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Dependance on EU funding in public infrastruture
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EU funds within Cohesion policy in Poland 

by programme, 2007-2013

Programme Allocation (in 
billion EUR)

Share in 
allocation (%)

Infrastructure and Environment 28.3 41.8
Human Capital 10.0 14.7
Innovative Economy 8.7 12.7
Development of 2.4 3.5
Technical Assistance 0.5 0.8
European Territorial Cooperation 0.7 1.1

16 regional programmes 17.3 25.4

Total 67.9 100.0



Cohesion policy expenditure 2007-2014

Absolute terms Per capita

Urbanised regions get more, metropolitan cores the most



First signs of territorial convergence?
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Own revenues per capita, 2002

r = -0.301



Municipal incomes and EU Cohesion

expenditure, NUTS3 aggregation
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got more from CP

r = 0.604
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But their own

revenues grew

slower r = -0.217



Maybe… Due to the patterns of Cohesion

Policy intervention?

Variable

Component

1:

3.72

2:

1.89

Population ,647 ,037

Unemployment 2006 -,614 ,262

Municipalities own revenues 2006 ,805 -,166

Change of unemployment rate 2006-2014 -,077 ,224

Change of municipalities own revenues 2006-2014 -,442 ,439

EU fund per capita: R&D ,759 ,280

EU fund per capita: social infrastructure & revitalisation ,470 ,445

EU fund per capita: human capital -,483 ,531

EU fund per capita: culture ,575 ,270

EU fund per capita: enterprises ,313 ,423

EU fund per capita: labour market -,621 ,529

EU fund per capita: total ,530 ,674



The first two Principal Components

1st PC: metropolitan dimension 2nd PC: center-periphery



Questions – no firm answers

• Are the traditional spatial patterns of Poland 

over, or at least weakened?

• If yes – is it due to the EU interventions?

• Too early to judge, more data needed 

(updated and including CAP).

• However, this is very interesting!

• DG Regio may be happy.



What do Polish local governments think about the 

effects of EU funds coming to their municipalities

(N=1251, 2013/2014)

Effects

Accelerated economic growth 22.1 51.3 8.4 12.8

New jobs created 11.5 60.1 12.3 9.4

Increased agricultural output 23.8 37.3 19.3 13.1

More competitive businesses  15.7 49.0 11.8 16.6

Inflow of new investors 12.5 48.4 20.9 10.6

Decreased unemployment 7.8 55.5 15.6 13.2

Improved standards of living 44.5 41.0 2.8 7.1

Improved environment  55.9 30.1 4.0 5.0

Big & 

very big

Average

& weak

No 

effect

No 

opinion



What changes should be introduced 
for 2014-2020? (N=1251, 2013/2014)

Type of change Per cent

Increase the volume of funds 81.7

Loosen the criteria for awarding funds 68.7

Reduce reporting and control requirements 71.5

Increase non-returnable grants for firms 70.8

Increase returnable grants for enterprises 63.2

Increase funds for local infrastructure 83.8

Reduce funds for training 52.3

Increase direct payments for farmers 64.5

Strengthen the LEADER programme 64.9



Why do we commit the same mistakes that 
other had already committed? 
A „social psychology” of Cohesion Policy …

The assumed sequence underlying CP: 

we give funds – less developed regions grow faster – people 
have better living usually does not work.

In public consciousness all benefits of EU membership are limited to 
the funds coming from the EU.

Fetish of absorption: we have to spend all, preferably on 
infrastruture.

Easy money easily spent: we look for problems to spend the money 
and not for money to solve the problems.

Own, genuine strategic thinking replaced by following the CEC 
guidelines. Strategies meaningless, oriented only to justify 
receiving and spending the EU funds.

Evaluation fragmented, often subordinated to the expectations of the 
institutions that are to be evaluated. And often these insttutions do 
not want to learn anything.


