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How successful are member states when following EU cohesion policy priorities? 
Focus on the Visegrad Four countries 

The study aims to assess the territorial context of EU cohesion policy implementation 
at the member state level following the Europe 2020 indicators. Special attention is 
paid to the Visegrad Four countries. The TOPSIS multi-criterion assessment method 
was used to monitor the progress of the EU member states in three key priorities 
(smart, sustainable and inclusive growth), but also globally in the context of cohesion 
policy as such. We concentrate on the cross-cutting years representing the period of 
the global economic and financial crisis (2010) as well as the post-crisis situation 
(2015) – the start and the midway point of achieving the Europe 2020 targets. The 
analysis has produced results confirming that the member states that joined the EU 
after 2004 have experienced different progress in the areas under consideration. Ne-
vertheless, in assessing achievement in cohesion policy as a whole, they were ranked 
among the EU's most successful nations, of V4 countries especially Poland and Slo-
vakia. This confirms the meaningfulness of the EU cohesion policy which should 
help new member state to catch up with the more developed ones. 

Key words: EU cohesion policy, Europe 2020 Strategy, member  states, Visegrad 
Four, TOPSIS method 

 

INTRODUCTION 

At the turn of the centuries, several experts in the field of political economy 
highlighted the fact that the emerging neo-liberal transformation of the European 
Union project would lead to an increase in regional disparities, notably by the ac-
cession of the new member states from the former Eastern Bloc, that the differ-
ences between member states would deepen at the national and regional levels, and 
ultimately the EU’s distribution to the rich West and poor East would only be 
highlighted (Budd 1997, Agnew 2001 and Hudson 2003). 

The situation regarding the implementation of cohesion policy and the strategic 
planning objectives for the CCE countries and the Visegrad Four countries, have 
been dealt with in the past by Budd (1997), Bachtler and Downes (2000), Pa-
raskevopoulos and Leonardi (2004), Bruszt (2008), Cotella et al. (2012), Ehrlich et 
al. (2012), Ferry and McMaster (2013), Dabrowski (2014), Gál and Lux (2014), 
Káposzta and Nagy (2015), Mrak et al. (2015) and Faragó and Varró (2016). 

The aim of this paper is to assess the geographical context concerning the im-
plementation of the EU cohesion policy objectives in light of the indicators set for 
the period from 2010 to 2015, to quantify the progress of the member states, not 
just for these indicators, but the three key priorities of the Europe 2020 strategy 
(smart, sustainable and inclusive growth) and cohesion policy as a whole. In the 
final phase of the analysis special emphasis will be placed on the progress of the 
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Visegrad Four countries as well as the individual EU geopolitical regions (old vs. 
new member countries, countries of the western, northern, southern, central and 
eastern parts of the EU). Are new member countries (joining the EU after 2004), 
and the region of Central and Eastern Europe (CCE), including the Visegrad Four 
countries, really making more progress compared to other parts of Europe in the 
case of Cohesion Policy indicators and its main priorities according to the intention 
and focus of the EU’s cohesion policy? 

In addition, our study compares the performance of countries measured by indi-
vidual cohesion indicators at the time of the global economic and financial crisis on 
the one hand (2010) and after the crisis on the other (2015), while also representing 
the midway point in meeting the Europe 2020 objectives. 

 
THEORETICAL  BACKGROUND 

Marlier et al. (2010) introduce the Europe 2020 strategy based on its intercon-
nected pillars, key priorities and headline targets. These are supported by several 
accompanying documents (flagship initiatives) and guidelines. With this logic in 
mind, Europe 2020 has been organized around three integrated pillars (European 
Commission 2010a and 2010b) – macroeconomic surveillance, fiscal surveillance 
and thematic coordination. 

The March 2010 European Council agreed to the European Commission's pro-
posal to launch a new Strategy for Jobs and Growth, Europe 2020, based on an en-
hanced socio-economic policy coordination. According to the European Commis-
sion (2010a), Europe 2020 is expected to mutually reinforcing smart growth 
(strengthening knowledge and innovation as drivers of future growth), sustainable 
growth (promoting a more resource efficient, greener and more competitive econo-
my) and inclusive growth (fostering and high-employment economy delivering 
social and territorial cohesion). This priority is about empowering people through 
high levels of employment, investing in skills, fighting poverty and modernizing 
labour markets, training and social protection systems to help people anticipate and 
manage, change and build a cohesive society. 

As McCann (2015) notes, there are several studies that confirm the positive ef-
fect on economic growth by measures implemented under EU cohesion policy (e.g. 
de la Fuente and Vives 1995, Cappelen et al. 2003, In’t Veld 2007, Gáková et al. 
2009, Ferrara et al. 2010, Becker et al. 2012a, Garcilazo and Rodriguez-Pose 2013 
and Pellegrini et al. 2013). The contribution of the cohesion policy in the economic 
field is confirmed by other authors, but they are more cautious (e.g. Midelfart-
Knarvik and Overman 2002, Soukiazis and Antunes 2006, Becker et al. 2012b, 
Filippetti and Peyrache 2015). Finally, the last group of studies question the posi-
tive contribution of the EU’s cohesion policy (e.g. Fagerberg and Verspagen 1996, 
Dalľerba and Hewings 2003, Rodriguez-Pose and Fratesi 2004, Dalľerba and Le-
Gallo 2008), some, in relation to economic growth, even speak of its negative im-
pact (e.g. Dalľerba and LeGallo 2007, Dalľerba et al. 2009 and Checherita et al. 
2009). McCann (2015) concludes his analysis by stating that more than three-
quarters of the studies demonstrate the positive effect of EU cohesion policy on the 
economy of the territorial units. However, these assertions are regionally condi-
tioned, which means that in the context of some subnational units, cohesion policy 
can have a very positive impact on the economy, but only a minimal or even nega-
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tive impact elsewhere. Several factors such as the national context (Percoco 2013), 
the institutional background (Garcilazo and Rodriguez-Pose 2013), the implemen-
tation process (Becker et al. 2012a) and the impact of territorial units (LeGallo et 
al. 2011) are mentioned in this context. 

Recently, several studies that discuss various aspects and ways of assessing the 
success of the Europe 2020 strategy have been published. They highlight several 
key moments as the relationship with the Lisbon Strategy (Walburn 2010), public 
financial expenditures (Hoedl 2011) market power Europe (Damro 2012), recent 
EU poverty and social exclusion (Copeland and Daly, 2012). Possible ways of re-
solving existing methodological problems (such as measuring progress towards the 
objectives of the Strategy) are proposed, for example, by Pasimeni (2013) and Rap-
pai (2016). The empirical part of our study will focus on the dynamics of cohesion 
indicators for individual member states, evaluating them in the context of the prior-
ities of the Europe 2020 strategy in the mid-term (2010 – 2015). 

 
METHODOLOGY 

In the empirical part of the study we utilised eleven Europe 2020 headline indi-
cators at a national level for 2010 – 2015 (Tab. 1), which are divided into three are-
as to monitor progress in the key priorities of Cohesion Policy (European Commis-
sion 2010a). 

 
Tab. 1. The Europe 2020 global priorities and headline indicators 

Source: Eurostat (2018). 

 

We did not use Greenhouse gas emissions in ESD Sectors (Sustainable Growth) 
and People at risk of poverty after social transfers (Inclusive Growth), which we 
considered to have largely coincided with other indicators entering the analysis. 

Smart Growth Sustainable Growth Inclusive Growth 

A Growth index of employment 
rate (age group 20-64) 

B Growth index of gross do-
mestic expenditure on R&D   
(% of GDP) 

C Growth index of greenhouse 
gas emissions 

D Growth index of share          
of renewable energy in gross 
final energy consumption (%) 

E Growth index of primary 
energy consumption (million 
tonnes of oil equivalent) 

F Growth index of final         
energy consumption (million 
tonnes of oil equivalent) 

G Growth index of early          
leavers from education and 
training (% of the population 
aged 18-24) 

H Growth index of tertiary 
educational attainment (age 
group 30-34) 

I Growth index of people at 
risk of poverty or social    
exclusion (% of total               
population) 

J Growth index of people liv-
ing in households with very 
low-work intensity (thousand 
persons) 

K Growth index of severely 
materially deprived people 
(thousand persons) 
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We are aware that it was possible to work with data on meeting the agreed tar-
get values. However, the growth index shows the progress of individual countries 
in improving the economic, environmental and social situation as well, also in the 
context of the Europe 2020 strategy, as we are working with the Europe 2020 head-
line indicators. In addition, the agreed target values are the result of political agree-
ments, which may be little or much too ambitious for several countries (especially 
if the target value is the same for all member countries, regardless of their initial 
socio-economic level). The real progress of individual countries in a given area and 
for a given period of time can thus be more accurately captured by a simple indica-
tor of the growth index, without linking to the target value (fulfilment of the target 
in %). 

In defining and assessing the geopolitical and regional units of the EU, we pro-
ceeded from the following breakdown (Tab. 2). 

 
Tab. 2. Division of the European Union into geopolitical and regional group                

of countries 

Source: Author's own elaboration. 

 

To evaluate the position of the country under study in mutual comparison based 
on the values of the set of indicators mentioned above, we use the TOPSIS method 
that finally generates a score for cohesion (European Commission 2010a) priorities 
as well as an overall cohesion policy. 

The highest values of the A, B, D, and H indicators (the greatest increase, the 
better), and the lowest values of the C, E, F, G, I, J and K indicators (the greatest 
decrease, the better) were accelerators increasing the resulting score. Each indicator 
was equally weighted in the overall result by 1/11. 

Old member 
states 

(joined EU 
before 2004) 

New mem-
ber states 

(joined EU 
in 2004,     
or after) 

Northern 
part of the 

EU 

Western part 
of the EU 

Southern 
part of the 

EU 

Central and 
Eastern part 
of the EU 

Visegrad 
Four 

Austria 

Belgium 

Denmark 

Finland 

France 

Germany 

Greece  

Ireland  

Italy  

Luxembourg 

Netherlands 

Portugal 

Spain 

Sweden  

United  

Kingdom 

Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Cyprus 

Czechia 

Estonia 

Hungary 

Latvia   

Lithuania 

Malta   

Poland  

Romania 

Slovakia 

Slovenia 

Denmark 

Finland 

Sweden 

Austria 

Belgium 

France  

Germany 

Ireland  

Luxembourg  

Netherlands 

United 

Kingdom 

Cyprus 

Greece  

Italy     

Malta   

Portugal 

Spain 

Bulgaria 

Croatia 

Czechia 

Estonia 

Hungary 

Latvia  

Lithuania 

Poland 

Romania 

Slovakia 

Slovenia 

Czechia 

Hungary 

Poland 

Slovakia 
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TOPSIS method (Technique for Order Preference by Similarity to Ideal Solu-
tion) originally developed by Hwang and Yoon (1981) is known as one of the most 
classical multi-criteria decision-making method (e.g. see also Opricovic and Tzeng 
2004, Shih et al. 2007 and Manokaran et al. 2011).  

It constitutes a representative of shortcut methods designed to minimize the dis-
tance from the ideal solution. These methods use an ideal variant as the object of 
aspiration. The selected “best” compromise variant is then the one that is according 
to the selected metrics the closest to ideal option. 

TOPSIS method provides a complete ordering of all variants. To solve the prob-
lem, the multi-criteria decision matrix as well as weight vector of individual crite-
ria have to be found out. The main principle of this method is to identify such a 
variant that is closest to the positive ideal solution, and farthest from the negative 
ideal solution. 

The calculation procedure is as follows: 

1) To calculate a normalized multi-criteria decision matrix  
R = (rij)  

using the formula: 
 

        
i = 1, 2, …, p, j = 1, 2, …, k.  

After this transformation, the columns in the matrix are vectors of unit size by 
Euclidean metrics. 

2) To calculate a weighted multi-criteria decision matrix  
W = (wij) 

the way that the j-th column is multiplied by the appropriate weight, as follows  
wij = (vjrij)  
3) To determine a positive ideal solution   
Hj = (maxiwij)  

j = 1, 2, …, k,  
and negative ideal solution 

Dj = (minjwij),  
j = 1, 2, …, k.  

4) To calculate the distance from a positive ideal solution using the formula as 
follows: 
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and from a negative ideal solution using the formula below: 

 

 

  
i = 1, 2, …, p. 

For calculation of distance, the Euclidean distance measure was utilised.  
5) To calculate a relative distance from a negative ideal solution using the for-

mula below: 

 

   
i = 1, 2, …, p. 

 

Variants are then arranged in descending order according to the ci values. 

The decision for the chosen method is based on the findings of the recent re-
search, e.g. Hajduchová (2016), which confirm that the use of multi-criteria evalua-
tion methods produces identical and, if not, then almost identical results. In this 
research, the several methods of multi-criteria evaluation were compared each oth-
er. The first of them is a method requiring ordinal information on variants accord-
ing to each criterion (method of ranking). The others belong to the group of meth-
ods using cardinal information on variants according to each criterion. The repre-
sentatives of them are benefit maximization methods (weighted sum method, basic 
variant method, AHP method and scoring method), as well as method minimizing 
the distance from the ideal variant. Method of maximum distance from basal vari-
ant, known also as TOPSIS method, is one of them, too. At the end of her work, 
the author states that the resulting evaluation (order) of the entities under study (in 
her case different variants of construction, in our case the EU Member States) is 
the same when using any of the mentioned methods. In our research we decided to 
use the latter method, the TOPSIS method. Originally, this method is used to sort 
the variants of the solution in decision-making. Analogously, however, it can also 
be used e.g. in the case of assessing the progress of countries in the context of the 
EU cohesion policy, with a view to meeting the Europe 2020 objectives. Under this 
method, countries are peer-reviewed against the outcome of the most successful 
and least successful country in a given indicator (priority, or overall), which can be 
welcomed, as the cohesion policy focuses primarily on the issue of differences be-
tween the most successful and least successful countries, or their regions. 

Calculations, chart and table attachments were developed in Microsoft Excel 
2010, maps in MapInfo Professional 9.5. 

 
RESULTS 

Cohesion Indicators 

Coefficient of variation  
In the next phase of the analysis, we took a closer look at the variation in the 

progress of the values of each indicator in achieving the three main priorities of the 
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Europe 2020 strategy (smart, sustainable and inclusive growth – Fig. 1). EU coun-
tries are most similar to each other in developing primary energy consumption 
(Coefficient of variation / CV = 5.02), greenhouse gas emissions (CV = 6.09), em-
ployment rate (CV = 6.34) and final energy consumption (CV = 6.85). On the con-
trary, the biggest differences in the development of values were monitored among 
member states in relation to severely materially deprived people (CV = 50.14) and 
renewable energy in final energy consumption (CV = 48.26). 

Fig. 1. Coefficient of variation related to indicators under study                                     
(based on Growth index data) 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 

At the level of the priorities of the strategy (Fig. 2), member states are progress-
ing at the most similar rate in the case of the Smart Growth (18.38), while the pri-
ority of Inclusive Growth shows a value of 32.39 and the greatest difference is 
demonstrated for the priority of Sustainable Growth (40.59). In this context, how-
ever, it is important to state that if we did not take into consideration the extreme 
value of renewable energy and final energy consumption in the field of environ-
ment and energy, in particular due to the aforementioned dynamic growth in the 
share of renewable energy in the final energy consumption of Malta, Sustainable 
Growth would represent the area in which states have progressed most uniformly. 
This is confirmed by the above-mentioned fact that three of the four indicators with 
the lowest variability of values are from the area of the environment and energy 
(Sustainable Growth). The area of knowledge-based economy (Smart Growth) is 
the second most successful area. The biggest problem in terms of joint develop-
ment in achieving the Europe 2020 targets was registered for the social sphere 
(Inclusive Growth). 
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Fig. 2. Coefficient of variation related to three global Europe 2020 priorities                  
(based on Growth index data) 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 

Europe 2020 Priorities 

Growth Index  
In this passage of the study, we will look more closely at the success of the EU 

countries in the progress of the values of the indicators for the individual priorities 
(smart, sustainable and inclusive growth) and altogether (i.e. overall in relation to 
the Europe 2020 strategy as such). We used the TOPSIS multi-criteria evaluation 
method for assessing individual areas of several indicators and their values. In the 
case of the Smart Growth priority (Fig. 3), Slovakia (TOPSIS Score = 0.906) and 
Bulgaria (0.807) recorded the greatest progress between 2010 and 2015, followed 
by Ireland (0.656), Greece (0.645) and Czechia (0.610). On the contrary, the worst 
results in this area were recorded in Finland (0.123), Portugal (0.124), Luxembourg 
(0.152) and Spain (0.160). In advanced economies such as those of Finland and 
Luxembourg, it can be expected that high employment and science and research 
expenditures were achieved in the previous period, which likely resulted in satura-
tion (“ceiling”) in the next period. Except for Slovakia and Czechia, the other V4 
countries also performed relatively well, as they exceeded the EU average (0.278) 
in the area of Smart Growth (Poland – 0.553 and Hungary – 0.434). Looking at the 
spatial distribution of TOPSIS scores for Smart Growth priority, we can generally 
conclude that the "new" member countries from Central and Eastern Europe 
(joining EU after 2004) have made more progress in this question over the 2010 to 
2015 period compared to the “old” member states, which is in line with the mean-
ing and objectives of EU cohesion policy. 
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Fig. 3. TOPSIS Score of the EU members states related to Smart Growth priority 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 

In assessing the environment and energy (Fig. 4), the most significant improve-
ment over the first half of the current decade was achieved by Malta (0.852), while 
the United Kingdom in second place lags behind (0.322). As noted above, Malta 
contributed to this result in particular by a significant upward shift in relation to the 
very dynamic growth of its share of renewable energy in gross final energy con-
sumption. However, in the case of other environmental indicators, the growth index 
of greenhouse gas emissions and growth index of final energy consumption, Malta 
is ranked as the least successful Member State. In these cases, the variability of 
values between countries was not too high). The top 5 was also occupied by Lux-
embourg, Greece and Cyprus (values just above 0.200). On the other hand, Bulgar-
ia (0.088), Estonia (0.097), Lithuania (0.111), Romania (0.112) and Austria (0.113) 
were the worst cases in the cross-country comparison. Hungary was just ahead of 
this group (0.119) and Poland (0.130) was under the EU average (0.143). Czechia 
(0.155) and Slovakia (0.172) achieved a better average when assessing progress in 
the environmental sphere. From the spatial point of view, it is not possible to iden-
tify more pronounced trends that would distinguish the old member states from the 
new member states, and individual geographical macro-regions of Europe. 
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Fig. 4. TOPSIS Score of the EU members states related to Sustainable Growth priority 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 

When assessing social progress (Inclusive Growth priority), there are also sev-
eral interesting facts (Fig. 5). The most significant step forward in this case has 
been taken by Latvia (0.850) and Lithuania (0.838). Behind them were Croatia 
(0.796), France (0.783) and Poland (0.775). Luxembourg (0.298), Greece (0.464) 
and Cyprus (0.531) were at the opposite end of the list, with the least significant 
progress in the social sphere between 2010 and 2015. Poland was the most success-
ful of the V4 countries in this comparison, with Hungary achieving the same value 
as the EU average (0.740). Czechia (0.681) and Slovakia (0.666) joined the ten 
countries with the least progress in achieving Inclusive Growth priority. 

At the final stage of the research, we were interested in how the member states 
were doing in following the Europe 2020 priorities globally (Fig. 6), taking into 
account their outcomes for all areas of concern (priorities). From this point of view, 
Malta was the most successful country (0.730), followed by Latvia (0.543) and 
Lithuania (0.539). The United Kingdom (0.531) and Poland (0.528) were also part 
of the Top 5. Slovakia can also be seen as successful, as it ranked sixth overall 
(0.518). The top ten is rounded out by Ireland, Estonia, France and Croatia. 
Czechia and Hungary, achieved a slightly higher value compared to the EU aver-
age, and ranked 12th and 15th respectively. The least successful country was Lux-
embourg (0.268), followed by Greece (0.393), Cyprus (0.421), Spain (0.427) and 
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Italy (0.434). From a spatial point of view, we can conclude several interesting 
findings. Within Western and Eastern Europe, two contiguous clusters of countries 
with above average progress in achieving the Europe 2020 priorities were formed. 
The first band of countries ranges from the Baltic countries through Poland and 
Slovakia to Croatia (excluding the “average” Hungary). The second significant 
concentration of contiguous countries with above-average progress in smart, sus-
tainable and inclusive growth is located in Western Europe and consists of Ireland, 
Great Britain and France. These two spatial units are formed only of countries ex-
clusively from the top ten of the resulting evaluation. They are complemented by 
Malta, which dominates the rating. 

Fig. 5. TOPSIS Score of the EU members states related to Inclusive Growth priority 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 

Finally, the results of the research were analysed within the historical and geo-
graphical context of the EU. We have evaluated the success of old and new mem-
ber countries (member countries joining EU before and after 2004), and compared 
the southern, western, northern, central and eastern parts of the EU as well as the 
Visegrad Four (Tab. 3). It was determined that the new member states made more 
progress in the areas surveyed between 2010 and 2015 compared to the old ones, 
which, given the meaningfulness and justification of the existence of EU regional 
and cohesion policy itself, can be very positive. The average overall ranking of the 
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13 member countries joining the EU after 2004 was 10.7 with an average TOPSIS 
score of 0.520. The group of old member countries achieved a value of 0.463, with 
a significantly worse average ranking (17.8). If we compare the above-mentioned 
geo-historical parts of Europe, we find that the Visegrad Four countries as well as 
of Central and Eastern Europe managed to progress the most with an average rank-
ing of 9.5 (value of 0.511) and 10.2 (0.509) respectively. The Western European 
countries showed an average ranking of 14.6 (0.471), Northern Europe had an av-
erage ranking of 18.7 (0.479) and Southern Europe recorded an average ranking of 
20.2 (0.481). It may be appreciated that cohesion policy at the country level really 
helps the “less developed” countries (younger EU members); nevertheless the pes-
simistic stagnation of the Southern Europe countries can be perceived as well, as 
they are located behind the much more advanced western and northern European 
countries when assessing the progress between the crisis and post-crisis periods as 
well as “midway” towards the target values concerning priority areas of the Europe 
2020 strategy. 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig. 6. TOPSIS Score of the EU members states related to Overall Growth  

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 
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Tab. 3. TOPSIS Score of the EU members states related to Overall Growth 

Source: Eurostat (2018), Author's own elaboration. 

 
DISCUSSION 

More than a decade after the largest expansion of the European Union predomi-
nantly to Central and Eastern Europe, including the Visegrad Four countries, it 
turned out that there was economic convergence at a national level, yet the differ-
ences between the regions have gradually widened over time (Smith and Timár 
2010 and Monastiriotis 2011). In the context of the Europe 2020 strategy imple-
mented in 2010, geared to smart, sustainable and inclusive growth, EU cohesion 
policy continues to emphasize the need to foster competitiveness, focus on the con-
cept of urban areas, but also its complementarity to the objectives of other 
“flagship” EU policies. According to Mendez (2013), excessive concentration on 
the Europe 2020 strategy objectives, in the context of the public budget crisis at the 
turn of decades, has led to the recognition that a cohesion policy had been oriented 
at the national rather than the regional level. In addition, the national dimension of 
this strategy has been reinforced by the Commission’s country-specific recommen-
dations as well as by the signing of partnership agreements with national authori-
ties. Excessive focus on the objectives of the Europe 2020 strategy inevitably leads 
to a situation where less attention is paid to sub-national territorial issues and the 
problems of specific regions, cities and municipalities (Mendez et al. 2013). 

In coordination with domestic policy makers, the contribution of regional play-
ers to territorial development issues is very limited, and regional strategies are 
more pragmatically oriented on the creation of opportunities at the highest, pan-
European level (Bachtler and McMaster 2008, Dąbrowski 2014 and Varró and 
Faragó 2015). From among the Visegrad Four countries, only in the case of Poland 
has cohesion policy been decentralized to a sub-national, regional level, but this is 
also due to the population and territorial size of the country itself and its regional 

Order Country 
TOPSIS 

Score 
Order Country 

TOPSIS 
Score 

Average 
Order 

Macro-region 
Average 
TOPSIS 

Score 

1 Malta 0.730 15 Hungary 0.497 9.5 Visegrad Four  0.511 

2 Latvia 0.543 16 Romania 0.494 10.2 Central and Eastern EU 0.509 

3 Lithuania 0.539 17 Austria 0.492 10.7 
New member states         

(after 2004) 
0.520 

4 United Kingdom 0.531 18 Portugal 0.481 14.6 Western EU 0.471 

5 Poland 0.528 19 Finland 0.480 17.8 
Old member states (before 

2004) 
0.463 

6 Slovakia 0.518 20 Belgium 0.480 18.7 Northern EU 0.479 

7 Ireland 0.515 21 Netherlands 0.474 20.2 Southern EU 0.481 

8 Estonia 0.510 22 Slovenia 0.469 - European Union 0.490 

9 France 0.508 23 Denmark 0.461    

10 Croatia 0.506 24 Italy 0.434    

11 Germany 0.499 25 Spain 0.427    

12 Czechia 0.499 26 Cyprus 0.421    

13 Bulgaria 0.499 27 Greece 0.393    

14 Sweden 0.498 28 Luxembourg 0.268    
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entities. In the other countries of the region, the principle of the centralized man-
agement of EU funds is dominated by the responsible national authority. 

Given the continued prevalence of macroeconomic conditionality and the inade-
quate adaptation of strategic planning to the conditions of CEE countries with the 
inheritance of post-socialist transformation, the effectiveness of cohesion policy to 
achieve its objectives remains rather controversial. Several studies questioned the 
assumption that the fruit of economic growth in the richer regions subsequently 
generates a similar trend in economically less developed countries (Dunford and 
Perrons 1994, Budd 2007 and Monastiriotis 2011). These findings were also sup-
ported by the political statement by the European Commission President Jean-
Claude Juncker, who, in his inaugural speech, acknowledged the need for a two-
speed Europe concept (Juncker 2014). In spite of the announced economic conver-
gence of the EU member states at the national, not sub-national, regional levels, 
some authors note widening social disparities across EU member states (e.g. Tilfor 
and Whyte 2010 and Petmesidou 2017). Our research has shown that in the envi-
ronmental field, member states are progressing similarly (low variance of progress 
values – except for the extreme case of Malta and the indicator of renewable ener-
gy in gross final energy consumption). 

 
CONCLUSION 

The study focused on assessing the success of member states in achieving pro-
gress in the main indicators of the EU cohesion policy, with a particular focus on 
the Visegrad Four countries. Slovakia, Czechia, Poland and Hungary were highly 
above average in following the Smart Growth priority, with average Sustainable 
Growth and Inclusive Growth results. In the overall assessment (for all three global 
priorities), they rank among above-average (Poland – 5th, Slovakia – 6th, Czechia 
– 12th, and Hungary – 15th).  

However, there are some limitations related to the results and their informative 
value. A comparison of the progress of values, not their current level was carried 
out (cohesion should be connected to convergence when considering the EU re-
gional policy). It does not reflect how far recent values are from the target values 
(not evaluated due to drawbacks, such as data inconsistency, target values deter-
mined by countries themselves, etc.). Therefore, further research is needed, requir-
ing better data, even at the NUTS2, and NUTS 3 levels (lack of consistent data). 

The assessment was to a certain extent influenced by the population size and 
level of economic development of the individual countries, as the two smallest EU 
countries, Malta and Luxembourg, occupied high positions. In smaller and less de-
veloped countries, one larger project, or a series of projects (measures taken), 
mainly related to one specific issue, can cause a relatively large shift forward for 
the country as a whole over a relatively short period. In Luxembourg (and other 
countries with a developed economy and a very high standard of living), it is also 
necessary to consider the possible state of saturation (they are “too developed” 
which limits the scope for their further, more dynamic shift). Another problematic 
issue relates to whether the progress that is being monitored is partly due to nation-
al policy measures rather than European ones. 

There is a need to monitor both national and sub-national differences, since pos-
itive values for the country as a whole do not necessarily mean that the state of so-
ciety is improving for the benefit of the majority, living in the economically, envi-
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ronmentally and socially differently developed EU regions and member states. 
However, the existence of a comprehensive database of cohesion policy indicators 
at the NUTS2 level and below is an indispensable condition for the monitoring of 
these sub-national trends.  

This paper was prepared with the support provided by research grant of the 
Slovak Research and Development Agency APVV-17-0079 “Population Analysis 
and Forecast of the Slovak Republic in Time-horizon 2080: Identification and 
Modelling the Impacts on Society in Different Spatial Scales”. 
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Martin Plešivčák 

 
AKO  SÚ  ÚSPEŠNÉ  ČLENSKÉ  ŠTÁTY  PRI  PLNENÍ  PRIORÍT           

POLITIKY  SÚDRŽNOSTI  EÚ? 
 

Predložená štúdia sa zamerala na zhodnotenie úspešnosti členských krajín pri dosahova-
ní progresu v hlavných indikátoroch kohéznej politiky EÚ, so špeciálnou pozornosťou ve-
novanou krajinám Vyšehradskej štvorky. Slovensko, Česko, Poľsko a Maďarsko boli pri 
dosahovaní cieľa inteligentného rastu vysoko nadpriemerné, pričom ciele udržateľného a 
inkluzívneho rastu sú v ich prípade na úrovni priemeru EÚ. V celkovom hodnotení (pre 
všetky tri priority) však patria medzi európsky nadpriemer. 

Pri posudzovaní krajín však existujú určité obmedzenia pri zisteniach a ich výpovednej 
hodnote. Uskutočnilo sa porovnanie týkajúce sa vývoja hodnôt, nie ich súčasnej úrovne. 
Hodnotenie výsledkov politiky súdržnosti by však malo byť v kontexte regionálnej politiky 
EÚ spojené najmä s cieľom konvergencie. Prezentovaná analýza nereflektuje, ako sú do-
stupné hodnoty vzdialené od cieľových hodnôt. Nebolo to možné vyhodnotiť z viacerých 
dôvodov, napr. z dôvodu nekonzistentnosti údajov, faktu, že cieľové hodnoty sú stanovova-
né samotnými krajinami atď. Preto si skúmaná problematika vyžaduje ďalší výskum, ktorý 
je prioritne závislý od komplexnejšej databázy na úrovniach NUTS2, resp. NUTS3 
(absencia konzistentných údajov). Hodnotenie bolo do istej miery s vysokou pravdepodob-
nosťou ovplyvnené aj populačnou veľkosťou a ekonomickou rozvinutosťou jednotlivých 
krajín, keďže populačne dve najmenšie krajiny EÚ, Malta a Luxembursko, obsadili v rámci 
rebríčka hraničné pozície. Pri malých a menej rozvinutých krajinách jeden väčší projekt, 
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resp. súbor projektov (opatrení) i v jednej konkrétnej oblasti, môže spôsobiť pomerne veľký 
posun krajiny ako celku vpred za relatívne krátke obdobie. Pri Luxembursku (a ďalších 
krajinách s vyspelou ekonomikou a vysokou životnou úrovňou) je zasa potrebné uvažovať 
aj nad možným stavom saturácie (sú “príliš rozvinuté”, čo limituje priestor na ich dynamic-
kejší posun vpred). Ďalší problém hodnotenia spočíva v diskusii o tom, či sledovaný prog-
res nemôže byť sčasti spôsobený opatreniami národnej politiky, a nie európskej. Vynára sa 
tu rovnako potreba sledovania vnútrnoštátnych či vnútrospoločenských rozdielov, keďže 
pozitívne čísla za krajinu ako celok ešte nemusia nevyhnutne znamenať, že sa stav spoloč-
nosti zlepšuje v prospech väčšiny obyvateľov daných krajín, žijúcich v ekonomicky, envi-
ronmentálne a sociálne rôzne vyspelých regiónoch EÚ i samotných členských krajinách. 
Nevyhnutnou podmienkou sledovania týchto vnútroštátnych trendov je však existencia 
komplexnej databázy indikátorov kohéznej politiky na úrovni NUTS2 a nižšej, ktorá, žiaľ, 
zatiaľ nie je realitou. 
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