -
lems of in dus trial restructuring in the UK.

The early ERDF fund ing ac counted for only five per cent of the EEC
bud get and was ini tially al lo cated un der a quota sys tem, pro vid ing fund ing
for pro jects in the as sisted ar eas of na tional re gional pol i cies. In the United
King dom, which had a quota al lo ca tion of c.28 per cent of the Com mu nity
to tal (sec ond only to It aly), vir tu ally all the as sis tance was used to co-fi -
nance pro jects funded by the Brit ish re gional pol icy mea sures of the time,
Re gional De vel op ment Grant and Re gional Se lec tive As sis tance, in the
Spe cial De vel op ment Ar eas and De vel op ment Ar eas. The UK con tin ued to
be el i gi ble for an av er age of 20-25 per cent of the bud get through the var i ous 
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re forms up to the mid-1980s, bring ing the UK some 600 mil lion ECU per
year in the mid-1980s, equiv a lent to c. 1 bil lion per year in 2016 prices
(Vanhove 1999; Bachtler et al. 2013).

When a geo graph ical pri or i tiz a tion of sup port (based on a GDP per
head thresh old of 75 per cent of the EC av er age) was in tro duced in 1984,
North ern Ire land was one of the “pri or ity re gions”, along with south ern It a -
ly, Greece and Ire land. Scot land was an other big ben e fi ciary; dur ing the
first ten years of the ERDF (1975-84), it was the third high est re cip i ent
of Com mu nity aid (af ter Cam pania and Sicilia), re ceiv ing 6.4 per cent of all
Com mu nity as sis tance for ERDF sup port mea sures and worth 744 mil lion
ECU equiv a lent to 247 ECU per head. Other UK in dus trial re gions – North,
Mid lands, Wales – were also re ceiv ing over 200 ECU per head from the
ERDF. The UK was sim i larly to the fore when the first ex per i men ta tion
with a programme ap proach was in tro duced in the mid-1980s. The UK was
a ben e fi ciary of 30 per cent of the fund ing al lo cated to the new Na tional
Programmes of Com mu nity In ter est, with the NPCI for Glas gow re ceiv ing
the larg est sin gle EC al lo ca tion of fund ing (92.3 mil lion ECU), and other
sub stan tial programmes were ap proved for Tay side, Mid-Glamorgan,
Teeside, Birmingham and West Lothian in the 1986-7 period (European
Commission, 1987; 1989).

The scale and role of EC fund ing in this pe riod can not be un der es ti -
mated. The 1983 Re gional De vel op ment Act had sig nif i cantly down graded
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Note: shares are for ERDF up to 1988, thereafter for all Structural Funds
1999-2020

Source: ERDF annual reports, Bachtler et al. (2006, 2013), Mendez et al. (2013)

Figure 1: UK share of EC/EU Cohesion policy appropriations, 1975-2020



the pro file and re sources of do mes tic re gional pol icy stat ing that “Al though
an eco nomic case for re gional pol icy may still be made, it is not self-ev i -
dent….Ex pen di ture on re gional pol icy im poses a bur den on tax pay ers
through out the coun try through ei ther high tax a tion or in creased Gov ern -
ment bor row ing which crowd out other ac tiv i ties in the econ omy gen e r ally”
(HMSO 1983). In deed, with out the need for UK co-fi nanc ing of ERDF
programmes, it is likely that much of the re main ing re gional and in dus trial
pol icy in ter ven tion of the time would have been largely abol ished.

Fol low ing the re form of the Struc tural Funds in 1988, Co he sion Pol icy
fund ing was al lo cated to Mem ber States ac cord ing to EU cri te ria for
multiannual pe ri ods of 5-7 years. Al lo ca tions were ini tially based on re -
gional el i gi bil ity:

(a) Ob jec tive 1 – lag ging re gions with a GDP per head be low 75 per cent 
of the EU av er age – sub se quently termed Con ver gence and then Less-De -
vel oped Regions;

(b) Ob jec tive 2 – in dus trial re struc tur ing re gions des ig nated prin ci pally
on the ba sis of (un)em ploy ment cri te ria – later called Re gional and Com pe -
t i tive ness and then More-De vel oped Re gions;

(c) Ob jec tive 5b – re gions ex pe ri enc ing ru ral un der de vel op ment, based
on ag ri cul tural em ploy ment/in come and GDP (merged with Ob jec tive 2
from 2000 onwards).

Dur ing the 1990s, over 40 per cent of the UK’s pop u la tion were in these
des ig nated ar eas – North ern Ire land, Merseyside and High lands & Is lands
un der Ob jec tive 1, all the old-in dus trial ar eas of north ern Eng land, the Mid -
lands, south Wales and West ern Scot land (Ob jec tive 2), and the ru ral ar eas
of north ern and west ern Eng land, cen tral Wales and Scot land (Ob jec -
tive 5b). Prep a ra tions for EU en large ment in the early 2000s led to cuts
in the cov er age of el i gi ble ar eas in the EU15, al though the UK still had al -
most a third of the na tional pop u la tion in des ig nated Ob jec tive 1 re gions
(Cornwall, South York shire and West Wales and the Val leys) and Ob jec -
tive 2 ar eas.

From 2007 on wards, Struc tural Funds be came avail able to all re gions in 
the UK, but with a con tin ued fo cus on the lag ging (now Less-De vel oped)
ar eas with higher rates of award and aid in ten sity. The all-re gion ap proach
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Source: DG Regio

Figure 2: Structural Funds areas in the United Kingdom, 2014-20



has con tin ued into the cur rent 2014-20 pe riod (see Fig ure 2), though with

only Cornwall & lsles of Scilly and West Wales & The Val leys be ing des ig -

nated as lag ging re gions (now More-De vel oped Re gions). The tem po rary

tran si tional ar range ments that had char ac ter ized ev ery pre vi ous pe riod for

de-des ig nated re gions has now been for ma lised with a spe cific cat e gory of

Tran si tion Re gions which also have higher rates of award.
Fund ing flows are dif fi cult to iden tify be cause of dif fer ences be tween

ini tial al lo ca tions at the start of a fund ing pe riod and the even tual out turn

of ex pen di ture; al lo ca tions in na tional cur ren cies also var ied in line with ex -

change rate changes. Nev er the less, the data in Ta ble 2 be low in di cate that

al lo ca tions to the UK Struc tural Funds over the 1989-2020 pe riod have

amounted to at least à55 bn. Given that the EU fund ing has needed to be

co-fi nanced with at least 25 per cent of na tional (pub lic/pri vate) fund ing

in Ob jec tive 1 re gions, and 50 per cent in other re gions, the to tal eco nomic
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Table 2: Estimated Cohesion policy allocations to the UK, 1989-2020
(à million, constant prices)

Regional allocations Other funding Total

1989-93 Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 5b

1,359 4,442 600 6,401

1994-99 Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 5b

3,521 3,196 1,219 7,936

2000-06 Objective 1 Objective 2 Objective 3 FIFG

6,960 5,460 6,253 166 18,839

2007-13 Convergenc
e

Phasing/out RCE ETC

3,056 126 6,712 806 10,700

2014-20 LDR Transition MDR ETC

2,383 2,617 5,768 865 11,633

Total 55,510

Source: Bachtler et al. (2013). Inforegio website.



de vel op ment ex pen di ture as so ci ated with Struc tural Funds in the UK over
the 1989-2020 period could approach à100 bn.

Note: the fig ures are based on al lo ca tions at the start of each pe riod and
may not equate to ac tual ex pen di ture. RCE: Re gional Com pet i tive ness &
Em ploy ment; LDR: Less-De vel oped Re gions; MDR: More-De vel oped Re -
gions; ETC: Eu ro pean Ter ri to rial Co op er a tion. FIFG: Fi nan cial In stru ment
for Fish er ies Guidance (non-Objective 1).

Im por tantly, the re gional dis tri bu tion of EU fund ing in the UK en sures
that poorer re gions (and poorer lo cal i ties) re ceive higher per ca pita shares
of the Struc tural Funds (see Ta ble 3). Dur ing the 2014-20 pe riod, the high -
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Table 3: Regional allocations of Structural Funds in the UK, 2014-20

Combined ERDF and ESF
allocations (àm)

Per capita combined ERDF
and ESF allocations

2014-2020 2014-2020

East of England 387 66

East Midlands 598 132

London 762 93

North East 739 285

North West 1132 161

South East 286 33

South West 1495 283

West Midlands 909 162

Yorkshire and Humber 794 150

Scotland 895 169

Northern Ireland 513 338

Wales 2412 788

England 6937 131

Total United Kingdom 10858 172

Source: UK Parliament House of Commons Written Answers 32053 (22.3.16) and 33071
(8.4.16); SPERI (2016).



est al lo ca tions are to Wales (à788 per head), North ern Ire land (à338), North 
East Eng land (à285) and South West Eng land (à283) (SPERI, 2016).

The gov er nance of Struc tural Funds in the UK has been “dy namic”, as -
so ci ated with more in sti tu tional change over the pe riod since 1989 than
in any other Mem ber State (see Ta ble 4).

The first round of programmes for the 1989-93 pe riod were largely
drawn up in White hall (ac cord ing to a set tem plate for all the Eng lish
programmes) and the North ern Irish, Scot tish and Welsh Of fices re spec -
tively but with (at least some) par tic i pa tion of re gional and lo cal “part ner -
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Ta ble 4: The evolv ing gov er nance of Struc tural Funds (ERDF & ESF)
in the United King dom 

England Northern Ireland Scotland Wales

1989-93 Department of Trade &
Industry & Department
of the Environment
(DoE)

Department of
Finance &
Personnel

Scottish Office Welsh Office

1994-99 Regional Government
Offices DoE, then
Office of the Deputy
Prime Minister (ODPM)

Department of
Finance &
Personnel

Programme.
Management
Executives
(PMEs) – 5
Scottish Office

Welsh Office
Wales
European
Partnership
Executive

2000-06 Regional Development
Agencies OPDM

Department of
Finance &
Personnel

PMEs – 5
Scottish
Government

Welsh
Government
(Wales
European
Funding Office, 
WEFO)

2007-13 Regional Development
Agencies Dept of
Communities & Local
Government (DCLG)
Local Enterprise
Partnerships

Department of
Enterprise, Trade
& Investment

Scottish
Government
PMEs – 2

Welsh
Government
(WEFO)

2014-20 DCLG Local Enterprise 
Partnerships

Department for
the Economy

Scottish
Government

Welsh
Government
(WEFO)



ships”. For 1994-99, the pro gram ming and man age ment of fund ing in Eng -
land was de cen tral ised to re gional Gov ern ment Of fices, al low ing more re -
gional spec i fic ity to be in tro duced – and en cour aged by an ac tiv ist DG XVI
in the Eu ro pean Com mis sion that was keen to “by pass” White hall con trol
of the Funds. Dur ing the 1990s, Scot land used an in no va tive part ner -
ship-based model for de liv er ing Struc tural Funds, also en cour aged by
DG XVI, based on programme man age ment ex ec u tives (PMEs) that were
steered by lo cal au thor i ties, col leges and other sec tors, al though the Scot -
tish Of fice was re spon si ble for claims and pay ments.1 A shorter-lived
PME – the Welsh European Programme Executive – was used during this
period in Wales.

In some re spects, the late 1990s and early 2002 were a more fa vour able
pe riod for EU fund ing in the UK. The in com ing La bour Gov ern ment used
a re port by for mer EU Com mis sioner Bruce Millan to re de sign a region a -
l ised in sti tu tional frame work for re gional pol icy – based around re gional
de vel op ment agen cies (RDAs) and re gional strat e gies – that was more con -
du cive to the pro gram ming and man age ment of Struc tural Funds. Thus, fur -
ther de cen tral iza tion in Eng land took place with the trans fer of Struc tural
Funds re spon si bil i ties to the RDAs for the 2000-6 pe riod.

How ever, the RDAs were sum marily abol ished in 2010-12 in fa vour
of re-cen tral ised man age ment by the UK De part ment of Com mu ni ties &
Lo cal Gov ern ment. ERDF in 2014-20 is now man aged through na tional
programmes in Eng land with de liv ery at a sub-re gional scale through Lo cal
En ter prise Part ner ships. Fol low ing de vo lu tion to Scot land and Wales, the
func tions of the PMEs were pro gres sively ra tion al ised (re duc ing them from 
five to two in Scot land) and even tu ally sub sumed into the De volved Ad -
min is tra tions of the Welsh Gov ern ment (Welsh Eu ro pean Fund ing Of fice)
and Scot tish Gov ern ment (Struc tural Funds Di vi sion). North ern Ire land had 
rel a tively more sta bil ity with man age ment be ing un der taken by the Nor -
th ern Ire land Of fice – De part ment of Fi nance and Per son nel – un til de vo lu -
tion af ter which man age ment func tions were ex er cised by the De part ment
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European Partnership, East of Scotland European Partnership, South of Scotland Euro -
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for En ter prise, Trade and In vest ment, re named as the De part ment for the
Econ omy.

The use of Struc tural Funds in the UK has also evolved in line with
chang ing con cepts of re gional de vel op ment and EU pri or i ties. In the first
1989-93 programme pe riod, the fo cus was pre dom i nantly on ge neric forms
of busi ness aid and in fra struc ture, re flect ing the UK re gional and in dus trial
pol icy pri or i ties of the time. As in most other Mem ber States, stra te gic
think ing was lim ited, and the programmes were seen as a ve hi cle for draw -
ing down EU fund ing. For the 1994-99 pe riod, the Com mis sion used new
reg u la tory pro vi sions to con duct its own ex ante eval u a tion of the UK
programme pro pos als and en cour age (or oblige) UK au thor i ties to take
more stra te gic ap proach to Struc tural Funds, in clud ing a greater fo cus
on R&D and SME de vel op ment and pi o neer ing sup port for com mu nity
eco nomic de vel op ment.

The 2000s saw a ma jor shift in the use of Struc tural Funds in the UK, as
else where in the EU. Fund ing pri or i ties be came more pre scrip tive, ini tially
with a re quire ment to fo cus on in no va tion, and, from the early 2000s on -
wards, gov erned by the ob jec tives of the Lis bon and Gothenburg strat e gies
(growth and jobs, and sus tain able de vel op ment). In deed, for 2007-13, min i -
mum lev els of spend ing had to be “ear marked” for Lis bon pri or i ties, al beit
for mu lated in gen eral terms. The main ef fect was to re duce sig nif i cantly
spend ing on in fra struc ture and in crease rad i cally the al lo ca tions to in no va -
tion, en ter prise and the green econ omy (see Ta ble 5). In the cur rent 2014-20 
pe riod, the use of the Funds has been sub ject to still more di rec tion from
the EU level. With Co he sion pol icy be ing used as a “de liv ery ve hi cle” for
Eu rope 2020 goals,2 UK and other programmes have been re quired to al lo -
cate fund ing to spe cific the matic ob jec tives, with min i mum amounts al lo ca -
ted to RTDI, SME competitiveness, low-carbon and social inclusion.

A dis tinc tive el e ment of Struc tural Funds in the UK af fected by Brexit
is Eu ro pean Ter ri to rial Co op er a tion. With an EU al lo ca tion of à865 mil -
lion, the UK is in volved in 14 ETC programmes (see Ta ble 6), pri mar ily
with neigh bour ing coun tries. Interreg programmes are one of the ac cepted
ar eas of “Eu ro pean added value”, and while the eco nomic out comes are
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some times dif fi cult to eval u ate, re search in di cates that they pro vide val ued
op por tu ni ties for re gional, lo cal and com mu nity or gani sa tions and the pri -
vate sec tor to de velop joint pro jects on com mon ar eas of in ter est, as well as
pro vid ing an in ter na tional di men sion to re gional and lo cal de vel op ment
think ing and prac tice (Mirwaldt and McMaster 2008, H`rnstr`m 2012,
ADE 2016).
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Ta ble 5: Di vi sion of UK fi nan cial re sources for the 2007-13 pe riod by theme,
at start (2007) and clo sure (2016) of programme (ERDF only, à mil lion)

Category 2007 2016

1. Innovation & RTD 2224.2 1795.0

2. Entrepreneurship 559.0 462.6

3. Other investment in enterprise 442.7 665.4

4. ICT for citizens & business 313.1 301.6

5. Environment 350.2 405.4

6. Energy 280.6 330.8

7. Broadband 85.5 266.3

8. Road 59.0 253.1

9. Rail 62.9 65.4

10. Other transport 246.4 169.5

11. Human capital 4.0 4.0

12. Labour market 48.3 28.9

13. Culture & social infrastructure 71.1 73.3

14. Social inclusion 41.0 10.1

15. Territorial dimension 456.2 451.8

16. Capacity building 2.0 2.0

17. Technical Assistance 169.8 101.6

Total 5416.0 5386.9

Source: Applica and Ismeri Europa (2016).
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Ta ble 6: Eu ro pean Ter ri to rial Programmes 2014-20 with UK in volve ment

Programme Area
Allocation 
à million

Two Seas South West, South East and East of England, coastal 
parts of France (Channel, North Sea), Flanders and
Netherlands

à257

Interreg VA France-
England

South West, South East and East of England
and Finistere to Pas-de-Calais in France

à223

Interreg VA Ireland-
N.Ireland-Scotland

South Western Scotland, Highlands & Islands,
Northern Ireland, and Border Midlands Western
region of Ireland

à240

Interreg VA
Ireland-Wales

West Wales and the Valleys, East Wales
and Southern and Eastern region of Ireland

à79

Northern Periphery
and Arctic

Highlands and Islands, Northern Ireland, western
and northern parts of Ireland, Norway, Sweden
and Finland, and Faroe Islands, Greenland, Iceland
and Canada

à50

North Sea Eastern parts of the UK, Norway and Denmark, parts 
of Flanders, North Western Germany, North
Western Netherlands and South Western Sweden

à167

Atlantic Area western parts of England and Wales, Ireland,
Portugal, Northern Ireland, Scotland, France
and Spain

à140

Ireland-UK PEACE IV Northern Ireland and Border Midland Western
region of Ireland

à229

North West Europe Whole of the UK, Ireland, Belgium, Luxembourg,
Switzerland and most of Germany, Netherlands
and Northern France

à396

South West Europe Gibraltar, Portugal, Spain and south-west France à107

Interreg Europe all EU Member States, plus Norway and Switzerland à359

INTERACT,
URBACT,
ESPON 2020

Research, information exchange and best-practice
sharing for all EU countries (INTERACT), plus
Norway and Switzerland (URBACT) plus Iceland
and Liechtenstein (ESPON 2020)

à159

Source: Department of Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy.



Look ing for ward, if the UK had voted to stay in the EU, the coun try
could well have claimed a larger pro por tion of the Co he sion pol icy bud get
af ter 2020 given the rel a tively poorer per for mance of UK re gions in an EU
con text in re cent years. Over the 2008-14 pe riod, Eurostat data show a de -
cline in re gional GDP per head (PPS) as a per cent age of the EU28 in ev ery
NUTS re gion in the UK with the ex cep tion of In ner and Outer Lon don
(which in creased) and Cum bria, Herefordshire, Worces ter shire and War -
wickshire, and West Wales & The Valleys (which stayed static).

This would im ply sig nif i cant shifts in the el i gi bil ity sta tus of UK re -
gions for Struc tural Funds (see Ta ble 7). A com par i son of el i gi bil ity at the
start of the cur rent 2014-2020 pe riod and the equiv a lent based on the lat est
data shows that nine re gions (with a pop u la tion of 16.2 mil lion peo ple)
would move down wards into a lower cat e gory of el i gi bil ity: eight of them
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Ta ble 7: Shifts in UK re gional el i gi bil ity based on 2012-14 GDP per head data

Region
Eligibility
(current)

Eligibility
(new)

Chang
Pop (mill,

2014)

Cumbria TRANS MDR ↑ 0.50

Cornwall & Isles of Scilly LDR TRANS ↑ 0.55

Highlands and Islands TRANS MDR ↑ 0.47

Tees Valley and Durham TRANS LDR ↓ 1.18

Northumberland, Tyne & Wear MDR TRANS ↓ 1.43

Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire MDR TRANS ↓ 2.15

West Midlands MDR TRANS ↓ 2.81

Essex MDR TRANS ↓ 1.77

Outer London (East, N.East) MDR TRANS ↓ 1.84

Kent MDR TRANS ↓ 1.78

Dorset and Somerset MDR TRANS ↓ 1.30

South Western Scotland MDR TRANS ↓ 2.34

Note: MDR=More-Developed Regions; TRANS=Transition Region;
LDR=Less-Developed Region.

Source: Bachtler, Mendez and Wishlade (2016).



would be redesignated from More-De vel oped Re gions (MDR) to be Tran si -
tion Re gions and one (Tees Val ley and Dur ham) would be come a Less-De -
vel oped Re gion (LDR). Three re gions have im proved rel a tive to the EU av e -
r age suf fi ciently to have a higher el i gi bil ity sta tus: Cum bria and the High -
lands & Is lands would move from Tran si tion Re gion to MDR re gion sta tus;
and Cornwall & the Isles of the Scilly would move out of the LDR cat e gory.

While the scale, gov er nance and use of Struc tural Funds in the UK are
clear, the ef fec tive ness of the fund ing is more con tested. The UK Struc tural
Funds programmes are very small com pared to the size of the UK econ omy, 
mak ing up only around 0.1 per cent of UK GDP (HM Gov ern ment 2012).
Con se quently, the over all im pact of Struc tural Funds spend ing has been mi -
nor. How ever, the rel a tive im por tance of Struc tural Funds re sources as
a pro por tion of re gional GVA var ies widely: those re gions in the high est
cat e gory of el i gi bil ity (cur rently Cornwall & Isles of Scilly and West Wales
& The Val leys, pre vi ously South York shire, Merseyside, North ern Ire land
and the High lands & Is lands) and some old-in dus trial re gions have gained
much higher amounts of ERDF in vest ment per ca pita or unit of GVA
(Regeneris 2013).

Ex post eval u a tions have been un der taken by the Eu ro pean Com mis -
sion at the end of each programme pe riod. Eval u a tions of ERDF for the
most re cent programme pe ri ods (2000-06 and 2007-13) found that Struc -
tural Funds in ter ven tions in the UK were as so ci ated with sig nif i cant num -
bers of new and safe guarded jobs, land re de vel op ment, in creases in SME
turn over, in no va tion pro jects, train ing and skills de vel op ment, the cre ation
of com mu nity en ter prises and other re sults. (Applica et al., 2009; Applica
and Ismeri Europa 2016).

Spe cif i cally, for the 2007-13 pe riod, Applica and Ismeri Europa (2016)
con cluded that ERDF sup port up to end of 2014 led di rectly to the cre ation
of over 152,000 jobs, over 29,000 of them in SMEs and around 3,800 in re -
search (see Ta ble 8). These were the re sult, in part, of the sup port to al most
1,800 RTD pro jects and over 7,300 co op er a tion pro jects be tween en ter -
prises and re search in sti tutes, while over 52,700 busi nesses were helped to
start up. Ad di tional in vest ment sup ported is es ti mated to have in creased
GDP in the UK in 2015 by 0.1 per cent over and above what it would been
in the ab sence of the pol icy, even al low ing for the con tri bu tion made by the
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UK to its fi nanc ing. The eval u a tion fur ther es ti mated that GDP will be 0.2

per cent higher in 2023 as a result of the investment concerned.
A UK eval u a tion for ERDF in Eng land con ducted be fore the end of the

2007-13 pe riod found sim i lar or ders of mag ni tude for job-cre ation (Rege -

neris 2013). Based on programme in terim and fi nal eval u a tions, the anal y -

sis con cluded that the Eng lish ERDF programmes had cre ated around

58,000 gross jobs and safe guarded 59,500 jobs in the pe riod. Pro ject man a -

g ers ex pected a fur ther 47,920 jobs to be cre ated by 2013-15 (Ty ler 2013).

The me dian ERDF cost per gross job across all programmes was cal cu lated
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Ta ble 8: Re ported val ues of core in di ca tors of ERDF programmes in the UK,
2007-13 (at end 2014) 

Core Indicator Value up to end 2014

Aggregate Jobs 152,219

Jobs created 150,339

Number of RTD projects 1,798

Number of cooperation projects enterprises-research institutes 7,341

Number of research jobs created 3,877

Number of direct investment aid projects to SMEs 2,344

Number of start-ups supported 52,759

Number of Jobs created in SMEs (gross, full time equivalent) 29,124

km of new roads 13

km of new TEN-T roads 7

km of reconstructed roads 11

km of new railroads 2

km of TEN-T railroads 2

km of reconstructed railroads 2

Area rehabilitated (km2) 1

Number of jobs created in tourism 462

Source: Applica et al. (2016).



as 23,000 for jobs cre ated and 15,000 for jobs safe guarded – though with
wide vari a tion across programmes and pro jects.

Eval u a tions of the Eu ro pean So cial Fund (ESF) also pres ent a var ied
pic ture. Over all, ESF in Eng land is said to have overachieved in terms
of the ab so lute num ber of re sults achieved, in clud ing 257,000 peo ple gain -
ing ba sic skills against a tar get of 201,000; 688,000 par tic i pants be ing
in work on exit against a tar get of 201,000; and 1.1 mil lion be ing in work six 
months af ter exit com pared to a tar get of 238,000 (Kear ney and Lloyd
2016). An im pact anal y sis com pleted in 2011, based on data from the first
half of the 2007-13 programme pe riod, sug gested that ESF had been suc -
cess ful in con trib ut ing to wards re duc ing re gional dif fer ences in em ploy -
ment rates and skill lev els, largely driven by more pro vi sion be ing avail able 
in ar eas with low em ploy ment rates, but the im pacts on Job Seeker Al low -
ance claim ants (the larg est claim ant group) were small (Ainsworth et al.
2011). An eval u a tion of the net im pacts of ESF em ploy ment pro vi sion on
the ben e fit re ceipt and em ploy ment rate of par tic i pants in Eng land found
ESF pro vi sion to be ef fec tive for In ca pac ity Ben e fit and Em ploy ment Sup -
port Al low ance par tic i pants over the 52 weeks fol low ing par tic i pa tion
(Ainsworth and Mar low 2011). Pos i tive eval u a tion find ings were also
found in Scot land, where a sur vey of ESF train ing sup port for un em ployed
and economically inactive people was largely an effective route towards
employment for participants (Hall Aitken 2012).

Not with stand ing these re ported out comes, meta-re views of re search
on the ef fec tive ness of Struc tural Funds have not al ways been con clu sive,
find ing dif fi culty in iden ti fy ing the spe cific con tri bu tion of the Funds
(Polverari and Bachtler 2014; EPRC 2010). On the one hand, the per for -
mance of UK as sisted ar eas over the past two programme pe ri ods has been
mixed and no sig nif i cant catch ing-up can be ob served across all re gions.
Also, additionality is dif fi cult to es tab lish, as Struc tural Funds have gen e -
r ally been used in the UK to fund sim i lar forms of in ter ven tion to those
which are do mes ti cally-funded, and it is not ev i dent that out comes and im -
pacts achieved are sig nif i cantly dif fer ent than for cor re spond ing ac tiv ity
sup ported with do mes tic fund ing.

On the other hand, re search has high lighted sev eral ar eas where EU
Struc tural Funds have re sulted in eco nomic de vel op ment ac tiv ity be ing ex -
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panded, be yond what would have taken place in the ab sence of EU fund ing,
es pe cially in the less-de vel oped re gions (Regeneris 2013; Polverari and
Bachtler 2014; Bachtler et al. 2016; Di Cataldo 2016). The EU programmes 
have en tailed a con sid er able le ver age of other fund ing sources, es pe cially
pri vate funds. They brought a sig nif i cantly higher level of re sources to the
UK’s Ob jec tive 1 / Con ver gence re gions and fa cil i tated a more com pre hen -
sive ef fort to wards re struc tur ing than is likely to have been made avail able
from any do mes tic ini tia tive. The mat i cally, from the mid-1990s, the Funds
helped shift the re gional de vel op ment pri or i ties of UK in ter ven tions, as
well as con trib ut ing to the mainstreaming of gen der equal ity, and en vi ron -
men tal sustainability, as well as the tar get ing of com mu nity de vel op ment.
The in creased fo cus on fi nan cial en gi neer ing in stru ments led to the cre ation 
of higher num bers of in di vid ual funds (and higher lev els of fund ing) which
may be more du ra ble in ter ven tions than con ven tional grant and loan
schemes. The Funds also con trib uted to im proved policy-making practices
in areas such as strategic planning, partnership-working, monitoring and
evaluation.

Over all, how ever, the chal lenges that the Funds sought to ad dress
in struc tur ally weak re gional econ o mies in the UK – low pro duc tiv ity, low
en tre pre neur ship and in no va tion, high un em ploy ment and worklessness –
were so fun da men tal that EU fund ing could only be part of the so lu tion.
While the Funds had a pos i tive in flu ence, they were of ten of in suf fi cient
mag ni tude or du ra bil ity to in duce a wider trans for ma tion of the re gional
econ omy (DCLG 2012; Bachtler et al. 2013; Charles and Michie 2013).
How ever, the re duc tion or in ter rup tion of fund ing may have ma jor im pli ca -
tions for re gional eco nomic per for mance (Di Cataldo 2016; Woolford
2016) which brings us to the ques tion of what UK do mes tic pol i cies will do
to pro mote re gional and lo cal growth fol low ing the loss of Struc tural Funds.

WHITHER UK REGIONAL POLICY
AFTER STRUCTURAL FUNDS?

Re gional pol icy in the UK pre dates EU Struc tural Funds and the UK
ap proach to re gional de vel op ment has con tin ued to evolve in de pend ently.
It has, though, been in flu enced in the al lo ca tion of re sources by the co-fund -
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ing of EU Co he sion pol icy and in the pro vi sion of re gional aid by EU Com -
pe ti tion Pol icy con trol of State aids, as well as other EU reg u la tory frame -
works such as those re lat ing to pub lic pro cure ment and the en vi ron ment
(e.g. Natura 2000). The chal lenges for UK policymakers are whether and
how to de velop a new ap proach to spa tial im bal ances in a new po lit i cal con -
text and with out the guar an teed funding but also obligations of EU Co he -
sion policy.

The post-Brexit po lit i cal de bate has been char ac ter ised by dis cus sion of 
eco nomic and so cial di vi sions across age groups, so cial classes and ar eas
and the ap pro pri ate role of gov ern ment. The UK Prime Min is ter Theresa
May has pre sented her pol icy ap proach as3 “a coun try that works for ev ery -
one… built on the val ues of fair ness and op por tu nity”, with spe cific
references to spatial imbalance:

“within our so ci ety to day, we see di vi sion and un fair ness all
around… …Be tween the wealth of Lon don and the rest of the coun try…
[we] need to rebalance the econ omy across sec tors and ar eas in or der
to spread wealth and pros per ity around the coun try… And we will iden -
tify the places that have the po ten tial to con trib ute to eco nomic growth
and be come the homes to mil lions of new jobs… That means in spir ing
an eco nomic and cul tural re vival of all of our great re gional cit ies.”
The re named De part ment of Busi ness, En ergy and In dus trial Strat egy

(DBEIS) and a new Cab i net Com mit tee for in dus trial strat egy (in clud ing
the Sec re tar ies of State for 11 de part ments) are tasked with de vel op ing
a cross-pol icy in dus trial strat egy with the stated aim “to put the United
King dom in a strong po si tion for the fu ture, pro mot ing a di ver sity of in dus -
trial sec tors and en sur ing the ben e fits of growth are shared across cit ies
and re gions up and down the coun try [em pha sis added].”

Of par tic u lar note is the (re)em pha sis put on “the im por tance of place”
as a prin ci ple in form ing the de vel op ment of the UK’s in dus trial strat egy by
the DBEIS Min is ter, Greg Clark:

“the truth is eco nomic growth does not ex ist in the ab stract. It hap -
pens in par tic u lar places when a busi ness… is set up, or takes on more
peo ple, or ex pands its pro duc tion. And the places in which you do busi -
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ness are a big part of de ter min ing how well you can do. And they’re
very dif fer ent places… Yet for too long, gov ern ment pol icy has treated
ev ery place as if they were iden ti cal… but what is needed in each place
is dif fer ent, and our strat egy must re flect that.”
What this means in prac tice is still un clear, whether it im plies con ti nu -

ity with pre vi ous pol icy state ments and com mit ments, as out lined the UK
“pro duc tiv ity plan” (HMT 2015), or a new di rec tion. De tails are be ing elab -
o rated in a Green Pa per on In dus trial Strat egy,4 but, in as sess ing the re -
gional di men sion of the fu ture UK in dus trial strat egy, there are several key
issues to consider.

The first con cerns the scale of am bi tion. UK gov ern ment state ments
about spa tial in equal ity and the need for rebalancing are not new. The past
two de cades have seen a suc ces sion of White Pa pers and re views (see
Box 1), in each case ex press ing con cern about the overconcentration of eco -
nomic ac tiv ity in south-east Eng land, of ten tak ing a year-zero ap proach
of dis miss ing the his tor i cal pol icy re cord as largely in ef fec tive, and as ser t -
ing that the new pol icy ap proach will be rad i cally dif fer ent. Yet, po lit i cal
rhet o ric has not been matched by the scale of pol icy and in sti tu tional re form 
re quired or the level of resourcing needed. For ex am ple, in 2010, the in com -
ing Con ser va tive gov ern ment’s pro claimed need to rebalance the econ omy
was not as so ci ated with a greater com mit ment of re sources for re gional and
local development, which thereafter were on a downward trend.

Over the pe riod from 2010-11 to 2014-15 spend ing by the UK Gov ern -
ment on lo cal growth programmes in Eng land is cal cu lated as 6.2 bil lion,
just over half of the 11.2 bil lion spent by the Re gional De vel op ment Agen -
cies over the pre vi ous five-year pe riod 2005-06 to 2009-10 (NAO 2013).
Lower spend ing is not con fined to Eng land: iden ti fi able spend ing on en ter -
prise and eco nomic de vel op ment in North ern, Ire land and Wales also de -
clined by be tween 25 and 30 per cent. Fu ture spend ing com mit ments will
need to take ac count of whether and how to re place the 10 bn cur rently al -
lo cated to re gions through EU Struc tural Funds and cru cially whether its re -
gional dis tri bu tion will fol low the EU ap proach. As Di Cataldo (2016) has
shown in a com par i son of fund ing flows in South York shire and Cornwall,
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the abrupt down grad ing or in ter rup tion of fund ing flows (as oc curred

in South York shire fol low ing the loss of Ob jec tive 1 sta tus in 2007) has im -

pli ca tions for the prom is ing eco nomic trends in Cornwall, West Wales and

other regions benefiting substantially from Structural Funds.
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Box 1: UK Gov ern ment pol icy state ments on re gional pol icy, 1997-2015

Our econ omy can not grow as it should while it is so skewed to wards Lon don
and the south east.…

The UK’s con tin ued na tional pros per ity de pends on cit ies out side the cap i tal
do ing better.

Fix ing the Foun da tions, HMT 2015

My pro pos als are de signed to help all re gions in no vate, grow and in crease
their ab so lute wealth. By fo cus ing on rais ing our per for mance in ev ery town and
city we will re turn our econ omy to sus tained, long term growth.

Heseltine Re view, 2012

Our econ omy has be come more and more un bal anced, with our for tunes
hitched to a few in dus tries in one cor ner of the coun try, while we let other sec tors
like man u fac tur ing slide. To day our econ omy is heavily re li ant on just a few in -
dus tries and a few re gions – par tic u larly Lon don and the South East. This re ally
mat ters.

Prime Min is ter Da vid Cameron, 2010

Re gional pol icy is at the heart of our ef forts to reach this goal – en sur ing that
eco nomic pros per ity reaches ev ery part of the coun try and that ev ery one, no mat -
ter where they live, has the chance to make the most of their po ten tial. For too
long, too many na tions and re gions of the United King dom have been al lowed to
fall be hind; for too long there have been huge dif fer ences in pros per ity within re -
gions; and for too long too many peo ple have been left out, their tal ents wasted.

A Mod ern Re gional Pol icy, HMT/DTI/ODPM, 2003

The new ap proach will be based on putt ing greater em pha sis on growth
within all re gions and strength en ing the build ing blocks for eco nomic suc cess by
boost ing re gional ca pac ity for in no va tion, en ter prise and skills de vel op -
ment…….Our goal is to in crease the rate of growth in all re gions by ad dress ing
underperformance and build ing on suc cess.

UK White Pa per, DTI, 2001



More fun da men tally, as re cent anal y ses of spa tial im bal ance have noted 
(Mar tin et al, 2015; McCann 2016), re gional in equal ity can not be ad e -
quately ad dressed within the ex ist ing in sti tu tional and pol icy par a digm – by 
reconfiguring yet again the mix of busi ness and in fra struc ture sup port or the 
de liv ery sys tem. Ar gu ably, it re quires rad i cal re form and de cen tral iza tion
of the in sti tu tional struc ture com pris ing the UK’s na tional po lit i cal eco n o -
my with re spect to gov er nance, fi nance, tax a tion and ac count abil ity. It is
this scale of re form against which the UK’s in dus trial strat egy will need to
be judged.

A sec ond ques tion is how the ra tio nale and ob jec tives for a place-based
in dus trial strat egy are con cep tual ised. For over 30 years, the pri mary mo ti -
va tion for UK re gional pol icy has been al most ex clu sively one of eco nomic
ef fi ciency, framed in terms of im prov ing the con tri bu tion of re gions to na -
tional growth and “com pet i tive ness” through in vest ment sup port for en ter -
prise, in no va tion and pro duc tiv ity in re gions and cit ies. The tra di tional
com mit ments to so cial jus tice that un der pin EU Co he sion Pol icy and many
na tional re gional pol i cies in Eu rope – that in di vid u als have an en ti tle ment
to equal liv ing stan dards and op por tu ni ties wher ever they live – has been
sig nif i cantly ab sent. This is re flected in the nar row terms of the re gional
eco nomic de bate in the UK when as sess ing the scope, justification and
effectiveness of the policy or individual measures.

From an in ter na tional per spec tive, the UK is some thing of an out lier
(Davies et al 2015). In Ger many, the Grundgesetz, or ba sic law, of the Fed e -
ral Re pub lic man dates the gov ern ment to pur sue a con sti tu tional goal
of equiv a lent liv ing con di tions (gleichwertige Lebensverh&&altnisse) (Bun -
destag 2010). This pro vides the ra tio nale not just for re gional eco nomic
po l i cy but also fis cal equal iza tion sys tems to en sure equal ac cess to pub lic
ser vices. Re gional pol icy in France is sim i larly grounded in a con sti tu tional
pro vi sion re quir ing gov ern ment mea sures “pro mot ing equal ity be tween ter -
ri to rial au thor i ties”. State ac tion un der the French pol icy of  amenagement′
du territoire has the ob jec tive of in creas ing re gional eco nomic com pet i tive -
ness but also ter ri to rial and so cial co he sion (MEF 2015).

Like wise, the Ital ian con sti tu tion has a com mit ment to State in ter ven -
tion to pro mote socio-eco nomic de vel op ment across the ter ri tory to en sure
that all cit i zens, ir re spec tive of where they live, have equal eco nomic and
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so cial rights. Thus, re gional pol icy is de signed to sup port both in vest ment
and pub lic ser vices, as a means of stim u lat ing more equal eco nomic growth
and so cial op por tu ni ties (DSCE 2012; MCT 2014). Re gional pol i cies
in sev eral other coun tries – Fin land, Nor way, Po land, Por tu gal, Spain, Swe -
den, Swit zer land – have con sti tu tional or pol icy ob jec tives for bal anced de -
vel op ment and sol i dar ity that in clude equal liv ing con di tions, ac cess to ser -
vices, wellbeing or other as pects of so cial co he sion. For the UK de bate on
re sponses to ter ri to rial in equal ity in the UK, there fore, an im por tant is sue is
whether social cohesion should similarly be part of the mandate of future
regional policy.

The third is sue for the ap proach to re gional de vel op ment in the UK is
the spa tial in sti tu tional frame work for ad dress ing in equal ity and spe cif i -
cally how the lack of co her ence in ter ri to rial de vel op ment policymaking
can be ad dressed. Over the past two de cades, de vo lu tion has trans ferred
pow ers asym met ri cally to Scot land, North ern Ire land and Wales. In Eng -
land, po lit i cal and policymaking power re mains cen tral ised in Lon don. The
de-con cen tra tion of pol icy re spon si bil i ties to re gional gov ern ment of fices
in the 1990s, and sub se quently the cre ation of re gional de vel op ment agen -
cies and (in di rectly elected) re gional as sem blies, was re versed over
the 2008-12 pe riod with the ab o li tion of all re gional gov er nance struc tures
in fa vour of a “localist” agenda em bod ied in Lo cal En ter prise Part ner ships
based on as so ci a tions of lo cal au thor i ties. Eng land is the only large coun try
in west ern Eu rope that does not have some form of region al ised gov er -
nance. Across the whole of the UK, lo cal au thor ity pow ers have also been
progressively weakened and subject to more central control over the past
four decades.

The UK Gov ern ment has re cently ini ti ated a new phase of de vo lu tion
in Eng land, no ta bly through the Cit ies and Lo cal Gov ern ment De vo lu tion
Act 2016 to in tro duce di rectly-elected may ors to com bined lo cal au thor i ties 
in Eng land and Wales as a ba sis for de volv ing hous ing, trans port, plan ning
and po lic ing pow ers to this new level. Spe cific ini tia tives to in vest in trans -
port, sci ence and in no va tion in north ern Eng lish cit ies have also been taken
un der the head ing “North ern Pow er house”, and sim i larly for the Mid lands
(“Mid lands En gine”), and City Deals have been agreed with 28 ur ban ar eas
across the UK in three waves of sup port. While wel come as a step to wards
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fur ther de vo lu tion and greater fo cus on struc tur ally weak re gions, this Eng -
lish de vo lu tion pro cess is still in its early days, will not cover all parts
of Eng land, and rep re sents significantly less devolution than to Scotland,
Wales and Northern Ireland.

These pro cesses are incentivising new stra te gic think ing at ur ban level
in Eng land, but there are im por tant ques tions about the re la tion ship of the
new city re gions with the wider re gional con text, the trans par ency of re -
source al lo ca tion, the de gree of con trol of city-re gion ad min is tra tions over
rev e nue and ex pen di ture, sta bil ity across elec toral and bud get ary cy cles,
and ac count abil ity to lo cal and re gional con stit u en cies (Mar tin et al. 2015;
O’Brien and Pike 2015). Of par tic u lar con cern is the po si tion of smaller ci -
t ies and towns which have long-stand ing eco nomic de vel op ment prob lems
dat ing back in some cases to the 1980s which are out side the city re gions
but are im por tant for par tic u lar sub-re gional or ru ral econ o mies. In the ab -
sence of a co her ent re gional frame work for plan ning and im ple ment ing eco -
nomic de vel op ment, these “eco nomic shadowlands” may be ex cluded from
a city-fo cused de vel op ment strat egy, lack ing the re sources to de velop their
own strat e gies but also with in suf fi cient po lit i cal in flu ence and ca pac ity
to bid ef fec tively for gov ern ment fund ing or make deals.

The mech a nisms for co or di na tion and par tic i pa tion are im por tant el e -
ments of the emerg ing struc tures. One of the un der ly ing prin ci ples of Co he -
sion pol icy is multi-level gov er nance in pro gram ming and im ple men ta tion,
re quir ing (at least in prin ci ple) both ver ti cal co or di na tion be tween dif fer ent
lev els of gov ern ment and hor i zon tal co or di na tion across gov ern ment de -
part ments and with non-gov ern ment ac tors. Stra te gic ref er ence doc u ments
at EU and na tional/sub-na tional lev els pro vide a frame work for the de sign
and de liv ery of in ter ven tions (em u lated in some, less pre scrip tive do mes tic
equiv a lents at UK and De volved Ad min is tra tion lev els). The prin ci ple
of part ner ship em bod ied in the EU reg u la tions chal lenged the cen tral ised,
top-down ap proach to UK re gional and in dus trial de vel op ment. EU prog -
rammes opened the door to lo cal au thor i ties, uni ver si ties, col leges, en vi ron -
men tal or ga ni za tions, vol un tary bod ies, em ploy ers’ groups and trades’ un i -
ons to be in volved in de ci sion-mak ing (at the very least in a consultative
capacity) on the design of programmes and delivery of interventions, and
(sometimes) selection of projects.
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Do mes tic pol icy ini tia tives over the past de cade in Eng land have lacked 
co her ence and co or di na tion, as the Na tional Au dit Of fice (2013) re port on
lo cal eco nomic growth in Eng land con cluded. The re cent cre ation of
a multi-de part men tal UK Cab i net com mit tee to gov ern the ap proach to in -
dus trial strat egy may be the start of a more stra te gic and co or di nated ap -
proach to ter ri to rial de vel op ment in Eng land, but it begs the ques tion
of how other stake holders will be in volved. As O’Brien and Pike (2015)
noted with re spect to City Deals, they “pro vide a chan nel for cen tre-lo cal
com mu ni ca tion and re la tions, po ten tial em pow er ment of lo cal ac tors, pro -
mo tion of lo cal in no va tion and tai lored ap proaches, and mech a nisms for
gov er nance re form. How ever, this ap proach has also reframed cen tre–lo cal
re la tions as transactional exchanges” between unequal partners in terms
of information, resources and capacity.

A wider is sue is the lack of an in sti tu tion al ised frame work for the UK
as a whole. Scot land, Wales and North ern Ire land each have es tab lished
gov ern ment struc tures, but are deal ing with dif fi cult stra te gic ques tions re -
gard ing the rel a tive em pha sis given to pro mot ing growth in the key ur ban
cen tres ver sus bal anced ter ri to rial de vel op ment, as well as the ap pro pri ate
in sti tu tional ar range ments for sub-re gional in volve ment in lo cal and re -
gional de vel op ment. All three parts of the UK share some of the struc tural
prob lems of north ern Eng lish re gions, and they have sig nif i cant and
(in some cases) wid en ing sub-re gional dif fer ences in GVA, pro duc tiv ity
and em ploy ment per for mance. Struc tural Funds have been an im por tant
com po nent in their re gional and lo cal de vel op ment strat e gies over the long
term, and they face im por tant chal lenges in sus tain ing pos i tive eco nomic
per for mance in re gions such as West Wales or the High lands & Is lands.
Fur ther, as il lus trated in Ta ble 6 above, all three De volved Ad min is tra tions
have been ac tive par tic i pants in Eu ro pean Ter ri to rial Co op er a tion or other
cross-bor der, inter-re gional and trans na tional net works with EU part ners.
Al though they and other UK au thor i ties could con tinue to par tic i pate
in Interreg programmes af ter Brexit, their in volve ment would need to be
funded wholly from domestic resources, with difficult questions of affor -
dability in continuing engagement as “third-country” partners.

The asym met ric evo lu tion of de vo lu tion ar range ments has left the UK
with out well-de vel oped mech a nisms for co or di nat ing pol icy ob jec tives and 
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in stru ments for ter ri to rial im bal ance across the con stit u ent parts of the UK

or even plat forms and net works for shar ing in for ma tion and pol icy ex pe ri -

ences among gov ern ment au thor i ties be yond Struc tural Funds. Again, this

con trasts with other Eu ro pean coun tries which gen er ally have for mal or in -

for mal co or di na tion and co op er a tion sys tems across lev els of gov ern ment

both un der fed eral sys tems (e.g. Aus tria, Ger many, Swit zer land) or coun t -

ries with devolved systems of government (e.g. Italy, Spain).
Lastly, the policymaking pro cess for ter ri to rial de vel op ment needs

to be re con sid ered. UK pol icy in this field has of ten been char ac ter ised by

the sud den in tro duc tion or ces sa tion of re gional and lo cal growth pol icy ini -

tia tives for no rea son other than changes in po lit i cal re quire ments on di rec -

tion and tim ing. The con se quences are ev i dent in weak nesses in strat egy de -

vel op ment, ob jec tive-set ting, im ple men ta tion plan ning, per for mance mea -

sure ment, eval u a tion, con ti nu ity of fund ing, trans par ency and dem o cratic

ac count abil ity (NAO, 2013). EU Struc tural Funds have been de liv ered

through multi-an nual programmes that pro vided a sta ble, pre dict able in -

vest ment frame work for re gional and lo cal or ga ni za tions that tran scended

elec toral cy cles, min is te rial changes and short-term do mes tic bud get ho ri -

zons. Programmes were also obliged to dem on strate a stra te gic ap proach to

re gional chal lenges, and had to be jus ti fied with ref er ence to anal y sis of ter -

ri to rial strengths and weak nesses. Lat terly, for the 2014-20 pe riod, they

also had to dem on strate that the pre-con di tions for ef fec tive spend ing were

in place (ex ante conditionalities), frame objectives with reference to plan -

ned outcomes and provide the intervention logic linking the two.
The UK ap proach also con trasts with the more con sid ered and open

policymaking pro cess in the ter ri to rial de vel op ment field of some other Eu ro -

pean coun tries. In Ger many, re gional pol icy re views are based on ex ten sive

ev i dence gath er ing, con sul ta tion across gov ern ment de part ments and lev els 

of gov ern ment, and par lia men tary hear ings be fore pol icy changes are in tro -

duced. In Nor way, pol icy change is based on a four-year cy cle of eval u a -

tion, anal y sis and open con sul ta tion lead ing up to a White Pa per. Other

coun tries have sim i lar pro cesses of pol icy de vel op ment from which the UK

could use fully learn.
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CONCLUSIONS

In the wake of the EU ref er en dum vote, the UK Gov ern ment has the
dual prob lem of man ag ing the UK’s exit from the EU – re ferred to by UK
min is ters as the “most com plex ne go ti a tion of all time’ – while de vel op ing
a do mes tic pol icy programme ca pa ble of re spond ing to pro found pop u lar
dis sat is fac tion with eco nomic and so cial in equal ity across the UK. The loss
of EU Struc tural Funds, which have been part of the UK pol icy land scape
for over 40 years, is one con se quence of Brexit and in volves im por tant
ques tions as to whether and what kind of do mes tic re gional de vel op -
ment ap proach will take their place at dif fer ent spa tial scales and lev els of
gov ern ment.

The dis rup tive na ture of Brexit pro vides chal lenges, no ta bly over com -
ing the loss of EU fi nance and the de sir able parts of its ad min is tra tive ar ran -
ge ments. This can also be viewed as an op por tu nity for a sub stan tial trans -
for ma tion of pol icy and gov er nance that be gins to rebalance the most un -
equal de vel oped coun try in Eu rope. Whether the UK Gov ern ment, in par -
tic u lar, but also the De volved Ad min is tra tions have the com mit ment to ad -
dress ing the fun da men tal causes of ter ri to rial in equal ity and to im ple ment
rad i cal so lu tions, in clud ing the will ing ness to learn from other mod els of re -
gional and lo cal de vel op ment, will be an im por tant de ter mi nant of whether
the UK re ally be comes “a coun try that works for ev ery one”.
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Дж. Бач тлер

BREXIT И РЕГИОНАЛЬНОЕ РАЗВИТИЕ
В ВЕЛИКОБРИТАНИИ: КАКОЕ БУДУЩЕЕ ЖДЕТ

РЕГИОНАЛЬНУЮ ПОЛИТИКУ ПОСЛЕ
СТРУКТУРНЫХ ФОНДОВ?

Ре зуль та ты ре фе рен ду ма по воп ро су вы хо да из со ста ва ЕС су щес т -
вен но раз ли ча ют ся по ре ги о нам Ве ли коб ри та нии. Ре фе рен дум по ка зал
чет кие раз ли чия в мне ни ях из би ра те лей как в за ви си мос ти от воз рас та,
об ра зо ва ния, за ня тос ти и при над леж нос ти к тому или ино му со ци аль но -
му клас су, так и по тер ри то ри аль но му при зна ку. В ка чес тве глав но го
фак то ра, об ъ яс ня ю ще го эти раз ли чия, рас смат ри ва ет ся про стра н -
ствен ное не ра ве нство.

В на сто я щее вре мя одним из важ ней ших ис точ ни ков со кра ще ния не -
ра ве нства в эко но ми чес ком раз ви тии тер ри то рий яв ля ют ся сре дства
ЕС. Струк тур ные фон ды ЕС в те че ние 40 лет со став ля ют важ ную
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часть ре ги о наль ной по ли ти ки Ве ли коб ри та нии, без со фи нан си ро ва ния со 
сто ро ны ЕС зна чи тель ная часть мер ре ги о наль ной и про мыш лен ной по -
ли ти ки, ве ро ят но, была бы су щес твен но уре за на. Ре ги о наль ное рас пре де -
ле ние фи нан си ро ва ния ЕС в Ве ли коб ри та нии осно вы ва ет ся на при нци пе,
со глас но ко то ро му бо лее бед ные ре ги о ны дол жны по лу чать боль ше фи -
нан си ро ва ния из Струк тур ных фон дов в рас че те на душу на се ле ния.

По те ря струк тур ных фон дов ЕС яв ля ет ся одним из сле дствий Brexit, 
и это по рож да ет ряд важ ных воп ро сов от но си тель но того, ка ким бу дет 
под ход к ре ги о наль но му раз ви тию на раз ных уров нях го су да рствен но го
управ ле ния. По те ря этих ис точ ни ков фи нан си ро ва ния ока жет су щес т -
вен ное вли я ние на на и ме нее раз ви тые ре ги о ны Ве ли коб ри та нии, а так же
на быв шие про мыш лен ные ре ги о ны, яв ля ю щи е ся основ ны ми бе не фи ци а -
ра ми фи нан си ро ва ния ЕС.

Про цесс раз ра бот ки по ли ти ки, сти му ли ру ю щей тер ри то ри аль ное
раз ви тие, тре бу ет пе ре смот ра. На про тя же нии бо лее чем 30 лет в осно -
ве ре ги о наль ной по ли ти ки Ве ли коб ри та нии ле жа ли ис клю чи тель но со об -
ра же ния эко но ми чес кой эф фек тив нос ти с точ ки зре ния по вы ше ния
вкла да ре ги о нов в рост на ци о наль ной эко но ми ки и об ес пе че ние ее кон ку -
рен тос по соб нос ти.

Brexit мож но рас смат ри вать и как воз мож ность су щес твен ной
транс фор ма ции по ли ти ки и управ ле ния, ко то рая по зво лит сба лан си ро -
вать си ту а цию в са мой не рав но мер но раз ви той стра не Евро пы.

Клю че вые сло ва: Brexit; Ве ли коб ри та ния; Струк тур ные фон ды ЕС;
ре ги о наль ное не ра ве нство; ре ги о наль ная про мыш лен ная по ли ти ка
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