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Preface

Sometimes the European Union is seen as a big success, sometimes it is
not. It is successful in integrating the market economies of 27 European
countries and 500 million citizens in fifty years time. Now it is the biggest
economy in the world, but in many areas other than the Internal Market the
role of the EU is much more limited. Besides historical reasons, other mo-
tives for the division of competences between the EU and the Member
States explain the current role of the EU. In this book the authors discuss,
mainly from an economic perspective, this division of responsibilities for
economic policy. They concentrate on education and innovation, internal
market policy and the common agricultural policy, corporate income taxa-
tion, regional policy and transport policy. They ask whether it is efficient
to assign these policies to the national or the European level and try to ex-
plain the current division of these responsibilities. This leads to interesting
conclusions on the role of the European Union and the Member States in
economic policy making which are also very relevant for economic re-
forms triggered by the Lisbon strategy.

The chapters in this book are based on contributions presented at the
conference Subsidiarity and Economic Reform in Europe in Brussels, No-
vember 8-9, 2006.' The conference was organized by the European Com-
mission, CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis and the
Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs.> The Ministry also provided financial
support for the publication of this book, which is much appreciated. We, as
editors of the book and organizers of the conference, want to express our
gratitude to everybody who supported the conference and publication of
the book. In particular, we want to thank Stephan Raes, who was very ac-
tive in initiating this project within the Dutch Ministry of Economic Af-
fairs, and Jacques Pelkmans for his support in composing the program and
for recommending very qualified authors. Moreover, we are grateful to
Gert-Jan Koopmans for giving support from the European Commission

' See: www.cpb.nl/goto/subsidiarity/.

2 Note that all contributions in this book are written on a personal title and do not
necessarily reflect the views of the European Commission, CPB or the Dutch
Ministry of Economic Affairs.



vi  Preface

and for hosting a small workshop, as appetizer for the conference. We en-
joyed our work as editors. Our job was made easier by the enthusiastic and
prompt responses of the contributors and above all by the accurate lay-out
editing work of Jeannette Verbruggen (CPB).

The editors,
George Gelauff
Isabel Grilo
Arjan Lejour



Contents

Preface

List of Contributors xiii

1 Subsidiarity for Better Economic Reform?
George Gelauff, Isabel Grilo and Arjan Lejour

1.1 INtrOUCHION .oetiiiiieiieiieiie et
1.2 An economic perspective on subsidiarity ...........ccccevverivereverrennennn,
1.3 Education and inNOVAtiON ...........ccceeveerieriresieeiieeenereseesee e eeeenne
1.4 The Internal Market and agricultural policy .........ccceeceevieenienienncne
1.5 TaXALIOM .ttt ettt ettt et s 11
1.6 Regional and transport POIICY ........cccueeeveeriieriieniieierie e eie e 13
1.7 CONCIUSION .....vviiiiiieiiie ettt ettt ettt et eeeveeeeveeeaae s 15
RETEIENICES ..ottt 18
2 Assessing Subsidiarity 19
Sjef Ederveen, George Gelauff and Jacques Pelkmans
2.1 INtrOAUCHION ...eeeeviiiiiiciiee ettt e e e v 19
2.2 Fiscal federalism: the basiCs ..........cecceereerieniieniiiiiiiiicecececeeens 21
2.3 Government iIMPErfeCtions ..........cceevvververrercriereeseesieeseesresseenes 26
2.4 Decision making in legislature ..........ccoccoeceeiieiieiienieniceeeen 32
2.5 Conclusion: assessing subSidiarity ........cccocceeeeveeerieeereeenereeesneeenenenn 37
RETETEICES ...t 39

3 Who Shall Decide What? Citizens’ Attitudes Towards Political

Decision Making in the EU 41
Joachim Ahrens, Martin Meurers and Carsten Renner
3.1 INtrOAUCHION ..ooeieiiiicceecc et 41
3.2 Measuring citizens’ Preferences ........coovevvereerecieesieenieeneeneeneenenens 42
3.3 Attitudes of citizens in the EUILS.......coooviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeee 45
3.4 Attitudes of citizens in the new member countries...........couuu....... 52
3.5 CONCIUSION ...vveiieeeiieeetee et e e e ennees 55

RETEIENCES vttt et et e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeeeeeeeeaeeees 57



viii Contents

4 Subsidiarity and Economic Policy 59
Jan Willem Oosterwijk
4.1 Introduction: sUbSIAIATILY.......cccvveeriieeriieeir et 59
4.2 The European policy agenda: more, less, different ........................ 60
4.3 Political ECONOMY......cceeiiiriiiiiiiieiieieese et 61
4.4 PUDIIC SUPPOTL..cceriiiiiieiieeciieeiie et e ete et e e e sree e eesaeenree s 63
4.5 CONCIUSION -.uteeieiieiieie ettt e 64
5 Higher Education Reform and the Renewed Lisbon Strategy:
Role of Member States and the European Commission........cccccoeeens 65
Frederick van der Ploeg and Reinhilde Veugelers
5.1 INtrOAUCHION ..ottt 65
5.2 Challenges of higher education in Europe..........cccccoceeceeninenienene. 67
5.3 Reforming higher education in Europe.........cccccoeceviiniiniiinneennennn. 80
5.4 What is the role of the EU? ......cccooiiiiiiiiiiiic 86
5.5 Some concluding remarks .........cccocvvevviriinciienienieree e 93
RETETENCES ..ottt 95
6 Higher Education, Mobility and the Subsidiarity Principle............. 97
Marcel Gérard
6.1 INtrOAUCTION ..ovveiiiiiiiieieeieeete et 97
6.2 Mobile students: from the Production to the Origin Principle........ 98
6.3 Assigning responsibility for attracting mobile researchers........... 105
6.4 CONCIUSION ...ttt sttt eees 109
REfETENCES ..ot 110
7 European Coordination of Higher Education 113
Sjef Ederveen and Laura Thissen
7.1 INErOAUCTION «.eveieiiiiieiieie ettt 113
7.2 Student mobility: developments and determinants....................... 114
7.3 Economies of scale: does size matter?..........ccoceeveeeeenieeneeneennen. 119
7.4 Cross-border eXternalities...........cceeereriereneeienieeee e 121
7.5 Conclusions and implications ............ecceereereeriresiieesieenieeneennenenes 124
RETEIENCES ..ottt e e 126
8 On the Roles and Rationales of European STI-Policies .........cccecee.. 129
Rahel Falk, Werner Holzl and Hannes Leo
8. 1. INtrOAUCHION ...vvvieieeiiieiieiiesiee ettt 129
8.2 Rationales for supranational STI policy .........cceceeiieiienieninnneen. 130
8.3 STI policy and subsidiarity in practice ...........ccervververcvercreerveenenn 134
8.4 CONCIUSION ....ueuiiiieiiriteieeteete ettt 140

RETEIENCES ..o 141



Contents ix

9 Why European Innovation Policy? 143
Albert van der Horst, Arjan Lejour and Bas Straathof

9.1 INtrOdUCTION ....eeniieiiiiieeie et 143
9.2 Innovation policy and the principles of subsidiarity..................... 144
9.3 Public expenditure on R&D..........ccceeviiiiiiiiiiecieceecee e, 146
9.4 Intellectual property rights........c.ccccvveviiercieiniieceecee e 153
9.5 CONCIUSIONS ..venvenietieiieieeiieie ettt ettt st b e 155
RETETEICES ... 156

10 Integrating Regulated Networks Markets in Europe...........cc.c..... 157
Jordi Gual
10.1 INtrodUCION ....covviiieiiiiieiiee et 157
10.2 Strategies for market integration ...........c.cceceevereeveenenieenencenens 158
10.3 What is different about network services?..........ccceeevvrevveerennnnns 161
10.4 The integration strategy in specific network services: banking,

electricity and teleCOMS ........ceovevieerierierie e 165

10.5 Concluding remarks. .........ccceveeiiiriiienieeneereeeee e 172
RETEIENCES ..oonviiiiiiiieii e e e 174

11 Subsidiarity and the Internal Services Market 177
Arjan Lejour
T1.1 INtrodUCHION ..ecovvviiiiiieiie ettt e e 177
11.2 The Services DIr€Ctive.......couereirrieeneenienienieeeeieeeeieeee e 178
11.3 The benefits of integrated services markets............cccecvervennenee. 180
11,4 DIVETSILY cueeeiiieiieeiiesieesiee ettt ettt ettt ettt e 181
11.5 Political €CONOMY I1SSUES......ccecvrerrieeriirerrieeiieesreeeireerveeseneenes 185
11.6 CONCIUSIONS ....eoniiniieiieiieiieie ettt 186
RETETEINCES ..o 188

12 Agriculture Policy: What Roles for the EU and the Member

States? 191
Harald Grethe
12,1 INtrodUuCtion .....c.eoveieieieiiieiieeseeeeee e 191
12.2 Overview of EU agricultural policy ........ccccceveerriiieiieniieiienenne 192
12.3 Costs and benefits of centralization..........c.ccccceveeceenineeccncnens 195
12.4 Why is the CAP not in accordance with the subsidiarity

principle? Political economy considerations and dynamics....... 204
12.5 Conclusions on agricultural policy - How to get closer to the

1ARAL? L. 210

RETEIENCES ..ottt e e e e 214



x  Contents

13 Tax Policy and Subsidiarity in the European Union .........cceeeeeeunee 219
Michael Keen and Ruud de Mooij
13.1 INtrodUCHION ...ttt 219
13.2 Principles for the allocation of taxing pOWErS ...........cceervverenenee. 220
13.3 Tax coordination in the EU ...........cccceeiiiiiiiiiiieieeee e, 229
13.4 Why tax coordination fails ..........c.cccceeeviienciieiiiierieeeee e 232
13.5 Administrative measures as a substitute for policy choices ....... 236
13.6 CONCIUSIONS ...covvineieniiiieiieieeieecceee st 238
RETEIENCES ..ot e e 239
14 Coordinating Corporation Taxes in the European Union:
Subsidiarity in Action! 243
Sijbren Cnossen
14.1 INtrodUCHION ..c.cveiiiiieciie ettt e 243
14.2 Brief Survey of Corporation Taxes.........ccceeevveerieercieeenieenneeenne 244
14.3 Bottom-up approach: tax coordination by Member States ......... 250
14.4 Concluding COMMENL..........ccccverireciieriieiieriesre e eieesiee e 256
RETEIENCES ... 257
15 Code of Coordination for Corporate Taxation 259
Albert van der Horst
15.1 INtrodUCHION ..c.cveieiiieciie et 259
15.2 Competition in taX TatES........ccveerveerireeerreeerreeerireerreeereeeseseesnns 261
15.3 TaX DASE...cueeeeeieieteeiieieet ettt ettt et 265
15.4 Subsidiarity in corporate taXation.........c..ceceeveereereeniereeneneneenn 271
RETEIENCES ...t 272
16 Corporate Income Taxation and the Subsidiarity Principle......... 273
Francois Pouget and Eloise Stéclebout-Orseau
16.1 INtrOAUCHION ...evvvieeiieiieiieeiie ettt 273
16.2 Corporate taxation coordination in the European Union............ 276
16.3 Analysing strate@ic INtEraCtions.........c.eccveerveevreerreesieervesnescvennnes 278
16.4 Policy conclusions and areas for further work...............ccvenneeee. 286
RETEIENCES ...t 289
17 Subsidiarity in Regional Policy 291
lain Begg
17.1 INtrOAUCHION ..ottt 291
17.2 The rationale for EU regional policy .......cccccoveeeriienenneeniennene 292
17.3 Regional policy effectiVeness........c.cocveveereereesrenieeie e 298
17.4 The Structural Funds in economic governance..................c........ 301



Contents xi

17.5 A regional policy subsidiarity test? .........ccccceveverrrrrvirenreenieneenne 304
17.6 Concluding COMIMENLS .........eeeveeerieeriireriieeiieesvee e eeveeeeree s 307
RETETEINCES ..o 309
18 Regional Policy as a Means to Curb Immigration...........c.ccceueeeee. 311
Robert Fenge and Volker Meier
18.1 Why does a EU regional policy eXist?.......cccccuvevvrerreercrreennneenne 311
18.2 Potential migration and its impact on unemployment................ 314
18.3 Regional policy against undesired immigration ......................... 316
18.4 Regional policy and subsidiarity ..........cccceeveeveeneenernienieeenn 320
RETEIENCES ..couviiiiiiiieiiee e e e 321
19 Subsidiarity and Transport Policy in Europe:

What EU-Subsidies Do We Need for the TEN? 325
Bruno de Borger and Stef Proost
19.1 INtrodUCTION ...eoueiiiiiiiieieesiteee e 325
19.2 The economics of infrastructure provision by Member States

in the presence of SPIllOVETS ......cccvvvviiriierierieeieee e 326
19.3 Pricing and capacity choices by Member States or regions in

the absence of EU intervention............ccccocceeeeneniecenenceeneee 332
19.4 What subsidy rules make sense for TEN investments? .............. 337
19.5 CONCIUSIONS ...covvviiiiiieiiieciee ettt 339

RETEIENCES ..ttt aaeaeaeeaaaasaaesaaaasasssasaseeeees 340



List of Contributors

Ahrens, Joachim
Private University of Applied Sciences Gottingen
Weender Landstralle 3-7, 37073 Gottingen, Germany
e-mail: ahrens@pfh-goettingen.de

Begg, lain
European Institute, London School of Economics and Political Science
Houghton Street London WC2A 2AE, United Kingdom
e-mail: iain.begg@lse.ac.uk

Cnossen, Sijbren
University of Maastricht
PO Box 616, 6200 MD Maastricht, the Netherlands
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
PO Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: sijbren.cnossen@cpb.nl

De Borger, Bruno
Department of Economics, University of Antwerp
Prinsstraat 13, 2000 Antwerp, Belgium
e-mail: bruno.deborger@ua.ac.be

De Mooij, Ruud
Erasmus University, Rotterdam
PO Box 1738, 3000 DR Rotterdam, the Netherlands
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
PO Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: ruud.de.mooij@cpb.nl

Ederveen, Sjef
Directorate General for Economic Policy, Ministry of Economic Affairs
PO Box 20101, 2500 EC The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: S.Ederveen@minez.nl



xiv List of Contributors

Falk, Rahel
WIFO Austrian Institute of Economic Research
P.O. Box 91, 1103 Vienna, Austria
e-mail: rahel.falk@wifo.ac.at

Fenge, Robert
Ifo Institute for Economic Research
Poschingerstr. 5, 81679 Munich, Germany
e-mail: fenge@ifo.de

Gelauff, George
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
PO Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: george.gelauffi@cpb.nl

Gérard, Marcel
Louvain School of Management, FUCaM, Catholic University of Mons
Chaussée de Binche 151, 7000 Mons, Belgium
e-mail: marcel.gerard@fucam.ac.be

Grethe, Harald
Department of Agricultural Economics and Social Sciences, Faculty of
Agriculture and Horticulture, Humboldt University of Berlin
Unter den Linden 6, 10099 Berlin, Germany
e-mail: harald.grethe@agrar.hu-berlin.de

Grilo, Isabel
European Commission, Directorate General Enterprise and Industry
Avenue d'Auderghem 45, 1040 Brussels, Belgium
e-mail: Isabel.Grilo@ec.europa.eu

Gual, Jordi
IESE Business School
Av Pearson 21, 08034 Barcelona, Spain
e-mail: gual@iese.edu

Holzl, Werner
WIFO Austrian Institute of Economic Research
P.O. Box 91, 1103 Vienna, Austria
e-mail: werner.hoelzl@wifo.ac.at



List of Contributors

XV

Keen, Michael
Fiscal Affairs Department International Monetary Fund
700 19th Street, N.W., Washington DC 20431 USA
e-mail: mkeen@imf.org

Lejour, Arjan
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
P.O. Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: arjan.lejour@cpb.nl.

Leo, Hannes
WIFO Austrian Institute of Economic Research
P.O. Box 91, 1103 Vienna, Austria
e-mail: hannes.leo@wifo.ac.at

Meier, Volker
Ifo Institute for Economic Research
Poschingerstr. 5, 81679 Munich, Germany
e-mail: meier@ifo.de

Meurers, Martin

Federal Ministry of Economics and Technology, Division Fiscal Policy

and Federal Budget, Scharnhorststrale 34-37, 10115 Berlin, Germany

e-mail: martin.meurers@bmwa.bund.de

Oosterwijk, Jan Willem
College van Bestuur, Erasmus University Rotterdam
PO Box 1738, 3000 DR Rotterdam, the Netherlands
e-mail: oosterwijk@cvb.eur.nl

Pelkmans, Jacques
Department of European Economic Studies, College of Europe
Dijver 11, 8000 Brugge, Belgium
Vlerick School of Management
Reep 1, 9000 Gent, Belgium
e-mail: jpelkmans@coleurop.be

Pouget, Frangois
University of Paris Dauphine EURISCO
1 Place du Maréchal de Lattre de Tassigny, 75016 Paris, France
e-mail: francois.pouget@dauphine.fr



xvi List of Contributors

Proost, Stef
Department of Economics, Catholic University of Leuven
Naamsestraat 69, 3000 Leuven, Belgium
e-mail: stef.proost@econ.kuleuven.ac.be

Renner, Carsten,
IDS GmbH - Analysis and Reporting Services, ALLIANZ GROUP
Koniginstrasse 28, 80802 Munich, Germany
e-mail: carsten.renner@ids.allianz.com

Stéclebout-Orseau, Eloise
European Central Bank
Kaiserstral3e 29, 60311 Frankfurt am Main, Germany
e-mail: Eloise.Orseau@ecb.europa.eu

Straathof, Bas
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
P.O. Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: bas.straathof@cpb.nl

Thissen, Laura
ECORYS Netherlands
P.O. Box 4175, 3006 AD Rotterdam, the Netherlands
e-mail: laura.thissen@ecorys.com

Van der Horst, Albert
CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis
P.O. Box 80510, 2508 GM The Hague, the Netherlands
e-mail: albert.van.der.horst@cpb.nl

Van der Ploeg, Frederick
Department of Economics, University of Oxford
Manor Road Building, Manor Road, Oxford OX1 3UQ, UK

Veugelers, Reinhilde
Katholieke Universiteit Leuven and EC-BEPA
Naamsestraat 69, 3000 Leuven, Belgium
e-mail: reinhilde.veugelers@econ.kleuven.be



1 Subsidiarity for Better Economic Reform?

George Gelauff, Isabel Grilo and Arjan Lejour

1.1 Introduction'

After the successful conclusion of the Internal Market program in 1992,
the scope of the European Union has gradually been widened to include
areas of public policy that previously remained within the more or less
exclusive sovereignty of the Member States. Such areas include monetary
and budgetary policy (through the Stability and Growth Pact, SGP and the
Economic and Monetary union, EMU), energy and telecommunications,
environmental policy, social policy, innovation policy and immigration
policy. Although the extent of European involvement widely differs, it
seems nevertheless clear that Europe includes increasingly wider elements
of the public domain.

The causes for this widening of the scope are diverse. Clearly, the
introduction of the EMU and the SGP were meant to strengthen the
European economy per se by handing over sovereignty in monetary and
(partly) budgetary policy to Frankfurt and Brussels. The liberalization
trend in Member States implied that (semi) public services (energy, health
care) increasingly crossed borders and had to fit within existing European
schemes of regulation, competition policy and state aid. With innovation
being a target in the Lisbon agenda, European cooperation in innovation
policy is being strengthened. Cross border environmental problems in
Europe legitimize a common European approach. Other areas are included

! The views expressed here are those of the authors and should not be attributed to
the European Commission or CPB.



2 George Gelauff, Isabel Grilo and Arjan Lejour

in the European agenda to show European citizens that European
integration is not simply an ‘economic’ affair, but it also addresses social
concerns.

Whatever the causes of a more prominent role for Europe are, the
consequences are clear: in their public policy making Member States
increasingly cooperate. Although this brought new ‘softer’ coordination
mechanisms to the fore (such as the open method of coordination), it
nevertheless implied that to some extent Member States relinquished part
of their national sovereignty in such areas. This process has proceeded
considerably. The tendency appears to be that if there is a ‘European
problem’ (meaning a problem that regards all Member States) European
solutions are to be considered.

However, from a strictly economic perspective this Europeanization of
public policy is not necessarily justified. The desirability of further
European policy actions is guided by the subsidiarity principle. Article 5 of
the 1997 Treaty of Amsterdam states: “In areas which do not fall within its
exclusive competence, the Community shall take action, in accordance
with the principle of subsidiarity, only if and in so far as the objectives of
the proposed action cannot be sufficiently achieved by the Member States
and can, therefore, by reason of the scale or effects of the proposed action,
be better achieved by the Community.” The dynamics of the division of
labour between European and national authorities do not always follow the
subsidiarity principle. In some cases, the prevailing policy agenda goes
beyond what would be desirable from a strictly economic perspective. An
examples concerns binding directives on labour standards (maximum
working time or minimum rest periods), while empirical support for the
risk of social dumping is hard to find.” In other areas more European
involvement may be required than is currently considered. For instance, as
part of the Lisbon process the open method of coordination has been
applied to the 3% R&D target. However, international R&D spillovers
may demand a stronger form of coordination for innovation policy.?

Also in political terms Europeanization has recently gained momentum
in the public debate. In some circles, the negative outcomes of the
referenda on the European constitution in France and the Netherlands were
attributed to perceptions of too much involvement of Europe in national
affairs. This would reflect the widely diverging views of European citizens
on the desirability of European solutions for different policy areas, the
distribution of effects among Member States, as well as the complex and
heterogeneous policy momentum in different public domains. However,

2 See CPB/SCP (2003) or de Mooij and Tang (2003).
3 See Falk et al. (Chapter 8) and Van der Horst et al. (Chapter 9).
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Ahrens et al. (Chapter 3) confirm the findings of Alesina et al. (2001) that
preferences of citizens in the EUIS5 are ‘on average in line with an
economically rational allocation of political domains to national and
supranational decision levels’. They mainly observe controversies among
citizens of the EUL5 on policies relating to immigration, asylum and
refugees, defence and the labour market. Yet, Ahrens et al. do find a
significant difference between the EU15 and the new Member States, more
precisely the EU10. Citizens in the new Member States have a stronger
preference for centralization: they prefer EU decision making in 22 out of
25 policy areas, in contrast with 11 out 25 for citizens in the EU15. So as a
consequence of enlargement the EU is confronted with increased
heterogeneity.

The division of competences between the Union and the Member States
becomes particularly important in economic reform areas. In these areas
substantial policy adjustments take place, which frequently raise
considerable challenges for policy makers. The New Lisbon Strategy for
Growth and Jobs (EC, 2005) has a large potential to boost Europe’s
economic performance.® Yet, it requires considerable efforts to devise
policy measures to realize that potential. That raises the question of
subsidiarity: who has the main responsibility for initiation, design and
implementation of reform policies, the Union, the Member States in their
National Reform Programmes or both?

This book reviews subsidiarity in four economic reform areas: education
and innovation; the Internal Market and agricultural policy; corporate
taxation; and regional and transport policy. These areas cover a substantial
part of the key areas of the renewed Lisbon strategy.’ At the same time
European policy making concerns such a broad range of policies that it is
impossible to give a complete review. The four areas have been selected
because of their policy relevance, because they raise interesting new issues
concerning subsidiarity and because some economic research is under way
to assess subsidiarity in these areas.

Moreover, the book takes an economic policy perspective. Authors use
economic theory and empirical research in economics to analyse issues of
subsidiarity. However, they leave technicalities aside and focus on policy
relevant considerations. As such they aim at identifying policy options and
policy relevant trade-offs that pertain to subsidiarity. This chapter

# Gelauff and Lejour (2006) calculate that if Europe would really reach the goals it
set in 2000, Europe’s Gross Domestic Product could increase by at least 12%.

3> Agricultural policy is not part of the reform areas covered by the Lisbon strategy
although the Common Agricultural policy has been recently reformulated.
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continues with a brief discussion on the economic analysis of subsidiarity
in the next section. Subsequently, in four sections it surveys the main
lessons learned for each of the economic reform areas. The last section
offers some general conclusions.

1.2 An economic perspective on subsidiarity

Ederveen et al. (Chapter 2) present a framework for an economic analysis
of subsidiarity. It starts with a functional test for subsidiarity, which cen-
tres on the trade-off between preference matching as a motive for decen-
tralization and two motives for centralization: economies of scale and
cross-border externalities. Heterogeneity of preferences among Member
States is reason for decentralization of decision making in Europe. Yet,
when the benefits of acting in common outweigh preference heterogeneity,
economic analysis suggests that it is more efficient to shift decision power
to a higher level. When policies are costly, for instance due to fixed costs,
economies of scale are a reason to combine resources and act together.
Common policies in international trade (WTO) or combined funding of
large-scale research organizations are a case in point. Cross-border exter-
nalities arise when a Member State does not take into account that its pol-
icy has consequences for other Member States. These consequences may
range from positive spillovers from R&D to negative spillovers from trade
barriers in the Internal Market.

The differences that sometimes exist between the current practice and
the desirable level of coordination according to the functional subsidiarity
test raise the issue of the political economy of European coordination. Po-
litical economy considerations point at government imperfections or char-
acteristics of the process of decision making in the EU as a second angle to
review European coordination. Ederveen et al. include these considerations
in their framework to assess subsidiarity. The functional subsidiarity test is
based on the premise of benevolent governments and other public actors
and on the absence of pressure groups. In reality public actors may not al-
ways act in the public interest but may pursue their own objectives, such as
expansion of their influence or power. Also they may be (partly) captured
by interest groups. Decentralization may then enable citizens to better con-
trol public actors or may discipline public actors through policy competi-
tion between jurisdictions. In contrast, effective monitoring by Member
States may support centralization in the EU. In addition, policy learning
may both benefit from experimentation among decentralized authorities
and from information exchange and commitment building at a central
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level. Decision making at the centralized level comes with two main risks.
Overprovision of locally beneficial policies may result, when decision
making takes place under a norm of deference (“I’ll-scratch-your-back-if-
you-scratch-mine”). Common pool problems arise, when Member States
have an incentive to draw as much as possible on the common budget for
projects that locally provide benefits. Decentralization may prevent these
inefficiencies of centralized decision making.

Last but certainly not least, European coordination is a dynamic process.
In the past various developments, such as increasing pressure on the envi-
ronment, have called for a coordinated response. In the future, trends may
affect the balance between centralization and decentralization in Europe.
For instance, internationalization may affect economies of scale in innova-
tion or may increase demand for internationally mobile employees. In ad-
dition, dynamic feedbacks exist between policy measures in different
fields. Liberalization (for instance of energy markets or health care) brings
policy areas within the confines of the Internal Market that previously
were delivered by national public providers. Trends and dynamic
feedbacks may intensify (diminish) external effects and economies of scale
and thus may add to (limit) motives for European coordination.

1.3 Education and innovation

In the field of education, subsidiarity primarily concerns higher education.
Indeed, students mobility is likely to occur at significant intensity only at
this level making potential cross-border externalities or economies of scale
only relevant to higher education.® In addition, higher education relates to
innovation, because of the direct linkages between the two areas and their
significance for productivity growth.

1.3.1 Higher education

Van der Ploeg and Veugelers (Chapter 5) trace out a long series of reform
measures in higher education. Governance of universities should provide
more room for autonomy, for instance by allowing universities to set dif-
ferentiated tuition fees. At the same time governance should raise account-
ability of universities, among other things by providing resources to uni-
versity on the basis of academic excellence. Higher fees should increase

¢ At lower levels of education EU involvement may still be warranted to enhance
policy-learning among Member States through open coordination processes.
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private investment in higher education, in line with high and rising private
rates of return, with income contingent loans providing insurance against
the risk of income loss due to unemployment after graduation. As such,
these reform measures primarily affect national institutions and are thus
principally the responsibility of the Member States.

Competition between universities may enhance the quality of education.
International competition in higher education points at a potential role for
the EU. The main reason is that economies of scale and scope may charac-
terize a European market for higher education (see Figure 1.1). To further
integrate the Internal Market for higher education, Van der Ploeg and
Veugelers recommend that besides facilitating policy learning, the EU
should finance modernization activities by Member States and universities
out of the Structural Funds. Moreover, the EU may increase the transpar-
ency of the higher education market by urging Member States to imple-
ment the Bologna reforms and by promoting cross-recognition of qualifi-
cations and a standardized system of quality indicators to evaluate
universities. In that way, further transparency may stimulate student mobil-
ity, which would create a positive feedback on the process of competition
and quality improvement as Figure 1.1 shows.

scale and scope

Competition

/mong institutes of higher education

Mobility Quality

of students and researchers of higher education
transparancy

Public expenditure

on higher education

Fig.1.1. Interdependencies affecting the assessment of subsidiarity in higher edu-
cation

However, Ederveen and Thissen (Chapter 7) find little empirical support
for economies of scale in higher education. The quality of universities in a
country is unrelated to the size of the population in that country. Since
there is hardly any empirical evidence that larger countries provide better
education, extending the higher education market to the EU as a whole is
not guaranteed to increase quality.
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Competition between universities only succeeds when students and re-
searchers are sufficiently mobile to move to the best universities (Figure
1.1). Currently, mobility is rather low. Ederveen and Thissen find that
geographical and cultural distance plays an important role for students who
enrol as regular students in other European countries. Students prefer to
study not too far from home. They also react to differences in quality, but
the effect of distance is stronger.

At the same time international mobility may create free rider problems
(Gérard, Chapter 6). Usually in the EU students only pay a (small) part of
their education through tuition fees. In that case students, who study
abroad and return home afterwards, benefit from investments by the for-
eign country in higher education, whereas the revenues in terms of in-
creased human capital accrue to the home country. This generates an in-
centive for the home country to free ride on higher education facilities
abroad, which restrains public expenditure in higher education (compare
Figure 1.1).

The externality disappears when funding follows the students, i.e. when
the choice of a student for a specific university abroad results in that uni-
versity also obtaining the funding to finance the student’s education.
Gérard analyses a way to internalize the externality through internationally
portable student vouchers. Gérard argues that vouchers could be organized
through interjurisdictional cooperation between Member States, limiting
the role of the EU to facilitating cooperation, for instance by providing a
model treaty.

To completely remove the externalities the vouchers would have to
cover the full cost of education. However that would give rise to an offset-
ting externality when after graduation students do not return to their coun-
try of origin. In that case the host country benefits from education financed
by the home country. Indeed, evidence cited by Ederveen and Thissen
shows that student mobility to some extent is a precursor of labour migra-
tion. Offsetting externalities may give rise to vouchers that not fully cover
the cost of education or to obligations to refund vouchers in case of migra-
tion, as mentioned by Gérard. Increasing private returns on higher educa-
tion that motivate a shift in higher education funding from public to private
sources (see Van der Ploeg and Veugelers) also diminish the policy exter-
nalities.

All in all, intricate interactions between mobility, competition and public
expenditure in higher education complicate the assessment of subsidiarity
(see Figure 1.1). Currently, student mobility is low. This low mobility may
originate from limited transparency or various national institutions that
limit competition and investment in higher education. In that sense, pri-
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marily national initiatives to reduce these barriers may generate positive
feedbacks, which increase economies of scale and externalities and thus
ask for further EU involvement.

1.3.2 Innovation

Higher education and innovation are linked because graduates from higher
education perform R&D and other innovative activities. Gérard (Chapter
6) analyses one of these links in the context of factors mobility. The EU is
already active in attracting mobile researchers to conduct research in
Europe. However, efforts to stimulate the development of poor regions
through innovation may intensify policy competition by Member States in
an indirect way, since it will increase regional demand for researchers.
That may ask for a stronger EU involvement in promoting innovation in
poor regions through regional development policy. Hence, in this case a
motive for centralization follows from the complementarity between re-
search policy and regional policy.

Falk et al. (Chapter 8) review the extent to which economies of scale or
cross-border externalities may manifest themselves in a broad range of
policy fields related to innovation and where heterogeneity of preferences
is dominant. They provide a taxonomy of policy domains according to
these two dimensions and compare the actual allocation of policy compe-
tences with the theoretically preferred allocation. Some cases are straight-
forward, for instance economies of scale clearly concern large-scale R&D
projects such as Galileo. Here centralization is warranted according to the
subsidiarity principle. Yet, that still doesn’t necessarily imply EU coordi-
nation: CERN is a primary example of mutual cooperation in a large R&D
project. Also SME innovation policies clearly relate to the national or re-
gional level, which would restrict the role of the EU to supporting policy
learning and safeguarding the Internal Market. In some instances, EU ini-
tiatives appear to fail a subsidiarity test. For instance, the establishment of
a European Institute of Technology is controversial from a subsidiarity
perspective.

Van der Horst et al. (Chapter 9) search for empirical evidence on
economies of scale or cross-border externalities in R&D. For the EU
Member States plus the US, Van der Horst et al. find a positive association
between the size of the economy and the share of public R&D in govern-
ment expenditure. This might be an indication for economies of scale in
public funding of R&D. The authors find an analogous association be-
tween the size of the economy and public funding of private R&D. In addi-
tion, they interpret a negative association between public R&D expendi-
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tures and foreign ownership of patents as an indication of spillovers of
public R&D abroad. That may point at cross-border externalities, which
underscore centralization of public R&D at the EU level.

In contrast to these motives for European coordination, Van der Horst et
al. draw attention to heterogeneity. This would point at the Member States
as the most appropriate level for R&D policy. Heterogeneity pertains to
the variety of objectives of public R&D among Member States and to
learning from diversity. By consequence, subsidiarity in R&D indeed has
to trade off economies of scale and cross-border externalities against di-
versity among Member States. On one innovation policy field, the Com-
munity Patent, the authors clearly argue for centralization from the per-
spective of subsidiarity. The authors suspect that the difficulties in
establishing a Community Patent are the result of protectionism by Mem-
ber States.

In general, Falk et al. and Van der Horst et al. show that it is impossible
to assess subsidiarity at the level of innovation policy as a whole. It is nec-
essary to make a careful assessment for each specific policy domain sepa-
rately. As is the case for many other policies, the devil is in the detail.

1.4 The Internal Market and agricultural policy

The contributions on Internal Market Policies concentrate on heavily
regulated services such as network industries and banking (Chapter 10)
and commercial services (Chapter 11). In addition, agriculture has been
included under this heading, because it is linked to the Internal Market.

1.4.1 The Internal Market for services

Gual (Chapter 10) analyses the integration strategies in telecommunica-
tions, banking and electricity. In all these network sectors the appropriate
level of regulation is a fundamental topic. The level of regulation and thus
also integration should maintain a level playing field for all competitors
and should also protect country-specific strategic interests to varying de-
grees. This could result in harmonization for some regulations and mutual
recognition or host country rules in other domains. In banking, partial
harmonization and mutual recognition dominates. In retail banking the use
of host country rules could be improved to avoid protectionist devices. In
telecommunications, Gual pleads for more use of the mutual recognition
principle, which could trigger more competitive deregulation and the
spread of best regulatory practices. In electricity, integration has been less
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successful. Gual advises more harmonization or regulatory practices with
some host country rules in very sensitive sectors. The main message is that
there is no single path towards deregulation and integration for the various
network industries, and that integration is no goal in itself.

Lejour (Chapter 11) analyses the Internal Market for commercial ser-
vices. At present services markets are hardly integrated although there are
no formal trade barriers. The main reason are differences in regulatory
practices which hamper cross border trade and foreign direct investment in
these sectors. The chapter concludes that further integration is possible but
that national practices on regulating services have to be shifted to the EU
level to some extent. This shift makes it possible to internalize the negative
effects of own regulatory standards on foreign service providers. However
the benefits are not equally distributed over the Member States and Mem-
ber States have different preferences for regulating services. Over time, the
benefits of further centralization could increase, among other reasons, due
to the globalization trend, the shift towards a services economy, and the
tendency to regulate less in Europe.

1.4.2 Agricultural policy

The common agricultural policy covers a large part of the EU budget. Gre-
the (Chapter 12) concludes that the market policies in agriculture should
still be a part of the EU budget, because shifting these to a lower level of
government would disturb the functioning of the Internal Market for agri-
culture. The other important budget items are direct payments and rural
developments policies. The analysis suggests that there are no clear
economies of scale or internalization of externalities if these activities are
conducted at the EU level. Because these policies are to a large extent a
transformation of past market and intervention policies, it is understand-
able that these policies were part of the EU budget, but economic reason-
ing suggests that it is sensible to shift these policies to the Member States
in the future. Common pool problems for rural development policies and
direct payments in particular are also a reason to concentrate spending at
the Member State level. In particular for rural development policies Mem-
ber States could learn from each other about which policies work and
which do not. The advantage of regional and national policies is that re-
gions and countries could experiment with these policies. Involvement of
the EU could be useful to create platforms to exchange information, prac-
tices and results in these areas.
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1.5 Taxation

Keen and De Mooij (Chapter 13) give an overview of the main arguments
behind the criteria of functional subsidiarity in the field of taxation. The
argument pointing at decentralization — heterogeneity of preferences — is
clearly recognized. Indeed, the differences across countries in preferences
for government expenditure’ lead naturally to differences in revenue needs
and therefore to different choices in taxation. This link is further exploited
by Pouget and Stéclebout-Orseau (Chapter 16) who look at the
implications of tax competition in the presence of heterogeneous
preferences for public goods.

On the pro-centralization arguments Keen and De Mooij review the
presence of fiscal externalities and its possible forms as well as its likely
welfare implications. The existence of scale economies, mainly recognized
in the administration and compliance domains, is presented as playing a
rather modest role, leaving the bulk of the justification of a possible need
for coordination to the presence of externalities. Among the various forms
of externalities the one arising from “base snatching” and the consequent
tax competition leading to lower rates is seen as deserving particular atten-
tion in the context of capital income taxation, due to the high mobility of
capital relative to labour. For this reason, the pros and cons of tax competi-
tion become a crucial element when discussing the merits of some form of
centralization in capital taxation. Keen and De Mooij discuss some of the
arguments in favour of tax competition, in particular due to its role as a
disciplining device.

By confronting the lessons from the theoretical and empirical literature
on fiscal federalism with the EU experience in the area of tax policy coor-
dination, Keen and De Mooij give an appraisal of what they see as suc-
cesses in the EU efforts to coordinate tax policy, namely in the area of the
value added tax. However, they suggest that this may have come at the
expense of sufficient effort to address the coordination of capital income
taxation in earlier stages of the EU. As a lesson to future unions, Keen and
De Mooij suggest that capital tax coordination is better dealt with in early
stages when membership is more homogeneous and lobby interests are
weaker.

The three chapters following Keen and De Mooij’s look into detail at
corporate taxation, arguments in favour or against tax coordination and the
specificities such coordination should take.

7 These differences in preferences for government expenditure items have been
discussed for the fields of education and innovation in Chapters 5-9.
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Cnossen’s Chapter 14 goes the furthest in dealing with the specificities of
corporate tax coordination. Though acknowledging the potential role of tax
competition as a disciplining device, Cnossen does not view tax com-
petition as wholly beneficial, in line with Keen and De Mooij, and argues
for a gradual, bottom-up and partially reversible coordination over a top-
down harmonization approach. He also stresses the importance of a
broadly based approach encompassing the taxation of all forms of capital
income rather than a narrow coordination of corporate profits. More pre-
cisely, Cnossen proposes an agenda for capital income taxation coordina-
tion in five sequential steps whose final completion would lead to a Euro-
pean capital income tax. However, he recognizes that this last final step is,
in the present circumstances, unfeasible. His agenda’s measures aim at
mitigating the distorting effects on corporate financing and investment
caused by the differential in corporate and personal income tax rates and at
reducing incentives for transfer pricing manipulation and thin capitaliza-
tion.

Van der Horst (Chapter 15) addresses specifically the externalities asso-
ciated with the two main “parameters” of corporate taxation: tax rates and
tax base. The economic effects and the distributional implications of tax
reforms are then investigated by assessing the sign and size of spillovers
associated with unilateral tax policy and by factoring in the scale econo-
mies for firms allowed by tax base consolidation using a general equilib-
rium model. These exercises lead to an assessment of the benefits/costs of
tax rate harmonization and/or tax base consolidation. Van der Horst’s
simulation exercises point at limited gains from tax-base coordination.
Simulations on the consolidation of the tax base via formula apportion-
ment suggest very uneven economic effects both across and within coun-
tries with small overall gains leading to the suspicion that the details in the
design of such consolidation may in the end determine whether such gains
materialize. In a far-reaching scenario were tax rate harmonization adds to
tax base consolidation an overall gain would occur accompanied by large
variation across countries with small tax base countries losing. This result
suggests that consolidation combined with tax-rate harmonization could
pass the subsidiarity test if complemented with a proper redistribution
scheme. Tax rate harmonization without tax base consolidation does not
seem to be a useful strategy because simulations suggest that, starting from
the present situation, further tax rate competition would hardly decrease
rates, therefore casting doubts on a “race to the bottom”.

Pouget and Stéclebout-Orseau (Chapter 16) devote their attention to the
implications that corporate tax competition has for the composition of pub-
lic spending. The authors question the standard argument that tax competi-
tion is harmful because it erodes tax revenues and therefore the govern-
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ment’s ability to produce the optimal level of public good. Instead, they
turn to the more subtle concept of distortions in the composition of public
expenditure. These distortions are caused by the existence of a second di-
mension of competition: the provision of a productivity-enhancing public
good as a means to attract investment and consequently a broader tax base.
Interpreting increased tax competition as the result of easier profit shifting,
they find that tighter tax competition leads governments away from pro-
ductivity-enhancing spending. Conversely, tax-rate coordination would not
only lead most countries to increase their statutory corporate tax rates, but
also foster a re-allocation of public expenditure in favour of productivity-
enhancing spending. Although the welfare and policy implications of this
corollary are not directly addressed in the chapter, a move away from ex-
penditure in fields such as health and social transfers may have a negative
impact on households. However, as the authors recognize, further investi-
gation would be necessary to assess this intuition.

1.6 Regional and transport policy

Regional policy takes subsidiarity a step further than the levels of the Un-
ion and the Member States to issues concerning decentralization to the re-
gional level. Transport policy has a regional dimension as well.

1.6.1 Regional policy

Begg (Chapter 17) discusses the rationale for an EU regional policy. Re-
gional policy is the mainstay of cohesion policy, the aim of which is to im-
prove the competitive position of regions. Although redistribution, in the
sense of improving the current incomes of poorer citizens, is not the aim of
cohesion policy, in practice the richer Member States transfer resources to
the poorer ones in this way, a rather clumsy way to redistribute income, as
Begg states. Cohesion policy is, along with the Common Agricultural Pol-
icy, the most important budget item of the EU. For some (poorer) Member
States the payments can add up to a few percentage points of GDP each
year. Structural Funds’ spending is not limited to the poorer Member
States, but also goes to poor regions in rich Member States. For the latter
case Begg doubts the rationale for EU intervention for two reasons. First,
richer countries have the funds to finance regional policy themselves. Sec-
ond, assignment of regional policy at the Member State level may give a
better match with regional preferences and there are lower transaction
costs involved.
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Begg argues that the case is different for Structural and Cohesion Fund
payments to poorer Member States for at least three reasons. First of all,
the poorer countries have fewer funds available. The transfer of resources
has to be orchestrated by a higher level of government. Second, a higher
level of government can more easily handle the competition between re-
gions to improve competitiveness. Third, the higher government level can
impose governance conditions such that support is used appropriately. This
could also stimulate and help poorer Member States to develop their insti-
tutional capacity. Although cohesion policy is in principle temporary - it
finishes when poorer countries catch up - Begg foresees a resilience of co-
hesion policy for constitutional and political economy reasons.

Overall Begg suggests that a nuanced approach is needed: there are
sound arguments for either or both of the EU and Member State levels
having a role. The balance of these arguments is also affected by the dis-
puted effectiveness of cohesion policy, as the empirical evidence is mixed
and inconclusive about the ability of regional policy to have an enduring
effect on regional prosperity. However, most of these evaluation studies
have their limitations as well.

Fenge and Meier (Chapter 18) add another argument to the rationale for
an EU regional policy, which is not based on altruistic motives of the
richer Member States but on their self interest. They argue that EU re-
gional policy can be used as a means to prevent ‘immigration into unem-
ployment’. Transfers to poor EU countries that support infrastructure in-
vestment make staying in these countries more attractive and allow them to
catch up faster. High wage countries are interested in spending money in
this way to avoid immigration that raises unemployment of natives in an
inflexible labour market. Concerning the structure of regional policy, do-
nating countries prefer matching grants for investment in infrastructure to
unconditional grants or wage subsidies. Investment subsidies lead to faster
wage growth in the poor Member States of the EU, which reduces both
migration flows and unemployment in the immigration countries. Bilateral
agreements between high and low wage countries will not be efficient, be-
cause the high wage countries do not take the benefits of less immigration
to other high wage countries into account. This externality has to be dealt
with at the EU level. Fenge and Meier do not distinguish different regions
in the low and high wage country. In their view regional policy does not
aim at reducing disparities. The only reason to choose public investment is
that this is more effective in their model than redistribution in the form of
wage subsidies.
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1.6.2 Transport policy

De Borger and Proost (Chapter 19) study the role of the EU in transport
policy, in particular in providing transport infrastructure, and the interac-
tion with instruments to price the use of the infrastructure. First, they con-
clude that the desirability of European funding for infrastructure projects
crucially depends on the importance of cross-border transport. Subsidies
are not needed from an efficiency viewpoint if there is no transit transport.
Second, they show that countries will charge excessively high tolls and
strongly under-invest in transport capacity, if they are allowed to deter-
mine tolls for the use of their infrastructure. This conclusion only holds if
Trans European Networks are interpreted as serial transport corridors
(which is often the case for railways and canals) and not as parallel corri-
dors (often the case for roads). To avoid high tolls, insufficient investment
and large welfare losses, it is better for the EU not to allow Member States
to freely decide on tolls at all in the serial case. The third conclusion is that
the EU should also intervene in providing infrastructure for serial transport
corridors, because capacity is underprovided. De Borger and Proost sug-
gest linking the provision of financial support to marginal social cost pric-
ing by the Member States. According to their calculations subsidies should
depend positively on the share of trans-border transit through the country
and on the degree of scale economies in capacity provision, and negatively
on the cost of public funds.

De Borger and Proost focus on serial corridors. Their conclusions sug-
gest that the EU has a substantial role in developing infrastructure and the
pricing of railways and canals. In the case of roads drivers have often more
alternatives over parallel roads such that the external effects of Member
States policies are much smaller.

1.7 Conclusion

Can the application of the subsidiarity principle be helpful for developing
economic reform policies in line with the Lisbon agenda? There is no easy
answer to this question. An overview of all contributions in this book
yields a number of general conclusions for specific policy fields. The pros
and cons of acting in common in Europe as well as a number of caveats are
also suggested. In particular, the contributions in this book pinpoint the
following difficulties:
1. In a number of cases political economy arguments add to the explana-
tion of the current division of responsibilities between the Union and
the Member States. For instance, juste retour arguments, lobbies, pol-
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icy learning and path dependence to some extent affect agricultural
and cohesion policy.

2. Often the devil is in the detail. The assessment of subsidiarity de-
pends on specific characteristics of a policy area and on complex in-
teractions between determinants of economies of scale or cross border
externalities (see for instance Section 1.3). Hence, general statements
about too much or too little Europe are hard to substantiate.

3. Subsidiarity does not always imply a clear-cut division of responsi-
bilities. In several cases the EU and the Member States may act to-
gether. Policy learning through the open method of coordination is a
straightforward example.

4. Subsidiarity is a dynamic process: change is driven by various trends.
Diversity leading to more heterogeneity is one of these. Diversity re-
lates to the increasing number of Member States and differences in
their economic structures. That would require more decentralization
to match local preferences. Moreover, the globalization trend could
have substantial effects on economies of scale and externalities re-
lated to size.

5. Changing circumstances may require abandoning earlier policies for
centralization. Yet, this may be difficult, because for some Member
States more will be at stake than for others (see for instance Grethe,
Chapter 12). That underscores the option value of waiting and the use
of sunset clauses (Oosterwijk, Chapter 4).

In spite of these difficulties we can draw some conclusions from the
application of the subsidiarity principle on education and innovation; the
internal market and agricultural policy; corporate taxation; and regional
and transport policy.

The quality of higher education and thus human capital has to be im-
proved if the EU is to reach its ambitious Lisbon goals. Here is a possible
role for the European Union. Increasing mobility of students could lead to
more competition and possibly higher quality in education. Moreover, the
European Union could act as catalyst for the Member States’ reforms of
the higher education sector. The analysis of R&D policies shows that there
are clearly defined roles for the Member States and the EU. The EU has a
role in funding public R&D and in subsidizing private R&D, because of
the externalities involved and the potential benefits of economies of scale.
Government support for R&D by small and medium size enterprises can
be better conducted at the national or even regional level. These
government layers have in general better information about local
circumstances and there are no substantial cross-border externalities
involved.



1 Subsidiarity for Better Economic Reform? 17

With respect to Internal Market Policies, the analyses suggest that the
common market for heavily-regulated and commercial services could be
improved, because of the external effects of national regulatory practices.
Concerning the common agricultural policy, rural development policies
and direct payments can be better carried out by national or regional gov-
ernment layers. Although the current divisions of tasks between the EU
and the Member States can be understood from the past, EU involvement
in rural development and income policies is overall inefficient and could
lead to crowding out of EU budgets. EU involvement should be limited to
market policies and agri-environmental policies that address cross-border
externalities.

In earlier stages the EU has been successful in coordinating value added
tax policy, but not in the coordination of capital income taxation. This
book argues for further coordination of capital income taxation. Although
a step by step approach seems to be advisable, the benefit of coordination
probably only appears if tax rates and the tax bases for capital income are
coordinated. However, tax coordination does not curtail policy competi-
tion. Member States are still able to compete with productivity-enhancing
public spending such as infrastructure, to attract economic activity.

The EU has also a clear role in regional policy, as long it is directed to
regions in poorer Member States. These states often lack the financial and
institutional capacity to develop the regional economy and the EU can
handle competition between regions. It could also be in the self interest of
richer Member States to stimulate the economy in poorer ones in order to
avoid some undesirable consequences of massive migration. For the stimu-
lus of poor economic regions in richer Member States, these Member
States themselves could take the lead. The book also clarifies the role of
the EU with respect to transport policy, in particular on Trans European
Networks. For railways and canals, the so called serial transport corridors,
the EU should take the lead in order to generate sufficient capacity and to
avoid excess pricing. For road infrastructure this is different. Because of
the many alternative parallel roads the Member States should take the lead.

Besides these conclusions, the contributions in this book have indicated at
least two main directions for further research: empirics and political econ-
omy. Indeed empirically, much is still unknown about the optimal level of
decision making in the EU. Often assessments of subsidiarity present a
range of theoretical arguments related to the functional subsidiarity test.
Yet, determining the position on the trade-off between decentralization and
centralization and deriving policy options ultimately is an empirical ques-
tion. Adding political economy arguments to the trade-off further compli-
cates the assessment. Some authors (for instance, Oosterwijk, Chapter 4;
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Gual, Chapter 10; Lejour, Chapter 11; Grethe, Chapter 12; Begg, Chapter
17; Fenge-Meier, Chapter 18) explicitly analyse political economy
considerations from a practical or theoretical perspective. Generally,
empirical analyses of these motives are way out of sight. Possibly case
studies of actual decision making in EU councils and committees may be
an interesting first step to follow-up in this direction.

All in all, the contributions in this book show that subsidiarity is an
intricate and challenging topic, both for economic analysts and for policy
makers. The economists can provide policy makers with a range of
arguments to support their judgments on issues of subsidiarity. However,
they cannot and probably will never be able to provide detailed recipes on
how to allo-cate responsibilities between the EU and the Member States.
That is all for the best, since in a democracy subsidiarity will ultimately be
a political decision, yet economic analysis may contribute to it being as
informed as possible.
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