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Thematic Outline

This Dissertation explores the impact of the European Union’s (EU) Cohesion Policy (and its
structural and investment funds) on the transnationalization and subsequent transformation
of state in Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). The EU Cohesion Policy is commonly known as a
redistribution framework which transfers developmental aid from the West European core to
the less developed periphery of South Europe and CEE through the EU budget. | explore the
impact of this core-peripheral redistribution from a critical perspective in the Comparative
Capitalism (CC) scholarship. More concretely, | focus on the so-called Visegrad states —
Czechia, Hungary, Poland and Slovakia — and their dependent market economies between the
EU eastern enlargement in 2004 and the mid-2010s. This generates the first main contribution
by bringing the EU structural funds into the CC debates on CEE which are mostly preoccupied
with the impact of foreign direct investment (FDI) on the transnationalization of Visegrad
states. The contribution is impossible without historicizing the role of Cohesion Policy in
shaping the EU historical core-peripheral relations since the late 1980s. Such a historization
facilitates the second main contribution when examining how the post-2004 CEE integration
has transformed these historical core-peripheral relations in return.

The two contributions are realized through an inter-scalar comparison and conceptual
discovery which approach the EU as a transnational regional order. While considering the
material and institutional dimensions of the Cohesion Policy, the Dissertation inspects
especially the discursive articulation its developmental purpose. This purpose gives ideological
content to these material and institutional forms of the Cohesion Policy which | study as a
transnational regulation of peripheral development (TRPD). Inquiring into the primary
documents (i.e. reports, strategies, legal regulation), | explain the Cohesion Policy as a TRPD
via an inter-scalar (incorporated) comparison of the three — EU, national and subnational —
scales of European integration. Every of these three scales invites into the conceptual
discovery.

On the EU scale of core-peripheral relations from the 1960s/1988 to mid-2010s, the TRPD
firstly produces a development fix of these unstable relations. This fix supplies the peripheral
states with structural aid in exchange for their consent to the development trajectories which
are organized by the European Commission and skewed to the core state-capital interests. On
the post-2004 Visegrad nation scale, this TRPD-based development fix transforms secondly
the Visegrad states into the dependent developmental states. These developmental states
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invest the cohesion investment from the Western core to improve the production conditions
for the FDI with the West European origin as their hegemonic developmental purpose. Czechia
is then foregrounded for a more concrete study. On the Visegrad subnational scale, given that
the Cohesion Policy is the EU’s regional and urban policy, these developmental states regulate
their uneven regional development through the rescaled dependency. The city-region of Brno
(South Moravia) is foregrounded to explain how the rescaled dependency shifts the
management of Visegrad dependency downwards to the regional actors.

This inter-scalar comparison orders the structure of this Dissertation but also empirical
substantiation of this theory-driven conceptual discovery. While the theoretical chapter
incubates the concepts, the empirical chapters substantiate them through answering the
following questions: On the EU scale, how has the Cohesion Policy as a TRPD shaped the core-
peripheral relations in the EU’s expanding capitalist order and vice versa? What
developmental purpose has been evolving in the EU’s TRPD and how have its subsequent
socio-economic strategies become hegemonic in solving the question of uneven core-
peripheral development in Europe? On the scale of Visegrad dependent developmental states,
what sort of state transnationalization-cum-transformation has the TRPD enabled? Has it led
to any variety of developmental arrangements and purpose inside Visegrad states and their
catch-up strategies with the West European core? On the Visegrdd subnational scale, if the
TRPD as the EU’s de facto regional and urban policy promoted multi-level governance, what
has been rescaled downwards within these developmental arrangements and through such
transnationally-organized catch-up strategies?

Against this thematic outline, the summary proceeds as follows. It explains how the
Dissertation fills the theoretical gap from the CC perspective on the CEE integration into the
EU. It clarifies then how the Dissertation methodologically operationalizes the conceptual
discovery in the inter-scalar comparison. Last, it summarizes the empirical findings with

respect to the aforementioned questions and the Dissertation’s two main contributions.

Theoretical Gap

The Dissertation’s theoretical contribution is the production of a political economy
perspective on the Cohesion Policy when theorizing it as a TRPD. | do it by synthetizing the
multiple overlapping but still disconnected literatures. These include the EU Studies
scholarship, the (critical) political economy of European integration and the CC scholarship on
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CEE varieties of capitalism. The synthesis both deepens and broadens the theory on the
Cohesion Policy. The broadening happens by bringing the real case of Cohesion Policy into the
theoretical debates on the political economy of European integration. So far, the field has
disregarded it as irrelevant for and thus marginal for discussing the EU’s regulation of its crisis-
ridden economic diversity. The CC scholarship on CEE is meanwhile preoccupied with the FDI.
By introducing the Cohesion Policy, | refine exactly their research profile on the inter-state
power asymmetries and economic inequalities in the EU core-peripheral relations. The
broadening leads to the theoretical deepening because it nuances the EU Studies scholarship
with this critical perspective on asymmetries and inequalities. While substituting the neglect
of political economy scholarship in studying the EU Cohesion Policy, the EU Studies otherwise
narrow the inquiry into the problem-solving questions on the policy’s institutional
performance and effectiveness.

Moreover, the TRPD brings together the often separate interests in the study of the
European integration (Europeanization) and peripheral integrations (transnationalization of
peripheral states). Let’s firstly address the transnational regulation (TR). Through the
synthesis, we can highlight the Cohesion Policy as the EU’s main instrument in regulating its
crisis-ridden economic heterogeneity which the transnational regulation attempts to
temporarily and unstably resolve. This crisis tendency is driven primarily by the uneven and
dependent development of European core-peripheral relations. While these relations are
structured primarily by the inter-state redistributive negotiations between peripheral and
core governments, our perspective allows for situating them into the broader transnational
power and economic relations. The analysis allows for exploring how the inter-state
negotiations are powerfully shaped by the transnational actors like the European Commission
but the transnational capital as well. Therefore, the Cohesion Policy can be analysed as not
only an enclosed institutional policy but rather integral part of the EU’s broader agenda of
transnational regulation. Last, our inquiry can also show how the peripheral development
becomes the problem of European heterogeneity in the development purpose of this
Commission-led regulation. This purpose becomes then the hegemonic content of
developmental strategies in the peripheral states as a condition of the EU structural funds.

The Cohesion Policy is thus analysed as problematizing the peripheral development (PD) in
the core-peripheral relations, while intervening to adjust it to the imperatives of core

development. This transnational regulation emerged around the relations between the new
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South European periphery and old North-Western European core but has been enlarged with
the new Eastern dimension since 2004. The main feature of capitalist periphery — both South
European and CEE — is the lack of internal funds which makes it dependent on the external
capital such as the FDI, trade exchange, foreign debt, and (as our theoretical framework adds)
the EU funds. The TRPD framework is completed here by absorbing the CC literatures on CEE, while
nuancing their research bias on the FDI dependency. During the eastern enlargement, the
Europeanization of Visegrad states was organized and enforced by the Commission. This form
of transnationalization established conditions for the expansion of West European
transnational corporations into CEE which makes the Visegrad development dependent on
the locational decisions of West European capital. Both processes transformed the Visegrad
states and reoriented the developmental purpose of their economic strategies towards the
FDI-based dependency. The Cohesion Policy is neglected in this analysis. Factoring it in as
another source of dependency, we start to conceptualize its transformative impact on the
Visegrad developmental strategies in relation to the FDI dependency.

The TRPD fills thus the theoretical gap by studying the Cohesion Policy at the intersection
of EU Studies literatures as well as the political economy scholarship on the EU and CEE
integrations. Without neglecting the material and institutional dimensions of the core-
peripheral relations, the theorization offers the inquiry into the developmental purpose of
their regulation in the Cohesion Policy. Offering to investigate the ideological content, the
theorization of the Cohesion Policy as TRPD allows to investigate how it fills the Visegrad
dependency with the ideological content of EU funds-based investment strategies and also

normalization of the region’s uneven integration into the EU’s core-peripheral relations.

Concepts and Method

Methodologically, the Dissertation is based on an incorporated comparison which is
practiced in the CC research. The incorporated comparison embeds the inter-scalar
comparison between the three — EU, national and subnational — scales of European
integration. It promotes a substantivist operationalization in contrast to the formalism of the
positivist one. The inter-scalar comparison is thus not searching for the identification of
common or contrasting patterns of variation among and within these scales as separate units
of analysis. Rather, it traces how these scales are historically connected and mutually
conditioning each other so that they are compared in relation to one another and in relation

4



to the whole formed through their interrelationship. We can subsequently understand the
TRPD as an interlinking variable which takes different, yet interrelated scalar articulations as
(i) development fix on the EU scale, (ii) dependent developmental states on the Visegrad state
scale, and (iii) rescaled dependency on the Visegrad subnational scale. These concepts are thus
discovered in their interrelationship.

For this, | use a mix of qualitative and quantitative approaches. They are concerned with
the reading of the primary documents (i.e. reports, strategies, legal regulation) produced in
the domain of Cohesion Policy and the interpretation of economic data on the redistributive
character of Cohesion Policy from the 1960s/1988 up to the mid-2010s. For the qualitative
content analysis, | am using the interpretative reading of these documents at all the three
scales. The analysis focuses on how the socio-economic inequalities and power hierarchies in
the EU core-peripheral relations are regulated through this inter-scalar textual network, as
well as which socioeconomic purpose is prioritized therein for the Visegrad developmental
strategies. The quantitative use of economic data is a supportive means to illustrate the
material context of the TRPD’s institutional form and ideological content.

Thus, the development fix departs theoretically from the concept of spatio-temporal fix as
it is conceptualized by David Harvey and Bob Jessop. In such regional orders as the EU, the
spatio-temporal fix is established by the core states-capital complexes to guarantee the
political legitimacy of their economic power over the peripheral state-society complexes. Such
orders built simultaneously such fixes to replace their crisis-ridden socioeconomic
heterogeneity in a search of structured coherence. | document how the Cohesion Policy
guarantees this strive for political legitimacy, economic control, and structured coherence
exactly by establishing a development fix in the EU’s core-peripheral relations. The policy
guarantees it materially by transferring the developmental aid from its North-Western core to
its South and Eastern peripheries. By conditioning these material transfers with an asymmetric
system of control and command, it guarantees this strive also ideologically because it both
enables and enforces peripheral states to follow the strategies of development organized by
primarily by the Commission and the decision-making in the Council.

Second, the dependent developmental state is a concept which explains how the EU’s
development fix translates in the Visegrad scale of dependent market economies/dependent
embedded neoliberalism as they are conceptualized by Andreas N6lke & Arjan Vliegenthart

and Dorothee Bohle & Béla Greskovits. Moreover, it reflexes the transnationalization of
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Visegrad states as conceptualized by Jan Drahokoupil. All these concepts strive to make sense
of the Visegrad contradictory dependence on the FDI which has arrived mostly from Western
Europe into the region’s industrial and financial sectors. Foregrounding the Visegrad
dependency on the EU structural funding, | complement these readings to conceptualize how
the Visegrad FDI-based capitalist model becomes politically legitimate and socio-economically
sustainable only in the productive complementary between the FDI and the EU funds. This
resulting concept allows moreover for inquiring into how this entanglement of FDI and EU
funding is inscribed into the Visegrad developmental strategies as their major priority.
Finally, the rescaled dependency extends the state transnationalization as conceptualized
by Drahokoupil but borrows also from Neil Brenner’s state-space approach. It reminds that
the Cohesion Policy is the EU’s regional policy and is institutionalized in the Visegrad states as
such. Although the Cohesion Policy promises to empower the European peripheral regions to
self-govern their own development, the TRPD rather shifts the developmental responsibilities
for the management of Visegrad dependency downwards to the city-regional actors. In result,
the regional actors are mobilized to compete among each other not only for the attracting FDI

but also the EU funding, while still being governed from the upper state and EU scales.

Empirical Outcomes

In this final part, the research findings are summarized with respect to the questions and
two contributions mentioned in the thematic overview. | address the question of how the
post-2004 integrations have changed the development fixing of the EU’s historical core-
peripheral relations through the Cohesion Policy. Then, | deal with the impact of the Cohesion
Policy on the Visegrad states by transforming them into the dependent developmental states.

A historization is needed for explaining the post-2004 impact of eastern enlargement. The
development fix had origins in the 1960s but became fully institutionalized only by the
Cohesion Policy reform in 1988. Under the Commission’s transnational leadership, the reform
institutionalized a core-peripheral consensus between the Southern and North-Western
states. In this cohesion consensus, the core states approved the increase in the EU funds for
the peripheral states under the heading of core solidarity. In exchange, this solidarity
conditioned the EU’s transformation into a globalizing market-making order, while giving the

Commission higher command and control powers over the effective EU funds investment in



peripheral states. Moreover, the TRPD-based cohesion consensus is incubated a new
developmental purpose for regulating the core-peripheral relations: neoliberal
developmentalism. The neoliberal developmentalism highlights the developmental need of
economic and social cohesion to solve the EU’s capitalist heterogeneity but prioritizes the
neoliberal imperative of global competitiveness as the means to achieve it. Since the late
1990s by the mid-2010s, the cohesion consensus has been moreover eroding. The core
solidarity for more cohesion continually declined, while the Commission’s control and
command over the effective investment of peripheral states for more competitiveness
become more disciplinary. Although not causing it, the eastern enlargement was an integral
part of this erosion towards a more austerity-based, effectiveness- and competitiveness-
oriented transformation.

How have the post-2004 integrations influenced then this shift from core solidarity for
European cohesion to the peripheral effectiveness for global competitiveness? Under the
globalist visions of the EU as a competitive market-making regional order, its expansion to the
East as a new periphery opened space for neoliberal forces in the Commission and the core
states to restructure the 1988 consensus. Hardly fixing the Southern peripheral question, the
core-peripheral regulation reoriented from South-Northern to the East-Western relations.
Already during their pre-accession integration, the CEE states and their economies were a
testing terrain for neoliberal restructuralization. After their accession, they have become a
terrain for reshaping the neoliberal developmentalism especially after the 2006 reform. The
first result was a more comprehensive system of control and commanded led by the
Commission. The second result was a competitiveness-oriented investment in the increasingly
financially austere peripheral integration. Following the global and Eurozone crises of the late
2000s and early 2010s, the third result was the consolidation of the EU as a regional order
consisting of one North-Western core and the two peripheries: the debt-riven South and the
FDI-based East.

Against this historical background, can we observe now how the Cohesion Policy
transformed the Visegrad states into dependent developmental states? Despite of the
lowering core solidarity and the increasing orientation on effectiveness and competitiveness,
the Cohesion Policy has still supplied these states with a robust developmental assistance. The
assistance provides further evidence on why the Visegrdd dependent market economies

remain rather resilient after the global and Eurozone crisis, while retaining relatively

7



sustainable socio-economic development. Even in the post-crisis turn to a more economic
nationalism especially in Poland and Hungary, these Visegrad state projects remain still
oriented at providing physical and human infrastructures for the West European capital. These
states however suffer from two contradictory tendencies. First, the EU funds are either
invested under the Commission’s disciplinary supervision into the enhancement of FDI-based
competitiveness or captured by the political and economic elites of Visegrad states through
grand corruption schemes. Second, with respect to the rescaled dependency, the neoliberal
developmentalism translates into competitive city-regionalism. The competitive purpose of
the EU funds fuels the increasing inter-local polarization between the leading city-regions,
which win the dual competition over the FDI and EU funds, and the lagging city-regions losing
such a competition. Therefore, the promise of developmental catch-up with the Western core
is likely to remain intra-nationally unequal and internationally within the confines of

sustainable and productive, yet peripheral integration into the EU.
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