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ABSTRACT 
 

XinhXan Bradt M.A. International Studies 
Department of International Studies, June 2007 

University of Kansas 
 
 
 

The post-industrial economic and physical decline of urban areas is 
evidenced by unemployment, outmoded housing design, and lack of 
connectivity to goods and services. These characteristics contribute to social 
exclusion, or elements that prohibit one from fully participating in society. As a 
remedy and to enable these citizens to participate in the single currency 
market, the European Union established social cohesion policy, which took 
the form of financing city and regional programs.  
 
This thesis describes social exclusion and the development of social cohesion 
policy in the European Union through Path Dependence and Multi-Level 
Governance analysis. The EU community initiatives in the Ile-de-France 
region illustrate how the European Union developed social cohesion 
programs to transform social exclusion issues into a supranational tool to 
build a more cohesive Union.  
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Europe was required to examine its cities in a new light when globalization 

became an impending reality as the Cold War ended and unification of 

Europe demanded new standards for its members. As the new millennium 

approached, Europe began to take stock of itself by choice and out of 

necessity. These changes and adjustments rippled through Europe’s culture 

and economy. 

As Europe began to confront globalization, identity became an issue as an 

ever-closer union was pursued. The treaties of the 1990s and the coming of 

the European Monetary Union and a single currency brought identity and 

citizenship to the forefront, as well as issues of governance. With increasing 

responsibilities given to the European Union, through institutions such as the 

Council of Europe and the European Commission, roles and distribution of 

power would also need to be clarified. 

With the enlargement of the European Union, the organizational reach and 

resources into the Regions also deepened. Local and regional actors became 

required to fulfill policy directives at the supranational level, as well as at the 

national level. At the same time, they were also able to appeal to a 

supranational level of governance for policy and funding, in addition to 

regional and national governments. This new governance gave increased 

prominence to the City as an individual actor.  

Concurrently, Eurocrats worked to determine how the EU would achieve a 

closer union amongst member-states and citizens through economics and 
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politics. Varying economies among member states can be traced to 

performance of economic generators located primarily in urban areas. 

Therefore to achieve a single economy, it follows that support of industry and 

businesses must also be in “working” condition. In addition, unemployment, 

poverty, and poor housing conditions in urban areas restrain economic 

success. These issues are examples of social exclusion because those 

citizens living in such conditions are excluded from participation in society and 

the market. Therefore, to have a more productive economy for the larger 

success of the European economy, all citizens need to contribute. Thus urban 

issues of social exclusion must be addressed to enable participation of the 

European citizen to contribute to the future success of the European Union.  

This paper will examine how the European Union developed social cohesion 

policy and programs to address social exclusion issues in order to further 

European integration. Using multi-level governance and path-dependence 

theory, structural funds and social cohesion programs in Greater Paris will be 

examined as case studies illustrating how the EU transformed urban social 

exclusion issues, typically addressed through municipal and national level 

governance, into a supranational method to achieve a more cohesive Union.  
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Social Exclusion 

Social exclusion in France came to light recently after fires broke out in dense 

immigrant housing quarters in Paris in the spring of 2005. Immigrant families 

from former French colonies perished in overcrowded hotels that were to 

have served as temporary housing but which often became permanent. Then, 

in the fall of 2005 two teenagers from the suburbs or banlieues at the 

periphery of the greater Paris were chased by police and died after running 

into a power plant. The teens were from banlieues characterized by large 

social housing complexes whose residents suffer from unemployment, 

isolation from the city center and from access to services. Residents in these 

neighborhoods demonstrated their demand for a solution to their exclusion 

from society through weeks of rioting across the France.  

 
Social Exclusion Defined 

Several scholars have noted that there is no clarity on exactly what defines 

social exclusion, but it’s range can include poverty, lack of social integration, 

economic exclusion, political exclusion, and cultural exclusion (Madanipour, 

Cars, & Allen, 1998, pp. 76-78; Mayes, Berghman, & Salais, 2001; Percy-

Smith, 2000, pp. 3-5). Mandanipour et al. trace the use of the term “social 

exclusion” to French social policy and Percy-Smith explains that originally it 

referred to a “group of people living on the margins of society and, in 

particular, without access to the system of social insurance” (Madanipour, 

Cars, & Allen, 1998; Percy-Smith, 2000). The editors of Social Exclusion in 
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European Cities observe that social exclusion is a growing trend across 

Europe in the areas of employment, income, education and health. In 

particular, they note that: “In many cities, these changes are especially visible 

in the spatial concentration of immigrant and ethnic minority communities and 

in large areas with deteriorating environmental conditions” (Madanipour, Cars, 

& Allen, 1998, p. 7).  This environment is seen across Europe in 

neighborhoods with high densities of social housing. In France neighborhoods 

consisting largely of social housing high-rises become cluster communities for 

the working-class and immigrants. 

Ali Madanipour warns that the combination of multiple forms of exclusion 

becomes a spatial reinforcement of exclusion, pushing those individuals to 

the spatial edge of society. At that point Madanipour says the exclusion can 

become a conflict between ‘the system and actors’ and continues: “In such 

dissociation, the marginalized people and marginalized places undermine the 

legitimacy and authority of these systems and threaten to block the route to 

survival. Tackling the problems of social exclusion becomes ever more 

crucial, as these areas become scenes of riots and social unrest” 

(Madanipour, Cars, & Allen, 1998, pp. 78-79). 

David G. Mayes defines social exclusion as a “process” and as a “state” 

(Mayes, Berghman, & Salais, 2001, p. 6). These two aspects of social 

exclusion have a direct influence on policy response. As a “process,” Mayes 

notes that once social exclusion is evident in the life of an individual, it 
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becomes a “vicious cycle” from which exit is difficult or impossible. He 

concludes that it is more efficient and effective to prevent entry into this cycle 

than to combat the effects of social exclusion and try to exit the cycle. Thus it 

is Mayes’ prescriptive suggestion that policy measures to encourage social 

inclusion address the issue of exclusion more accurately and efficiently than a 

“prevention” policy strategy against exclusion, which Mayes describes as a 

“generic” approach to the issue. 

According to Mayes, social exclusion is a broad term that allows member 

states to tailor it to fit their needs, which he sees as a pro and a con. His 

criticism is that “It does not impose a particular social model on the 

members…however that very vagueness would enable states to do very little 

that was new” (Mayes, Berghman, & Salais, 2001, p. 4).  

Social Exclusion and Social Cohesion in the EU 

To understand social exclusion, it is also helpful to understand its remedy and 

the other side of the coin, social cohesion. In the report “On the Concept of 

Social Cohesion” 1, Karl Czansny traces the European Union goal of social 

cohesion to one of the founding principles of the EU: the way to peace is 

through the market. Czansny states: “Equality of opportunity should thereby 

be increased in the common market in order to improve capacity for 

integration and finally achieve greater cohesion” (Czansny, 2002). If the 
                                                
1 “On the Concept of Social Cohesion,” is a report produced by the project The 
Importance of Housing Systems in Safeguarding Social Cohesion in Europe 
(SOCOHO), which was funded by the European Commission and Research 
Directorate-General from 2001-2004. 
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population of Europe cannot equally participate in the market, then the market 

is not successfully working to unite the peoples of Europe.  

To achieve this goal for Europe, the editors of Social Exclusion and European 

Policy ask “whether there is something extra that should be done at the EU 

level that cannot be currently tackled by the member states and their existing 

operation” to address social exclusion issues (Mayes, Berghman, & Salais, 

2001, p. 2). David G. Mayes offers four reasons why there should be a 

European-level response to social exclusion: it would be “more effective and 

efficient,” it would employ joint decision-making as a result of European 

integration, there could be “spillover benefits for other member states,” and it 

would provide an opportunity to balance the benefits of integration (Mayes, 

Berghman, & Salais, 2001, p. 2).  Mayes offers separately that the solidarity 

factor of approaching the issue together is based in emotion, and so is not 

included with the above listed reasons. 

Issues in European cities can hinder the relationship between the citizens of 

the EU and its governance, and therefore the path towards “ever-closer 

union”. Mandanipour et al. state that “Although promoting economic and 

social cohesion was one of three key objectives in the 1991 Maastricht Treaty 

on European Union, the subsequent Action Programme to Combat Social 

Exclusion and to Promote Social Solidarity more directly reflects the 

Commission’s view that the potential for social fracture threatens progress 

towards ever-closer union”(Madanipour, Cars, & Allen, 1998, p. 8). According 



 

  7 

to the editors, “By the mid-1980s, complex negotiations over widening and 

deepening the Community led to a sharpened focus on marginal social 

groups within each of the member states,” when prior to that period funding 

addressed single countries or declining industrial sectors (Madanipour, Cars, 

& Allen, 1998, p. 13). When Jacques Delors began speaking to the concept 

and principle of social exclusion, the European Community was itself 

becoming aware of the statistical figures of poverty in Europe and that those 

in poverty classification might not be able to advance in step with the broad 

European agenda. Poverty is described as “a substantial risk” for the future of 

the European Union by the Commission, who recognized that a “single 

frontier-free market and monetary union constitute growth factors for Europe 

as a whole, but they are also risk factors for the weakest regions and social 

groups and must be accompanied by more dynamic policies in the field of 

economic and social cohesion (Madanipour, Cars, & Allen, 1998, p. 8).”  

The European involvement in social cohesion can be traced to a recognition 

to “reduce regional disparities” in The Treaty of Rome in 1957 and in the 

Ireland accession treaty in 1972 (Dinan, 1999).  Article 2 of the Treaty on 

European Community assumed that losses and gains would be distributed 

among the member states (Dinan, 1999). In the mid-1970s the European 

Community organized funding to provide regional assistance to member 

states. However, regional imbalances became especially fractious when 

Spain and Portugal joined the European Community in 1986, signaling that 
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the issue had not been resolved yet with existing funding schemes. Countries 

receiving aid, including Italy and Greece were concerned that their funding 

allocation would decrease as enlargement of the EU progressed.  Growing 

cohesion programs also raised concerns about the budget, so in 1987 a five-

year plan was created. The plan included reforming the structural funds, 

increasing resources, and focusing on regions that had a “per capita income 

below 75 percent of the European Community average” (Dinan, 1999). 

Increasing the funding resources meant that larger countries would have to 

contribute more, but the reform measures were accepted in 1988, which 

implied an understanding of redistributing wealth to poorer regions for the 

benefit of the European Community. These reforms focused on four concepts: 

Additionality, that structural funds must be in addition to national level funding; 

Partnership, that cooperation across  all levels of governance is needed for 

policy development and execution; Programming, a new emphasis on project 

continuity; and Concentration, which outlined the five Objective Initiatives to 

categorize future projects by type and priority.  

Two Articles in the Treaty of Maastricht further explain the European policy 

foundation towards social exclusion: Articles 136 and 137. In Article 136 of 

the Treaty of Amsterdam, the responsibility for social policy is delegated to 

both the European Community and to the Member States. The policy 

objectives were established as “promotion of employment, improved living 

and working conditions, proper social protection, dialogue between 
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management and labour, the development of human resources with a view to 

lasting high employment and the combating of exclusion” ("The legal 

framework following the Treaty of Amsterdam"). Article 137 allocates to the 

Council the right to enact and enforce action for workers in the areas of 

health, safety, working conditions, information and equality, as well as 

integrating those excluded into the workforce.  

Reflecting the principle of Subsidiarity, taking policy to the level where it most 

directly is going to be implemented, the EU developed initiatives to be 

implemented at the city and region levels to provide the EU with direct 

interaction with the people of Europe and to make evident the role of the EU 

in daily life. Since the actions of the European Union have historically been 

perceived as distant to the residents of the member countries, the principle of 

Subsidiarity provided a method to bridge between the peoples of the Europe 

and the EU representatives and organizations. In fulfillment of this principle, 

when the Treaty of Amsterdam was executed in 1999 it not only provided an 

instrument for addressing social issues begun with the Maastricht Treaty but 

also provided a mechanism to enforce policy and follow-through at the 

Community level ("The legal framework following the Treaty of Amsterdam"). 

To further a more equal participation of European citizens, the Council of 

Europe2 formed the European Committee for Social Cohesion (CDCS), an 

                                                
2 The Council of Europe does not impact on the approval process of European Union 
policy and programs. It is primarily involved in the “protection of civil liberties” in 
Europe and is the location of the Court of Human Rights (Dinan, 1999). 
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intergovernmental committee that prepared the “Revised Strategy for Social 

Cohesion” in April 2004. The intergovernmental nature of the committee 

reflects the belief of the CDCS that “social cohesion can only be built by 

means of integrated measures involving many partners” (European 

Committee for Social Cohesion, 2004). It defines social cohesion as “the 

capacity of a society to ensure the welfare of all its members, minimizing 

disparities and avoiding polarization,” thus “a cohesive society is a mutually 

supportive community of free individuals pursuing these common goals by 

democratic means” (European Committee for Social Cohesion, 2004, p. 2). 

With the increasing membership to the European Union, Europeans are 

facing disparities, polarization and differences on a new scale at a new speed 

of confrontation. Therefore the CDCS is formed at an integral time with 

recognition of the importance to seek out how “to manage diversity so that it 

becomes a source of mutual enrichment rather than a factor of division and 

conflict” (European Committee for Social Cohesion, 2004, p. 2). The report 

recognizes that unemployment, welfare systems, social and crime issues, as 

well as emerging issues such as multiculturalism and poverty all contribute to 

potential division and conflict. In particular, these issues combine to foster an 

exclusionary work and/or neighborhood environment. In recognition of this 

exclusion, the Council of Europe declared social cohesion as “one of the 

foremost needs of wider Europe and […] an essential complement to the 
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promotion of human rights and dignity” (European Committee for Social 

Cohesion, 2004, p. 3).  
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Methods: Path Dependence and Multi-Level Governance 

To analyze the position of the EU as utilizing social cohesion policy and 

programs to transform a typically City based policy issue into a policy to 

facilitate European integration, the models of Path Dependence and Multi-

level Governance will be explained. These in turn will form a framework for 

understanding the development of cohesion and urban policy in the EU and 

how the simultaneous changes in governance roles facilitates the involvement 

of the EU in policy and programs previously overseen by national and 

subnational governments and organizations. 

 
Paul Pierson: Social Policy and Path Dependence 
 
The principles of path dependence provide a structure to evaluate the 

development process of social cohesion policy in the European Union, as well 

as a lens through which to view municipal and national policy response to 

social exclusion. Examining the history of France and Europe’s urban policy 

will reveal institutional constraints, which result in limited policy response to 

recurring social issues, illustrating path dependence. 

Path Dependence demonstrates that each policy choice has implications on 

future results and later choices. Noted scholar Paul Pierson analyzes the 

importance of timing and sequence as well as the path of decision-making in 

his article Increasing Returns, Path Dependence, and the Study of Politics. By 

stating that “we cannot understand the significance of a particular social 
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variable without understanding ‘how it got there’ -the path it took,” he 

summarizes the need for and benefit of path dependence analysis (Pierson, 

2000, p. 252). He goes on to explain that path dependence makes a case for 

the “patterns of timing and sequence” and that “courses of action, once 

introduced, can be virtually impossible to reverse” (Pierson, 2000, p. 251). 

Related is the concept of “increasing returns,” which emphasizes the costs of 

changing course and also examines what and when an event or decision 

takes place. Increasing returns are considered to be either the starting point 

or a type of path dependence (Pierson, 2000). The process of increasing 

returns has four key characteristics: 1) Unpredictability, 2) Inflexibility, 3) 

Nonergodicity and 4) Potential path inefficiency (Pierson, 2000, p. 253, 

quoting B. Arthur, 1994). Pierson adds his own characteristic, an emphasis on 

sequencing, cautioning that “Earlier events matter much more than later ones, 

and hence different sequences may produce different outcomes” (Pierson, 

2000, p. 253). These characteristics describe “increasing returns” processes 

as initially open to multiple possibilities, yet growing more inflexible to change 

as time goes on, with consequences for every action or event which could 

result in constrained future options. When Pierson applies the framework of 

increasing returns to politics the characteristics are adapted as: 1) Multiple 

Equilibria, 2) Contingency, 3) A critical role for timing and sequencing, and 4) 

Inertia. When comparing both lists of features of increasing returns from 

Pierson and Arthur, the first and fourth characteristics are similar. However, 
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Pierson has given Contingency a second ranking, while its definition is most 

similar to the definition of Nonergodicity, ranked third by Arthur. This 

illustrates that Pierson places greater importance on the “large and enduring 

consequences” of small events, seemingly requiring greater caution than 

“timing and sequencing” of when an event occurs, which was listed third.  

Figure 1 

Characteristics of the process of Increasing Returns3 
Brian Arthur, 1994 Paul Pierson, 2000 

1. Unpredictability 
2. Inflexibility 
3. Nonergodicity 
4. Potential path 

inefficiency 

1. Multiple equilibria 
2. Contingency 
3. A critical role for timing and sequencing 
4. Inertia 

 

Pierson’s importance on the small events holds when later he states that “not 

only ‘big’ events have big consequences; little ones that happen at the right 

time can have major consequences as well” (2000, p. 263). Still, while 

Pierson admits that “not all aspects of political life are subject to increasing 

returns” (2000, p. 264) and that path dependence is undermined by 

continuous decision-making, he offers that it is “a way to narrow conceptually 

the choice set and link decision making through time” (Pierson, 2000).  

 Author Yuri Kazepov describes how path dependence is evidenced in 

European governmental institutions and how this sets its experience of social 

exclusion apart from other global cities. He describes that “institutions are the 

                                                
3 (Pierson, 2000, p. 253 and 263) 
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result of power relations that became institutionalized” (Kazepov, 2004). 

Kazepov also notes that “These are translated into regulations and define the 

roles of actors, who is in and who is out and –more particularly- who gets 

what, when and for how long… (Kazepov, 2004 referring to W. Korpi).” It is 

this that Kazepov says is the determination of “the patterns of social exclusion 

and inclusion” (Kazepov, 2004). He also explains further that “…these 

institutions regulate social interaction through their specific cognitive 

frameworks…” through norms, rules and regulations, thus defining “specific 

modes of coordination and regulation” (Kazepov, 2004).  

Neil Brenner provides an illustration of Pierson’s Path Dependence theory as 

he analyzes the recent history of European urban governance and new state 

spaces in his 2004 article, describing urban spatiality as a representation of 

“earlier patterns of social interaction…of possibilities and constraints upon, 

future social relations” (2004, p. 451).  

Examining the history of immigrant policy in France, Patrick Ireland notes that 

“By the eve of World War II, in fact, the legal framework that would determine 

immigrants’ relationship with the French political system until the mid-1970s 

was largely in place” (Ireland, 1994, p. 35).  

The decisions that are analyzed by Path Dependence illustrate that the 

European Union and its member states undertake decisions that develop a 

path, which narrows future choices and also explains how current 

exclusionary environments developed.  At the same time, these decisions are 
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performed by actors operating within layers of governance that involves a 

growing number of members. This results in changing roles and expectations 

that will be explored through multi-level governance.  

Multi-Level Governance  

Governance is described by Patrick Le Galès as “a process of coordinating 

actors, social groups and institutions to attain clear goals that are discussed 

and defined collectively in fragmented, uncertain environments” (Le Galès, 

2001). Europe is a unique case in the world in that it has a level of 

supranational governance: the European Union, which initiates and executes 

policy which national, regional, and local governments must abide by if they 

are Member States. 

Governance in Europe seems to be changing on every front: at the 

supranational level the EU is increasing the number of member states, at the 

national level scholars observe both an increase and a decrease in national 

power, and at the same time cities and regions are being given policy 

directives from a supranational government body (Brenner, 2004). As 

member states are added to the European Union, the complexity of 

governance also increases. Layers of policy provide additional responsibilities 

and services. Multi-level governance theory explores the changing 

relationships and opportunities that evolve from this special circumstance. 

Gary Marks and Liesbet Hooghe identify two models of governance: state-

centric and multi-level governance (Hooghe & Marks, 2001, pp. 2-3). In the 
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state-centric model, national governments are the ultimate decision-maker 

and limit the authority given to supranational authority. However, multi-level 

governance puts decision-making at varying levels of authority, with various 

actors, and varying levels of territory (Hooghe & Marks, 2001, pp. xi,3).   

Marks and Hooghe cite two main contributors towards the development of 

multi-level governance: European integration and regionalization (2001, p. xi). 

In European integration, the policy-making authority between the national 

level and the supranational level was re-examined and sometimes re-

distributed. Regionalization reflects the shifts in responsibility in the opposite 

direction, from the national level to sub-national levels, such as regional, local 

and urban. The role of regionalization and its effects on the nature of multi-

level governance is being explored extensively by contemporary scholars 

(Brenner, 2004; Le Galès, 2002). The slipping of political authority at the 

national level is observed by Marks and Hooghe, who remark that in multi-

level governance “collective decision making among states involves a 

significant loss of control for individual national governments” (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2001, p. 4). In addition the authors also state that “If, however, the 

multi-level governance model is valid…subnational interests mobilize beyond 

the reach of national governments directly in the European arena” (Hooghe & 

Marks, 2001, p. 12). Neil Brenner takes this further by proposing that “the 

phenomenon of state downscaling” is key to understanding “contemporary 

remaking of the European political space” as states delegate responsibility to 
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subnational actors and as subnational actors re-organize (2004, p. 449). 

According to Brenner, the state and its territory and boundaries have been 

taken for granted and not thoroughly tested until recently. He offers that urban 

governance is a “key mechanism” for the changes in the scale of state 

influence and power in European Union. He accounts for these changes as 

products of globalization and “global political-economic transformations of the 

post-1970s,” which altered the base of state regulation and “undermined” 

state economies and civil society (Brenner, 2004, p. 448). Patrick LeGalès 

suggests that the nation-state role in structuring society is decreasing and 

that cities (urban local authority and urban government) and regions are the 

new level of regulation (Le Galès, 2002, p. 76). In his book European Cities: 

Social Conflicts and Governance, LeGalès examines his hypothesis that if the 

role of the State in Europe is changing, then there are new “constraints and 

opportunities… emerging for cities, a context in which some of them may 

become actors of European governance and more structured as local 

societies” (2002, p. 75). According to Paul Pierson in “The Path to European 

Integration,” other actors have found a way into the governance structure to 

“influence the process of European integration” due to gaps between 

member-states and “European institutions and public policies” (1996, p. 126). 

At the same time, Marks and Hooghe state that “One of the most important 

consequences of European integration is the multiplication of extra-national 

channels for subnational political activity” (2001, p. 73). However, looking at 
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governance across the EU, Marks and Hooghe observe no coherence in “the 

political role of cities, municipalities, and regions.” Their perspective illustrates 

that cities and regions are in a changing role, with a unique position to define 

the governance and policy response that will best meet their needs.
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European Cities 
 
Patrick LeGalès declares that since “European countries are overwhelmingly 

urban,” cities should be studied, as there is also considerable wealth 

produced there and cities are the home of many public services (Le Galès, 

2002, p. 75). Additionally, LeGalès observes that there are new forces such 

as globalization and European integration which are having an impact on 

cities and bring new processes to bear on national structures and societies 

(2002, p. 6). Author Yuri Kazepov states quite simply that “European cities 

are different because they are embedded in different institutional 

arrangements, providing specific contexts to actors, characterized by a 

specific mix of constraints and enablements” and structure (Kazepov, 2004). 

Similarly, LeGalès observes that “European societies are distinctive in their 

levels of institutionalization and territorialization” (Le Galès, 2002, p. 32). 

Kazepov also emphasizes that key to discussing European cities is an 

understanding of their context, which consists of various dimensions which 

define a particular context for each city (Kazepov, 2004). 

LeGalès traces the following factors and elements as essential to the 

development and formation of the city: the role of the church in structuring 

smaller cities, establishment of a political seat of power, trade and artisan 

production, and participation in east/west economic trade routes (2002, pp. 

34-35). The medieval city, he says, was an integral part of the formation of 

Europe. According to LeGalès, the creation of a political authority or 
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commune by the leading power figure granted municipal autonomy and 

established the city as a coherent “urban society” among other powers. It was 

not until the late Middle Ages that the capital city emerged as the “dominant 

city” in England and France. LeGalès states that “Medieval communes were 

the first to establish public policies in the spheres of town planning, security 

and economic development” (Le Galès, 2002, p. 40). From this emerged the 

earliest democratic institutions and forms of urban law, providing a “defense 

against other cities” and a way “to acquire rights and privileges” (Le Galès, 

2002, p. 40). By the 16th Century citizens and merchants began to contribute 

to the development of the state and cities looked to the state to provide 

stability in times of war (Le Galès, 2002, p. 50). The relationship between the 

City and the State went through periods of opposition and alliance, until the 

19th Century when LeGalès says the nation-state emerged victorious with the 

unification of Germany and Italy.  

LeGalès lists several areas of change for cities: currency and national 

identity, the state is no longer central to protection of its citizens, the erosion 

of national borders, the ripple effect of the state complying with more laws 

from international and supranational levels, redistribution of state authority, 

taxation pressures from higher government levels and more local levels, and 

finally, state economy (Le Galès, 2002, p. 87).  
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The City as an Agent for the EU 

Governance is a topic synonymous with Europe, as the principle of 

democracy originates from early European civilizations. However, a shift is 

being observed in the delegation of legislation from the traditional method of 

the nation-state to the city-state, towards a model of supranational authority 

directly to the cities and regions (Le Galès, 2002). European cities are being 

empowered with funding from the European Union Structural Funds to make 

local improvements economically and socially in order to unite the member 

states of the EU. However the funding heightens and drives the level of 

competition between cities and regions as the member states compete for 

funding while at the same time globalization heightens the competition to 

attract development and employment (Brenner, 2004; Somerville, 1998). As 

of mid-late 19th century, cities were agents of the state, to implement national 

policy. Today cities are becoming agents of European integration to 

implement programs and to advance integration (Le Galès, 2002). In Europe 

cites are involved in local, regional, national and supranational levels of 

government, as well as non-governmental organizations. Kazepov states that 

cities developed a more involved presence in policy-making in the 1970s 

during a period of decentralization due to an assumption that “local policies 

should facilitate more targeted and flexible solutions which are able to adapt 

to increasingly varying social needs in differentiated local contexts” (Kazepov, 

2004). In this way the municipal governments practiced the principles of 
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Subsidiarity much before the establishment of the EU, through their own 

observation of an environmental change in policy.  However Kazepov also 

notes that not all European cities were able to participate in policy in a more 

involved way due to their own set of institutional constraints of rules and 

geography. Thus, he cites that cities exhibit constraints of path dependency 

as “similar policies embedded in different institutional contexts produce 

different impacts” (Kazepov, 2004).  
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Structural Funds and Cohesion Programs  
 
The initial organization of the European Union did not feature expertise in 

urban affairs, however policy and programming directly addressing cities and 

regions has become accepted on the basis of achieving social cohesion. The 

principles of path dependence and elements of multi-level governance 

provide a structure for understanding how the current involvement in urban 

affairs grew from a goal for “cohesion” between the wealthy and the poor to 

establish a single European market into a deepening involvement in local 

policy through programming (Dinan, 1999).  

Since the Treaty on European Union in 1993, the EU has developed broad-

based policy, funding mechanisms, published reports, community initiatives, 

and assembled research and knowledge networks to address urban issues of 

physical decline and minority exclusion and steps towards inclusion. The EU’s 

involvement in urban affairs stems from the European Commission, from 

which includes the Directorate General for Regional Policy.  

The EU Committee of the Regions, established in 1994 by the Maastricht 

Treaty, consists of representatives from local and regional areas to address 

corresponding policy levels to the Council and the Commission (Dinan, 1999). 

The Committee identified five original objectives:  economic and social 

cohesion, transport networks, energy and telecommunications, public health, 

education and youth, and culture. An additional five were incorporated 
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through the Amsterdam Treaty in 1999: employment, social policy, 

environment, vocational training and transport.  

With the growth of the European Union, member states have an additional 

source of funds, the European Union Structural Funds, which are designed to 

address and support regional policy efforts throughout Europe. The structural 

funds utilize a selection and implementation process that demonstrates multi-

level governance in practice. Beginning at the supranational level, the Council 

determines the overall budget and then allocates a certain amount by country 

and by program or Objective type. Eligible areas within each country are 

established between the European Commission and that particular country. 

Next each member state or region prepares a proposal in accordance with 

thematic guidelines, involving professionals in economics and social affairs, 

and sends this to the Commission. Member states and the Commission 

discuss the documents and how financing through national and Community 

funds could be structured. After the Commission adopts the plans or 

programs then national or regional authorities decide the program details and 

continue with selection and implementation. The Commission is updated on 

progress and monitors and disburses funds(European Commission, 2006a). 

Structural funds also serve to leverage additional public and private funding 

for projects. In March 2007 the Committee of the Regions reported that “every 

euro spent on EU cohesion policy leads to an additional investment of one to 

three euros by other public authorities” ("More EU Investment in Urban Areas 
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Benefits European Economy, CoR reports", 2007). These findings were 

based on results from a comprehensive study titled: The Leverage Effects of 

European Cohesion Policy under the Structural Funds. The financing in 

France through the structural funds for the neighborhoods, communities and 

regions of Europe has provided an opportunity for a rare public-private 

partnership in France. This is described as a “leverage effect” of structural 

funds in the Committee of the Regions report. The leverage effect is the joint 

decision-making and communication network that is a result of compliance by 

national and regional actors to the program guidelines established by the 

European Commission (The Leverage Effects of European Cohesion Policy 

under the Structural Funds, 2007, p. p. 21). 

In France the structural funds will total 19, 947.47 million € from 2000 to 2006, 

as of 2004 ("The European Structural Funds (2000-2006): France"). This 

funding will be allocated for “economic and social development” in several 

categories including: services, training, technology, tourism, and urban issues 

("The European Structural Funds (2000-2006): France"). The aid is divided 

amongst four main program areas: Objective 1 (overseas departments), 

Objective 2 (regions in France) and Objective 3 (fisheries sector) and 

Community Initiatives.  The programs included within Community Initiatives 

include the following: EQUAL (equality in the labor market), LEADER+ (rural 

development), multiple INTERREG programs (cross-border, interregional, 

and transnational cooperation) and URBAN II for neighborhoods needing 
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overall regeneration. These program funds are then allocated to regions of 

France and disbursed to specific projects. Several projects in greater Paris, 

located within the Ile-de-France region, qualified for funding through Objective 

2 and URBAN II for the period 2000-2006.  

Figure 2 

EU Financing by Program 
Financing Program    
 Objective 

1 
Objective 
2 

Objective 
3 

Community Initiatives 

    Interreg 
III 

Urban 
II 

Leader+ Equal 

ERDF4 X X  X X   
ESF5 X X X    X 
FIFC 6 X       
EAGGF -
Guidance7 X     X  

Source: (European Commission, 2006c) 

A key program in the EU to improve quality of life in neighborhoods is through 

the URBAN Community Initiative. The URBAN initiative recognizes that “Poor 

living conditions and lack of opportunity drag people down. The longer they 

are down, the harder it is to change things for the better and the more 

expensive the solutions become” (European Commission., 2000). Its focus is 

on “areas of extreme deprivation” with a goal to address social, economic and 

environmental issues together as an integrated community solution. 

                                                
4 European Regional Development Fund: for infrastructure, small and medium 
enterprises 
5 European Social Fund: for social integration, training, employment 
6 Financial Instrument for Fisheries Guidance: for modernization of infrastructure 
7 European Agriculture Guidance and Guarantee Fund: for rural development ("The 
European Structural Funds in France (2006-2007): Ile-de-France", 2004) 
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To follow-up on the accomplishments of URBAN, the EU formed URBACT in 

order to provide an on-going network for participants in URBAN programs to 

continue to share resources regarding urban issues. The network 

acknowledges that European cities are integral to growth and that there are 

serious urban issues that erode the potential for growth. The URBACT 

Operational Program for 2007-2013 states that: 

 “Economic growth is sustainable when it is accompanied by 

measures designed to reduced poverty, social exclusion and 

environmental problems…Urban and metropolitan areas function 

as the motors of national and regional competitiveness. 

Consequently it is important both to secure the growth of strong 

urban areas and to reinforce their link to their neighboring areas 

as well as to more remote rural areas. The large urban centres 

have a key role in transferring expertise, channeling growth and 

boosting competitiveness” (URBACT, 2007).  

The INTERREG program serves to strengthen economic and social cohesion 

through interregional cooperation.  The most recently completed phase is 

INTERREG III, which is further divided into three separate levels of 

cooperation: A- cross-border, B- transnational, and C- interregional. 

Supporting these programs are two networks that will focus on lessons-

learned (INTERACT) and explore further research into regional 

planning(ESPON- European Spatial Planning Observatory Network) 

(European Commission, 2006b). 
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In 2005 the EU released the report entitled “Cohesion Policy in Support of 

Growth and Jobs: Community Strategic Guidelines, 2007-2013.” This report 

states two goals for the next policy period: increased integration of community 

priorities into national and regional development programs and increased 

control of cohesion policy through dialogue amongst Commission, Member 

States, and regions through sharing and assigning responsibilities (Cohesion 

Policy in Support of Growth and Jobs: Community Strategic Guidelines, 2007-

2013, 2005). It also defines the cohesion policy guidelines for the next phase 

of financing: to make Europe a better place to live and work, improve 

knowledge and innovation, and increase jobs. These serve as a framework 

for member states and regions to structure their programs when “assessing 

their contribution to the objectives of the Union.” 

The Fourth Progress Report on Cohesion in 2006, prepared by the 

Commission of the European Communities, provided an update on economic 

and social disparities, in addition to new cohesion policy programmes (The 

Growth and Jobs Strategy and the Reform of European Cohesion Policy: 

Fourth Progress Report on Cohesion). It reported that in 2005, a record high 

of € 11.2 billion was committed for the European Social Fund (ESF). Also, 

demonstrating the dedication of the EU to the success of cohesion policy, the 

Fourth Report introduced three new initiatives: JASPERS (Joint Assistance in 

Supporting Projects in European Regions), JEREMIE (Joint European 

Resources for Micro to Medium Enterprises), and JESSICA (Joint European 
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Support for Sustainable Investment in City Areas). The JASPERS program 

will provide pre-development funds to large infrastructure projects in order to 

ensure a quality project that will meet EU support.  Also, technical assistance 

will be available, at no cost, from the concept planning stage to structuring 

financial assistance for the project. JEREMIE will provide access to financial 

tools for project development as well as assist those who could be future 

lenders. Finally, the JESSICA program is a partnership of the Commission, 

the European Investment Bank and the Council of Europe Development 

Bank. It will provide revolving funds for urban renewal and development 

projects. 

The European Union has developed a number of financing mechanisms and 

programs to address issues such as social exclusion, which involve actors at 

the local governance level and supranational levels. Addressing these urban 

issues contributes to the economic strength of the surrounding city, which in 

turn provides a stronger foundation for the metropolis to provide support to 

neighboring rural areas, resulting in a stronger economic base for the EU. 

Supporting the social issues of cities is the essential building block for the 

continued success for member states and can only build success for the EU 

as a whole. 
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France 
 
France has been responding to riots in suburban housing developments for 

over 25 years, since the riot in 1981 in a suburb near Lyon (Scargill, 1998). 

The housing developments known as les banlieues, are mostly located on the 

edges of French center cites. In Paris during the 1950s and 1960s, housing 

was built in towers at the perimeter of the city to get people out of the 

congestion of Paris. The middle-class was the original population inhabiting 

the newly designed utopian landscapes of broad open space and tall high-rise 

residential towers. However, shortly afterwards, single-family housing became 

attainable in the new towns located still further out in the next ring of 

development. The vacancy of the middle class in the high-rise housing units 

was then filled with immigrants who came to France as inexpensive labor 

from former colonies, and their families (Scargill, 1998) (Kazepov, 2005) 

(Body-Gendrot, 2000).  

These populations of new residents in the high-rises were immigrants arriving 

after World War II from many former North African colonies, including 

Morocco, Tunisia, Algeria, as well as from Senegal and Mali. In addition a 

large population also immigrated from Portugal (Garbaye, 2005). These new 

residents were not expected to stay in France, but when employment became 

scarce in the 1970s, in part due to a changed market after the 1973 oil crisis, 

many of the post-colonial immigrants decided to make France their 

permanent residence and sometimes brought additional family members. 
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Body-Gendrot identifies three categorical events that contributed to the state 

of rioting and rebellion in the high-rise housing developments. First, the oil 

crisis of 1973, which she cites as a key factor in the lack of development of 

public transportation, which could have better connected the banlieues to the 

center city jobs and services. Second, the change in demographics of the 

residents from middle-class to working-class meant that these residents 

would likely not have the skills to increase their income and eventually move 

out to higher quality housing options. Lastly, the policy focus in France 

changed from public housing to subsidizing home-ownership which furthered 

the decline of the housing towers as policy and funding support did not 

continue, allowing the developments to slip into quick disrepair (Body-

Gendrot, 2000).  

Recent events in Paris have brought international attention to social 

inequalities involving immigration and housing conditions. Beginning in Spring 

2004, the world saw the apartment fires in Parisian hotels where many non-

EU immigrants were directed to stay for temporary housing. As the apartment 

fires continued, the living conditions of these immigrants provided details of 

constrained spaces with meager plumbing and scant emergency exit ways. 

These residents are among those most excluded in French society. Often 

from former French colonies, these immigrants must wait for housing in an 

overpopulated social housing system, with no other alternative as they wait 

for visa approvals, sometimes residing in temporary accommodation hotel 



 

  33 

apartments for years when the maximum stay is to be six months. Not long 

after the apartment fires, in the fall of 2005, riots erupted in the suburbs of 

Paris after it was reported that police were pursuing two teenagers, leading  

the teens to hide in a power plant where they were electrocuted and died 

(Guibert, 2005). Torching of cars and destruction of buildings lasted for 

several days, and soon spread to other towns in France as residents of the 

suburbs expressed their fury and frustration regarding their social and 

economic situation, stemming from the environment of the suburban social 

housing towers. Issues of unemployment, lack of services, and discrimination 

Riots in Greater Paris and in France, from October 27 – November 12, 2005 
Source: ("An underclass rebellion - France's riots." 2005) 

 

Figure 3 
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only begin the list of causes for the urban violence that broke out from 

October to November 2005 ("Suburban unrest spreads in France", 2005). The 

events leading up to and resulting in the fires in 2004 and the riots in 2005 

involved populations who arrived in France through immigration policy 

established in the 1950s and 1960s. The lack of corresponding integration 

policy, including housing and social services, have resulted in communities of 

socially excluded populations in spaces that were vacated by middle-class 

populations who migrated to homeownership opportunities further on the 

periphery. These policy decisions illustrate Pierson’s principle of path 

dependence, that it is the “large and enduring consequences” of small events 

that require caution and thoughtful consideration. 

 
Overview of French urban policy  
 
Beginning in the late 1970s, policy in France was developed in direct 

response to social issues on the large housing estates, with the report entitled 

Habitat et Vie Sociale. Partnerships to address housing and social issues 

were developed during the period from the late 1970s to the early 1980s. Yet 

while this was an innovation in approach, “deficiencies in community 

partnership were recorded” and there were difficulties in funding the effort for 

it to be truly effective (Mangen, 2004). In response to riots in the 1980s, the 

French government responded by creating the Developpement Social des 

Quartiers (DSQ), a broad national initiative to develop neighborhood 

regeneration (Mangen, 2004, p. 7). This was a period where the French 
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government created councils and partnerships to voice opinions and suggests 

solutions. Next in 1983 the Banlieue 89 initiative was written to address 

“social and education measures” on the large housing estates. 

Later, the Revenue minimum d’insertion (RMI) program was created to 

provide “a form of welfare for those who had exhausted all their benefits and 

unemployment allowances” (Body-Gendrot, 2000, p. 75). The basis for this 

policy can be traced to French Revolution ideals that “a society of equals 

could not tolerate poverty and should provide jobs to all to fight pauperization” 

(Body-Gendrot, 2000, p. 75).  This method of equalization was viewed as “a 

national act of solidarity.”  

Furthering a reticence to resolve the social issues in France, the “urban 

question” slowly began to take the place of the “social question” and policy 

turned to addressing “problematic places” rather than “disenfranchised 

subjects” (Body-Gendrot, 2000, p. 71). The period from about 1988 to 1993 

presented a “hypertrophy of prevention policies.” At this point a more broad 

approach was taken to address the issues in the housing developments. 

Neighborhood regeneration programs and education programs were 

established to combat crime. During this period, the Contrats de Ville were 

prepared for 13 cities in an attempt to address economic and social issues in 

the suburbs more precisely than in the (DSQ) policy. In addition five-year 

urban contracts were introduced between the communes (or municipalities) 

and the state (Mangen, 2004; Scargill, 1998). Later the DSQ initiative would 



 

  36 

be revised and retitled Developpement Social Urban (DSU) to include 

additional cities. Mangen’s describes the new position of Ministere de la Ville, 

created in 1991, “as a demonstration of the determination of the state to 

commit…to the breaking of the cycle of urban social exclusion” (Mangen, 

2004). Body-Gendrot describes this period of policy as “territorial affirmative 

action, based on equity and departing from universalistic principals of 

equality” because these policies did not address discrimination issues, 

continuing to focus on place (Body-Gendrot, 2000). 

In 1994 the Grands Projets Urbains (GPUs) were established to provide 

matching funds for medium to long-term physical regeneration projects. Then 

in 1996 the Pacte de Relance pour la Ville was created as “a renewed 

commitment to the suburbs” (Mangen, 2004; Scargill, 1998). There were 1300 

neighborhoods participating in the Developpement Social Urbain (DSU) 

program and from these 700 zones urbaines sensibles were identified as 

areas where there would be a temporary lift of the business tax to encourage 

establishment of new businesses in these areas. In addition 40 zones 

franches (ZFUs), which were characterized by having the highest levels of 

unemployment, were identified to receive tax concessions. These policies 

appear helpful, however, the impoverished communes8 still needed 

assistance to meet services. The policy was later revised to increase the 

criteria to narrow the qualifying communes for the program. 

                                                
8 In France, the state is divided into communes and according to the Association of French 
Mayors, there are currently 36,784 communes (France, 2007). 
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Urban Policy and Urban Violence 

Immediate analysis of the Paris riots in October and November 2005 

attributed the cause of the violent outbreak to unemployment of youth and 

unwillingness to hire workers due to inability to fire workers. In quick response 

to this issue, the Prime Minister of France, Dominique de Villepin, proposed 

the contrat première embauche (CPE), or first employment contract, in March 

2006. The CPE was meant as a way to overcome 23% unemployment among 

young workers, by allowing employers to fire youths younger than 26 years of 

age at any time during the first two years ("Special Report: A tale of two 

Frances - France's troubles", 2006). After the two-year “trial period,” 

employment would be permanent. Alan Murie criticizes such responses, 

instead recommending “A constructive approach to social exclusion 

emphasizing factors other than income,” such as: examining the process 

leading up to the event, not constraining the classification of groups to 

“excluded” and “included”, examining the contributing factors, and ultimately 

to question the “operation of the welfare state” (Kazepov, 2005, p. 157). The 

response of the French government to institute such political responses are 

criticized by Le Galès also, who suggests that “creating an urban program or 

initiative is a way of avoiding blame in case of problems, for instance urban 

riots” (Kazepov, 2005, p. 240). In the case of the CPE, de Villepin rushed the 

policy through and did not hold any public debate before taking it to the 

French Parliament. Students and civil servants held protests for nine-weeks, 
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resulting in one of the largest demonstrations held in recent French history 

with approximately 3 million participating in public demonstrations. Finally in 

April 2006 President Chirac announced that the CPE would be replaced. 

France continues to work on ameliorating the unemployment rate. Mayoral 

races in 2007 may provide new solutions. 

Figure 4 

Timeline of French Urban Policy and Riots 
Year Policy Event 
1977 Habitat et Vie Sociale  
1981  Riots in suburb of Vénissieux, south of 

Lyon 
1982 Developpement Social des 

Quartiers (DSQ) 
 

1983 Banlieue 89  
 Revenu Minimum d’Insertion (RMI)  
 Contrats de Ville  
 Developpement Social Urbain  

1990 Ministere de la Ville / Ministry of 
Urban Affairs 

October 1990, riots provoked by police 
blamed death of a motorcyclist 

1994 Grands Projets Urbains (GPUs)  
1996 Pacte de Relance pour la Ville  
1998 Domain la Ville  
2000 Loi sur la Solidaritie et le 

Renouvellement Urbain (SRU) 
 

 Grands Projets de Ville (GPV)  
2005  October 2005, riots begin in Paris, 

provoked by a police chase where two 
teens died 

2006 Proposed CPE, First Employment 
Contract 

 

Data sources: (Mangen, 2004; Scargill, 1998; , "Special Report: A tale of two Frances - 
France's troubles", 2006) 
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EU Structural Funds in Greater Paris 

Structural funds are allocated by region and then by Objective and selection 

of projects is based on thematic guidelines. Greater Paris is located within the 

Ile-de-France region, which in 2000-2006 was the recipient of financing 

through Objective 2 and the URBAN II Community Initiative. 

Source: ("The European Structural Funds (2000-2006): France") 

 
Objective 2 funds were allocated to the Ile-de-France region for the first time 

in 2000-2006 due to the combination of deteriorating housing, high proportion 

of social housing, de-industrialized areas, continued flight of the middle class, 

and increasing unemployment (European Commission.Objective 2 

Programme for Ile-de-France). These are the same factors identified as 

contributors to social exclusion issues by Mandanipour et al. (Madanipour, 

Cars, & Allen, 1998).  

Objective 2 program funding allocated to the Ile-de-France region supported 

three priority goals: 1) strategic organization of public policy, project 

implementation and public involvement, 2) redevelopment of industrial and 

vacant retail to attract new business, 3) increased business knowledge, 

image promotion, and transit network development. The EU budget for these 

Structural Aid in France, 2000-2006 
(In millions of EUR, commitments at 2004 prices) 

Obj. 1 Obj. 2 Obj. 3 INTERREG URBAN EQUAL LEADER Fisheries Total 

6,535.0 6538.4 4914.1 425.55 103.54 325.65 272.83 243.8 19947.47 

Figure 5 
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URBAN programs in France, 2000-2006 
Source: ("The Urban France Network") 

Objective 2 goals totaled EUR 146, 691,203 million, which is comprised of 

funds from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the 

European Social Fund (ESF).   

The URBAN II Community Initiative 2000-2006 in the Ile-de-France region 

supported four communities: Val de Seine, Clichy/Montfermeil, Grigny/Viry-

Chatillion, and Le Mantois. URBAN focuses on “areas of extreme 

deprivation,” and acknowledges that urban issues need a holistic solution 

rather than a single project or unconnected projects to make a difference 

(European Commission., 2000). Towards that goal, URBAN supported 

initiatives consider all challenges to European cities, from housing to social 

services to commercial service needs, and utilize community involvement to 

restore quality of life to these neighborhoods.  

The Val de Seine community, located 40 km west of Paris, was formerly an 

industrial area during the 1950s-1970s. Since then the workforce social 

housing has become a feature of a geographically disconnected post-

Figure 6 
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industrial town with unemployment and social integration issues.   In the Val 

de Seine community, URBAN contributed towards the following action 

priorities: “1) Improving the living environment, 2) Measures to help boost 

employability and introduction of innovative and alternative training, and 3) 

Economic development and new services” (European Commission, 2007d). 

Clichy-sous-Bois/Montfermeil is a community also experiencing deteriorating 

housing and geographic isolation. Located 15 km east of Paris, this estate 

development was constructed in the 1960s with plans to connect by highway 

to two other communities; however the highway was never built.  The four 

priorities are: “1) Environment-based urban development, 2) Spatial mobility 

and equal access to knowledge, 3) Local facilities and services for 

accessibility to employment, and 4) Technical assistance” (European 

Commission, 2007a). 

URBAN II funding in the Ile-de-France region, 2000-2006 
(In millions of EUR) 

Area: Clichy-sous-
Bois and 
Montfermeil 

Le Mantois Grigny/Viry-
Chatillon 

Val-de-
Seine 

Total 

Population 52,000 30,000 38,000   

Total project cost: 34.9 37.9 36.98 30.4  

Funding by EU: 12.9 12.9 12.9 11.8 50.468 

Percent provided by EU 37% 34% 35% 38%  

Figure 7 

Source: (European Commission, 2007b) 
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URBAN II in Grigny-Viry is actually two municipalities located 25 km south of 

Paris, encompassing four neighborhoods.  Built in the 1970s, these housing 

districts are segmented by expressways, a similarly weak economic base and 

unemployment. However this development does have promising future 

development opportunities, as there is available green space and lakes, as 

well as road and rail accessibility. The priorities for this community are: “1) 

Developing economic activity, 2) Promoting access to employment for local 

people, 3) Promoting access to knowledge and culture, and 4) Improving 

environmental protection and developing the natural and historical heritage” 

(European Commission, 2007b). 

The program area for Le Mantois is similar to Val-de-Seine, as it is also a 

post-industrial community with workforce housing experiencing disinvestment. 

Action priorities include: “1) Ensuring urban regeneration through economic 

development, 2) Developing neighborhoods’ access to cultural and natural 

heritage, 3) Improving the equal opportunities situation and social conditions 

for the inhabitants, and 4) Support for upgrading and improving management 

of neighborhood urban areas” (European Commission, 2007c). 

The Structural Funds in Greater Paris recognize that factors contributing to 

social exclusion are on the rise. Through the allocation of URBAN II and 

Objective 2 funds assistance is provided to address not only physical decline, 

but also social issues such as increasing capacity for knowledge, access to 

services, and employment. The holistic strategy that is the hallmark of 
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URBAN program is intended to provide a long-term solution to the current 

excluded environments found in the suburban periphery of Paris, which were 

established over time from years of policy neglecting to integrate these 

communities. The EU initiatives have begun partnership and participation that 

will hopefully begin to encourage equal participation in the market. 
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Conclusion 

Social exclusion in Paris is seen in overcrowded housing for immigrants in the 

city as well as in the suburbs, where violence has erupted as residents 

expressed their inability to participate fully in society due to unemployment, 

discrimination, lack of services, and deteriorating housing. Through the 

framework of path dependence, it can be seen that these elements of social 

exclusion have resulted after decisions regarding immigration, integration, 

industry and development accumulated over several years. These issues 

however do not only affect local, regional and national actors, but also affect 

the cohesiveness of the European Union.  

To achieve ever-closer union and economic growth, fundamental social 

issues occurring at the heart of European cities need to be resolved. With the 

enlargement of the European Union, the gap between the wealthy and poor 

has become more significant. A more equal quality of life across the EU 

member states allows for increased participation in the economy and 

therefore also increased economic stability for the single market.  

Cities are the engines of the member states, supporting much of the large 

industry and innovation needed to maintain and further the presence of the 

European Union on the global stage. Although urban affairs are not declared 

as EU area of expertise, it has created several initiatives to address issues on 

the urban agenda, providing networks for support and collaboration among 

cities, as well as funding assistance to overcome deficiencies in physical and 
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social settings. And while these initiatives do work towards an improved 

quality of life for the residents, the supranational level of governance has 

entered into a realm of policy typically involving national and subnational 

actors.  

The supranational urban policies of the EU provide resources and initiatives 

specifically for regions and communities, changing the traditional governance 

structure between national and subnational actors. Cities no longer rely only 

on their own resources and the resources of the state to address social 

exclusion issues, but can also work with the EU. Multi-level governance has 

become the new method of interaction between subnational, national and 

supranational actors and through that method the EU sees that it can also 

provide a path to work towards social cohesion.  

As member states are added to the EU the inequalities in society will only 

increase, and multi-level governance will become more complex. With an 

understanding of path dependence, implications of current decisions can be 

weighed to build towards a future cohesive Europe through multi-level 

governance relationships. Using these methods social exclusion issues are 

being addressed and partnerships have been created that increased 

communication among actors at all scales. Yet the primary motivation of the 

EU involvement in urban affairs remains its own goal: to achieve peace 

through the market. 
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