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ABSTRACT. The aim of this article is to analyse the effectiveness of interventions from the EU Structural Funds
in Wielkopolska carried out for investments realised in the years 2004-2006, i.e. in the first period of implement-
ing Community regional policy in Poland. The research procedure is composed of two fundamental stages. In
the first, projects co-financed from the EU Structural Funds within the framework of the Regional Component
of the Integrated Regional Operational Programme were systematised by the criterion of intervention direction
within each of the three dimensions of cohesion: economic, social and territorial. In the second stage, selected di-
agnostic measures for each dimension of cohesion were subjected to effectiveness analysis. The procedure rested
on a questions/methods-oriented model applied in line with the theory-driven evaluation approach, a quasi-
experimental design and the difference-in-differences technique, as well as methods of econometric analysis.
The results made it possible to assess public intervention in Poland in terms of its effectiveness, and to identify
challenges that have to be faced very soon.
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Introduction

European cohesion policy is a subject of an
increasing dispute between its advocates and
adversaries. Supporters present it very often as
the greatest experiment in the field of public in-
tervention, an act of solidarity between Member
States of the European Union. Opponents, in

turn, undermine its effectiveness and economic
rationale by attracting attention to wasted pos-
sibilities of sectoral intervention. A report de-
livered by Fabrizio Barca, the recent EU budget
review and the project of the Europe 2020 strat-
egy intensify this stormy debate providing all
discussants with new arguments. One of the
most highlighted priorities is now more effec-
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tive measures optimising the steering of cohe-
sion policy aimed at effective improvement in
all of its three dimensions: economic, social and
territorial. Their basis is to be an intensification
of evaluation of the intervention intended. The
problem is of paramount significance in the new
Member States, especially in Poland as the largest
beneficiary of the EU Structural Funds. Consid-
erable inputs of structural funds are frequently
associated with an uncertainty as to whether the
expensive interventions funded by EU taxpayers
are properly targeted and whether they are an
important factor improving the cohesion of the
Polish regions.

The aim of this article is an analysis of di-
rections and effectiveness of structural inter-
ventions in Wielkopolska, carried out for in-
vestments implemented in the years 2004-2006,
i.e. during the first period of implementation
of EU regional policy in Poland. The evalua-
tion of public intervention is conducted within
three dimensions of cohesion and exemplified
with the Integrated Regional Operational Pro-
gramme (IROP), which was the main instrument
of Polish regional policy in the financial perspec-
tive 2004-2006. The cornerstone of this analysis
is an attempt to determine differences in the ef-
fectiveness of intervention granted from the EU
Structural Funds in shaping the relevant dimen-
sions of cohesion in Wielkopolska voivodeship.
The article is composed of three basic parts. The
first presents the origin of regional policy evalu-
ation and vital challenges that its development
faces. In the second, main streams of regional
policy intervention are systematised in terms of
the three dimensions of cohesion. The third part
contains the results of an empirical analysis of
the effectiveness of Structural Fund interven-
tions in Wielkopolska.

The system of spatial units used in the re-
search is the set of communes (LAU-2) and po-
viats (LAU-1) of Wielkopolska voivodeship. Due
to limited accessibility of statistical data, the ef-
fectiveness of public intervention in shaping eco-
nomic and social cohesion is analysed for a set
of 226 communes, and in the case of territorial
cohesion - for 35 poviats. The data used in the
analysis come from published and unpublished
databases of the Central Statistical Office and re-
fer to the years 2003-2008.

Evaluation of regional policy

Evaluation derives from the public adminis-
tration management practice applied in the Unit-
ed States. Some authors, including Stufflebeam et
al. (2000), seek its origins in studies on the effi-
ciency of the educational system in Anglo-Saxon
countries in the mid-19" century, which were
subsequently developed in the 1930s, but actual
progress in this realm was only made in the 1960s
(Shadish et al. 1991). An increase of interest in
evaluation was strongly connected with gener-
ously funded federal programmes presented by
the US President Lyndon Johnson under the ban-
ner of ‘Great Society’ in 1965.! The engagement
of a large federal budget in the implementation
of this intervention forced the US government to
monitor the effectiveness of public money spend-
ing. The specific directions of federal investment
along with former research conducted in the pub-
lic education sector decided that the evaluation
practice of this period developed mainly within
social science, and the biggest progress was not-
ed in evaluation of educational programmes.

A special role in the dissemination of evalu-
ation practices in Europe was played by the re-
form of regional policy in 1988.> The provisions
of the Single European Act (1986), confirmed in
the Treaty of Maastricht (1992), emphasised very
definitely the effectiveness of the new regional
policy, therefore a formal obligation to conduct
evaluations of structural programmes was im-
posed on the Member States in the first regula-
tion for the financial perspective 1989-1994 (Eu-
ropean Commission 2007). However, for many
Member States this challenge turned out to be too
difficult to meet. As a consequence, in the 1990s
the European Commission launched a research

! The programmes aimed at a mitigation of mount-
ing social tension by enhancing accessibility to public ser-
vices, e.g. education, health-care, transport, etc.

2 As Bachtler (2008) notes, an increase in state inter-
vention in the 1960s was also visible in Europe and con-
tributed to the development of evaluation practices, espe-
cially in the Scandinavian countries, Germany, the Neth-
erlands, and the U.K,, i.e. in countries either with strong
democratic participation or strong connections with the
USA or Canada. In these countries evaluation has been
practised since the 1970s. The other European countries,
particularly from the south of Europe, were forced to
adopt evaluation practices by the EC regulations of 1988
introduced as part of a regional policy reform (cf. Bachtler
& Wren 2006).
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project known under its French acronym MEANS
(Methods for Evaluating Actions of a Structural
Nature). The work bore fruit in 1999 when a six-
-volume handbook on evaluation of structural
funds was published. The expanding application
spectrum of evaluation as well as a shift in the
approach towards modern public administration
contributed to a permanent inclusion of evalua-
tion into the system of public intervention man-
agement in advanced countries (Bachtler & Wren
2006; Olejniczak 2008).

Currently the term ‘evaluation’ is dedicated
to commonly applied socio-economic research
verifying the effectiveness and efficiency of pub-
lic intervention implemented. According to the
American standards adopted and developed
for the European conditions, evaluation studies
should be carried out in a strictly systematic way
and should lead to an assessment of the quality
and worth of public intervention as reflected in
economic and financial terms (cf. Sanders 1994).
It should be emphasised that the superior objec-
tive of evaluating public intervention lies in en-
suring the applicability of its results to public
administration activities (Alkin 2004). The aspect
of utility of an evaluation study is also confirmed
in the definition adopted by the World Bank (In-
dependent Evaluation Group... 2008), which states
that an evaluation should lead to conclusions
and/or recommendations improving future in-
tervention. Intense pressure on the applicability
of evaluation results remains significant for the
methodological foundations of studies under-
taken. The results is a kind of research eclecticism
characterised by much arbitrariness in the choice
of criteria and methods, which leads to the con-
clusion that evaluation often exceeds the frame-
work of a strictly scientific research (Olejniczak
2008)°.

* It is worth mentioning that the several decades of
theoretical reflections and intense empirical studies have
resulted in a comprehensive literature on evaluation,
which is emerging as a separate field of research for rep-
resentatives of various disciplines of science. A classifi-
cation of the main directions in the theoretical discourse
on evaluation research might look as follows: (1) theories
of use, (2) methodology, and (3) theories of valuating. In
each of those fields, evaluation largely derives from the
output of social science, e.g. rules of designing and imple-
menting public policies, methods of social research, etc.
Much attention is devoted to ontology and epistemology
(Shadish et al. 1991; Alkin 2004).

The methodological imperfections of evalua-
tion are proved by the fact that despite frequent
references to various theories made in the litera-
ture of the subject, there is actually no theory of
evaluation meeting the formal requirements of
this notion (Alkin 2004). Rather, it seems to be
more justified to employ terms such as ‘model’
or ‘“approach’. Stufflebeam et al. (2000) recognise
three main models of evaluation:

1. a questions/methods-oriented model,

2. an improvement/accountability-oriented
model, and

3. asocial agenda/advocacy approaches.

The growing scope of applicability of evalua-
tion, now also covering regional policy interven-
tion, has naturally enlarged the range of scientific
inspirations in this field. In this context, the prac-
tice of evaluation research can find special use
for such relatively new tools in this type of study
as methods of spatial analysis and cartographic
visualisation employing geographic informa-
tion systems, apart from adapting the necessary
theoretical background underlying the regional
development paradigm. The systematic increase
in the role of evaluation in managing EU regional
policy enlivens the methodological discussion.
One of the key challenges facing modern regional
policy is to deliver measurable and reliable results
justifying the continuation of intervention based
on the concept of the primacy of regional policy
over sectoral ones that has been in force since
1988. The problems that regional policy evalua-
tion has to cope with today are not only further
improvement of the methodology and system of
statistical data monitoring to ensure their best
comparability possible, but also a critical reflec-
tion on the following issues (Dutkowski 2008) :

1. What is the conceptual scope of ‘cohesion’
and what is its meaning in regional policy?

2. What evaluation criteria should be used
and in what reference systems?

3. What should be the relationship between
an evaluation of intervention and an evaluation
of its effects?

Cohesion and regional policy measures

The term cohesion is inseparably connected
with regional policy. The superior objective of
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regional policy perceived as a form of state inter-
vention in the development process is to improve
the level of socio-economic development, thus
leading to an improvement in the population’s
standards and conditions of living. Measures un-
dertaken for this purpose, especially in the case
of the EU Member States, are directly linked with
efforts to increase cohesion (Green Paper ... 2008;
Barca 2009; Reshaping ... 2009; Samecki 2009; Poli-
tyka spojnosci ... 2010; Europa 2020...2010).

The concept of cohesion is used in European
regional policy to determine the level of diver-
gence between countries or regions, and so far it
has involved endeavours to level out those dif-
ferences through stimulation of development
processes. The development of the concepts of
various dimensions of cohesion, from economic,
through social to territorial, has its origins in the
legal foundations of the European Communities,
beginning with the Single European Act and the
Maastricht Treaty to the Amsterdam Treaty and
recently the Lisbon Treaty (Parysek 2008; Chur-
ski 2009a). Distinguishing the three dimensions
of cohesion in the framework of the EU cohe-
sion policy is connected with relating cohesion
to some relevant aspects of socio-economic life.
While the present study is restricted to the most
important ones: economic, social and territorial?,
it has to be stressed that contemporary discourse
on those three dimensions has to comprise con-
sequences of changes in the modern paradigm of
development and regional policy. Lack of expect-
ed efficiency and effectiveness of regional policy,
if narrowed solely to the compensation para-
digm in each of the three distinguished dimen-
sions, causes the discussion about future region-
al policy to shift to the necessity of considering
a functional approach to cohesion (Green Paper ...
2008). It should be emphasised, as is also done by
e.g. Gorzelak (2009), that cohesion understood as
a compensation tool leads to a contradiction re-
sulting from the classic regional policy dilemma:
equality or efficiency. Functional cohesion in its
three dimensions: economic, social and territo-
rial, boosts the competitiveness of an area per-
ceived as a grand total of the competitiveness

4 It should be noted that there are also other dimen-
sions of cohesion distinguished in the literature, e.g. cul-
tural, ethnic, political, etc.

of all enterprises and their surroundings.” Such
an approach, however, requires the assumption
that cohesion need not necessarily mean a state
where differences are levelled out, but merely
a state where they are politically and socially ac-
ceptable. It is worth stressing that the functional
approach to cohesion is directly enclosed in pos-
tulates of the Lisbon Strategy and the Europe
2020 strategy. Sustainable cohesion can only be
reached through competitiveness and economic
growth based on innovativeness and applied
knowledge, whereas an improvement in cohe-
sion is a condition of boosting the competitive-
ness and economic growth. It is vital especially
at the regional level, where intervention within
the framework of cohesion policy aims at full
employment of the regional and local resources
of growth that now decide about the productiv-
ity of the economy and enable improving the
socio-economic cohesion of the entire European
Union through increasing the competitiveness of
regions (Faludi 2006).

When adopting the functional approach to co-
hesion, the main differences between its three di-
mensions have to be identified (Churski 2009a)

Economic cohesion is the dimension connected
with the mitigation of differences in socio-eco-
nomic development. In the functional approach,
the superior objectives of economic cohesion
is to: ”... harmonise the operation of the whole
economic system and make possibly full use of
the potential of its components” (Gorzelak 2009,
p: 14). At the regional level, economic cohesion
can be interpreted as related with the level of
socio-economic development of the given area
resulting from the state and structure of the
economy, the level of development of economic
infrastructure, the financial situation of econom-
ic entities and their surroundings, as well as in-
novativeness and productivity. A vital element
of improvement in economic cohesion in its
functional aspect is creating favourable condi-
tions for the development of business networks
to optimise conditions for the use of endogenous

® Cohesion lowers transaction costs for enterprises,
which take advantage of well-functioning transport and
communication linkages, a developing institutional sup-
port, and mobile workforce resources characterised by
a high level of social and human capital.
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TaABLE 1. OB]ECTIVES AND MEASURES OF REGIONAL POLICY AND ECONOMIC, SOCIAL AND TERRITORIAL COHESION

Dimensions of

Objectives and measures of regional policy

Scope of intervention: examples

cohesion
creating conditions for development of projects supporting development of SMEs
entrepreneurship and micro-enterprises
improving investment attractiveness projects supporting construction and
improving state and structure of business expansion of infrastructure for investment
support framework, including development areas
of financial instruments available to projects of development of business support]
enterprises institutions
improving state of infrastructure for projects of development of business services|
. enterprises projects of development of industrial
Economic improving state of infrastructure for infrastructure
agriculture and rural areas projects of development of farm
developing tourism and recreation in infrastructure and automation of food
economic structure management
improving innovativeness of business projects of development of tourism and
activities recreation activities
improving productivity of business projects of development of innovation
activities activities
projects enhancing productivity of business
activities
projects of construction and modernisation
of educational infrastructure
projects supporting analysis of changes in
structure of education and labour market
- monitoring of changes in access to labour
market
projects for building labour skills
projects supporting flexibility of workforce
and flexibility of jobs
improvement of state and structure of projects supporting health and fighting
human capital social pathologies and exclusion
improvement of state and structure of social projects supporting cultural activities,
capital including development of infrastructure for
development and modernisation of cultural facilities
. municipal infrastructure projects of development of social activities
Social improvement of access to human services , including support for development of
improvement of housing conditions NGOs
improvement of environment and rational projects of construction and modernisation
management of natural resources of municipal infrastructure (water and
sewage systems, gas and electricity systems,
etc.)
projects supporting infrastructure of human
services
projects supporting council housing and
modernisation of housing stock
projects reducing pollution and protecting
natural environment
projects supporting rational exploitation of
natural resources
projects of construction and modernisation
of road and rail networks
development and modernisation of projects of modernisation of rolling stock
Territorial transport infrastructure projects of construction and modernisation

development and modernisation of wireless
and Internet communications infrastructure
urban renewal

of communications infrastructure, including
broadband Internet network
projects of revitalisation of urban space

Source: own compilation..
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resources of the particular regions and bettering
their investment climate.®

Social cohesion refers to the ability of a soci-
ety to ensure welfare to all its citizens, minimise
the disparities among them, and avoid social
polarisation (Karwacki 2009). In the functional
approach to this dimension, the most relevant
measures are those seeking to create co-operation
networks based on social skills and teamwork ca-
pabilities, which can create similar standards and
conditions of living for all inhabitants by using
information society technologies, even in the con-
ditions of an irregular distribution of social infra-
structure and jobs. At the regional level, social
cohesion can be interpreted in relation with the
level of social development of the area in terms
of the accessibility of the labour market, stand-
ards and conditions of living deriving from the
income level, and social bonds. A crucial element
improving social cohesion in its functional aspect
is the creation of conditions for development of
social participation aimed at increasing the level
of citizen involvement in social life.

Territorial cohesion is of a complementary char-
acter, strengthening the economic and social cohe-
sion. Territorial cohesion, especially in functional
terms, is not only a tool but also an effect of achiev-
ing economic and social cohesion. It is a necessary
condition for shaping the development process in
accordance with the polarisation-diffusion mod-
el (Growing Regions ... 2007; Churski 2009a). At
the regional level, territorial cohesion should be
identified as a network structure of a region that
allows an increase in cohesion in economic and
social aspects and enables rational performance
of the socio-economic system. Therefore, territo-
rial cohesion is largely connected with a system of
linkages that enable the development of function-
al relations occurring in the economic and social
dimensions and that ensure complementarily to
the regional system. An analysis of territorial co-
hesion should focus on the state of development
and structure of the settlement network and com-
munications infrastructure, the components that
give aregional economy its functional foundation.
Intervention improving transport, ICT and urban
infrastructure, i.e. basic conditions for a region to

¢ Special significance in this field is attributed to es-
tablishing, e.g., business information and co-operation
databases, innovation networks, and economic clusters.

develop network organisation, is interpreted as
a measure supporting territorial cohesion.

Considering the circumstances of develop-
ment processes in Poland as well as measures
taken within the framework of regional policy,
an attempt can be made to systematise the direc-
tions of intervention granted in terms of the three
dimensions of cohesion (Churski 2009b; 2009c)
(Table 1). The classification provides a basis for
evaluating the efficiency of intervention carried
out under the Integrated Regional Operational
Programme (2004) in Wielkopolska voivodeship,
which is the chief goal of this paper.

Evaluation of IROP intervention in
terms of the three cohesion dimensions

The evaluation of public intervention co-
financed from the EU Structural Funds carried
out in this article is exemplified by the Integrated
Regional Operational Programme (IROP), which
was the main instrument of regional policy in Po-
land in the financial perspective 2004-2006. What
prove its significance for the policy are its biggest
share in the financial outlays for the National De-
velopment Plan 2004-2006 (2003)/ Community
Support Framework 2004-2006 (2003), and its
regional targets. The IROP was managed at the
central level, but a huge part of its implementa-
tion was conducted at the regional level on the
basis of the Regional IROP Components pre-
pared for each of the 16 voivodeships. This solu-
tion was only temporary. It aimed at preparing
Polish regions for independent development and
execution of Regional Operational Programmes,
which takes place in the current perspective 2007-
2013”. The present analysis refers to the Regional
IROP Component for Wielkopolska voivodeship,
the implementation of which terminated in June
2009. This should theoretically make it possible to
conduct an ex-post evaluation, but turned out to
be extremely difficult due to serious limitations
in the accessibility of current data.® The indica-

” More on IROP implementation in the Polish regions
in Churski (2008, 2010).

8 This analysis does not constitute a full ex-post eval-
uation of the Operational Programme or any of its diag-
nostic measures because it focuses solely on the effective-
ness of intervention, one of the five standard evaluation
criteria required by the European Commission.
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tive allocation of the funds granted to Wielko-

polska under the IROP amounted to 876 million

zlotys (196 million euros’), which ranked the re-
gion 5th in the country in the share of total alloca-
tion (7.1% of the Structural Funds in the national

IROP budget) and 14th in terms of the sum grant-

ed per capita (50.1 euros from the IROP budget

per voivodeship inhabitant) (Churski 2008). The

IROP implemented in Wielkopolska included all

the priorities set at the national level with the fol-

lowing division of the structural means:

* PRIORITY I (58.6% of Structural Funds al-
location): Development and modernisation of
infrastructure enhancing the competitiveness of
regions

* PRIORITY II (16.6% of Structural Funds allo-
cation): Strengthening human resources develop-
ment in regions

* PRIORITY HI (24.8% of Structural Funds al-
location): Local development
The main IROP beneficiaries in Wielkopolska

were predominantly territorial self-governments

(79% of total funding), enterprises, educational

institutions, health-care institutions, non-gov-

ernmental organisations, churches, and R&D

institutions. Projects co-financed from the IROP

funds included, e.g., the construction and mod-
ernisation of roads (37%), the construction and

modernisation of sewage treatment plants (26%),

and the development of social and health-care in-

frastructure (16%) (Wykorzystanie ZPORR... 2009;

Stan wdrazania ZPORR...2009).

The evaluation of public intervention under
the Regional IROP Component in Wielkopolska
is conducted following the assumptions of the
questions/methods-oriented model using a the-
ory-driven evaluation approach, a quasi-experi-
mental design, and the difference-in-differences
technique. The research procedure is composed
of three stages.

In the first stage, a systematisation of Priori-
ties and Measures of the Regional IROP Compo-
nent 2004-2006 in Wielkopolska was made on the
basis of the presented set of three dimensions of
cohesion. The results made it possible to deter-
mine the directions of intervention and outlays
devoted to increasing cohesion in Wielkopolska

? The exchange rate adopted in this article is that of
4.4696 zlotys to the euro (the National Bank of Poland’s
average as of 30th June 2009).

in the particular dimensions. Each of the IROP
priorities was implemented via multidirectional
measures intended to boost cohesion in more
than just one dimension. In the case of the eco-
nomic and social cohesion, the intervention meas-
ures undertaken to improve them were imple-
mented under all the priorities, while territorial
cohesion was supported within the framework
of PRIORITY 1, Development and modernisation of
infrastructure to enhance the competitiveness of re-
gions, and PRIORITY III, Local development. Most
funds were assigned to an improvement of social
cohesion and the smallest outlays went to sup-
port economic cohesion. In terms of intervention
concentration, the smallest number of projects
but of the highest worth were implemented un-
der measures improving territorial cohesion (an
average project value of over 5 million zlotys, or
1.1 million euros). The most dispersed was inter-
vention supporting economic cohesion, with an
average project value of under 450 thous. zlotys
(approx. 100 thous. euros; see Table 2).

In the second stage, some diagnostic meas-
ures implemented under the IROP in Wielko-
polska were selected for further analysis. It was
assumed that two diagnostic measures should be
chosen for each dimension of cohesion: one that
exerts a positive influence on the relevant cohe-
sion dimension due to its dominating share in the
financial inputs, and another that, in the authors’
opinion, should improve it to the largest extent
considering the theoretical assumptions of the
conception of the three dimensions of cohesion.
The result was a six-element matrix composed
of 3 dimensions of cohesion x 2 diagnostic meas-
ures, described with statistical indicators in the
next stage.

In the third stage of the research procedure
carried out according to the theory-driven evalu-
ation approach, further analysis rested on the
theory of change, which enables the identification
of the cause-and-effect mechanism determining
the relation between various categories of pub-
lic intervention results.!’ According to the theory
of change, it is assumed that the results of inter-
vention should be considered in three aspects:
direct results, interim results, and long-term re-
sults. A direct result is the anticipated effect of

0 For more on this topic, see Chen (1990), Stuffle-
beam et al. (2000), Olejniczak (2009).
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TABLE 2. INTEGRATED REGIONAL OPERATIONAL PROGRAMME 2004-2006 — IMPLEMENTATION OF THE PROGRAMME AND DIMENSIONS OF
COHESION (AS OF AucusT 31st 2009%)

g g Co-financin
D1mens1.on PRIORITY Measure / Sub-measure NO.' o from structulil el ‘{alue ol
of cohesion projects fund projects
unds
Economic |PRIORITY I 1.4 Development of
Development and tourism and culture 18 74,475,323.23 115,228,535.10
modernisation (2.3%) zlotys zlotys
of infrastructure (7.8%) (7.6%)
to enhance
competitiveness of
regions
PRIORITY II: 2.6 Regional innovation
Strengthening strategies and transfer of 43 11,817,735.80 15,665,795.80 zlo-
human resources knowledge (5.4%) zlotys tys
development in (1.2%) (1.0%)
regions
PRIORITY III: 3.4 Micro-enterprises 156 8,518,584.24 zlo- 32,796,527.32 zlo-
Local development (19.9%) tys tys
(0.9%) (2.1%)
217 94,811,643.27 163,690,858.20
TOTAL: 27.6%) zlotys zlotys
’ (9.9%) (10.7%)
Social PRIORITY I: 1.2 Environmental
Development and | protection
modernisation infrastructure 19 105,909,928.30 170,142,987.90
of infrastructure (2.4%) zlotys zlotys
to enhance (11.0%) (11.2%)
competitiveness of
regions
1.3 Regional social
infrastructure
1.3.1 Regional educational 28 90,701,380.55 170,869,974.00
infrastructure (3.6%) zlotys zlotys
1.3.2 Regional health-care (9.5%) (11.2%)
infrastructure
PRIORITY II: 2.1 Development of
Strengthening competencies linked to
human resources the regional labour
development in market needs and 37 25,367,883.31 32,821,323.01
regions lifelong learning (4.7%) zlotys zlotys
opportunities (2.6%) (2.1%)
2.2 Equalising the
educational opportunities 223 51,103,062.96 74,184,625.63
through scholarship (28.4%) zlotys zlotys
programmes (5.3%) (4.8%)
2.2.1 Support for educational
development of rural youth
2.2.2 Support for educational
development of student
2.3 Vocational
reorientation of persons 18 13,842,663.04 18,704,343.81
leaving agricultural (2.3%) zlotys zlotys
sector (1.4%) (1.2%)
2.4 Vocational
reorientation of 24 19,373,633.41 ,27,354,465.35
workforce affected by (3.1%) zlotys zlotys
restructuring processes (2.0%) (1.8%)
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Tabela 2 cd.
c . Co-financing
Dlmen51.on PRIORITY Measure / Sub-measure No.' o from structural Uizl Yalue e
of cohesion projects funds projects
2.5 Entrepreneurship
promotion 16 10,538,682.06 17,364,105.59 zlo-
(2.0%) zlotys s
(1.1%) (1.1%)
PRIORITY III: 3.1 Rural areas 107 121,371,985.70 176,580,660.20
Local development (13.5%) zlotys zlotys
(12.6%) (11.6%)
3.5 Local social infra-
structure
3.5.1 Local sports and educa- (22717) 37’4513)’4755'34 61’2512’5152'90
tional infrastructure e 3 9’(2/7) (@ Otg/])
3.5.2 Local health-care infra- o s
structure
493 475 661 694,69 749 259 998,30
TOTAL: (62.7%) zlotys zlotys
’ (49,6%) (49,0%)
Territorial | PRIORITY I: 1.1. Modernisation and
Development and | expansion of the regional
modernisation of | transport system
the infrastructure 1.1.1 Road infrustructure (7505(7) 316 5’2?26’35 450 §?§t7§2/47
to enhance the 1.1.2 Public transport infra- e (33 0};/) (32 0};/)
competitiveness of | structure e e
regions
1.2 Information society 4 10493 388,19 14733 732,30
Infrastructure (0,5%) zlotys zlotys
(1.1%) (1.0%)
L6. Public transport 4 3746078242 | 75043 635,16 zlo-
development in the (0,5%) Zlotys tys
agglomeration ’ (3.8%) (4.9%)
PRIORITY III: 3.2 Areas undergoing 7 9 951 45428 15 285 675.58
Local development | restructuring (0,9%) zlotys, Zlotys ’
(1,0%) (1,0%)
3.3 Degraded urban,
post-industrial and post-
military sites
3.3.1 Revitalisation of urban 0 56;*7 15 0314 t7 60,08 2 8910 f 98,20
03 | s
3.3.2 Revitalisation of post- (1,6%) (14%)
industrial and post-military
sites
76 388 400 351,32 617 189 323,71
TOTAL: (9,7%) zlotys zlotys
ks (40,5%) (40,3%)
786 958 873 689,28 1530 140 180,21
GRAND TOTAL (100,0%) zlotys zlotys
il (100,0%) (100,0%)

* In the case of PRIORITY II, as of June 30th 2009.

Source: own study based on the the unpublished resources of the Marshal Office of the Wielkopolska Region.
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an intervention granted which should appear as
a simple consequence of the undertaking. An in-
terim result is the mid-term effect of the interven-
tion envisaged in the Operational Programme
concerned and generated by its direct results.
A long-term result is the positive influence of the
interim results of each diagnostic measure on the
relevant dimension of cohesion. These assump-
tions lead to the building of a logical model for
each diagnosed measure implemented within
the IROP framework in Wielkopolska based on
the following research hypothesis: If the direct re-
sults of an intervention produce the interim results
assumed, and the interim results improve the relevant
dimension of cohesion, then the intervention can be
judged to contribute to the improvement of the relevant
dimension of cohesion, and thus the interim results al-
low accomplishing the long-term results''. In order
to verify this hypothesis and determine the in-
teraction between the investigated results which
describes the effectiveness of the intervention, re-
gression models were applied'?. The results were
described using indicators of socio-economic dy-
namics in the years 2003-2008 in the communes
of Wielkopolska voivodeship (in the case of eco-
nomic and social cohesion) and Wielkopolska
poviats (in the case of territorial cohesion). The
selection of indicators was seriously limited by
the accessibility of statistical data and forced the
authors to make far-reaching compromises and
simplifications concerning the initially planned
scope of the analytical procedure. The interde-
pendencies occurring between the results of in-
tervention were described for each dimension of
cohesion and each diagnostic measure with the
help of two regression models. In the first case,
a model of multiple regression determines the re-
lation between the direct results (predictors) and
the assumed interim result (dependent variable).
Thanks to the quasi-experimental design and
difference-in-differences technique used for each

' The determination of direct results is based on
measures implemented under the IROP in Wielkopolska
(2004), the selection of interim result is consistent with
the IROP 2004 assumptions for each measure analysed,
whereas long-term results are assessed in terms of the
conception of the three dimensions of cohesion presented
in this paper.

12 All calculations were made with use of the SPSS
software. The authors would like to thank Dr Tomasz
Kossowski, who greatly contributed to the mathematical
aspect of this article.

diagnostic measure, there is a control group of
communes/ poviats which have not participated
in the intervention and an experimental group of
units that have implemented the measure (Card
& Krueger 1994; Morton 2009). Due to the great
differences in the number of units belonging to
the control and the experimental group, ran-
domisation was applied to increase the reliability
of the results. In the second step, a simple linear
regression model identifies the level of influence
of the interim result (predictor) on the improve-
ment of the relevant dimension of cohesion (de-
pendent variable). The analysis of this relation is
conducted for the population of all communes
(in the case of economic and social cohesions)
or poviats (in the case of territorial cohesion) of
Wielkopolska voivodeship (see Table 3).

Economic cohesion

The analysis of the effectiveness of structural
funds interventions implemented in the period
2004-2006 in Wielkopolska to improve its eco-
nomic cohesion was conducted for two IROP
measures.

When the volume of outlays was considered,
the analysis included Measure 1.4, Development of
tourism and culture, with its share of 8.9% of avail-
able funding and the total value of implemented
projects of 115.2 million zlotys (25.8 million eu-
ros). Under this intervention, 18 projects were
implemented in Wielkopolska among which in-
frastructural undertakings predominated; they
accounted for nearly 70% of the applications ap-
proved. They mostly focused on revitalisation
of historic objects, since this was the objective of
more than a half of the selected projects. Consid-
ering the direction of the intervention and access
to statistical data, the direct results of Measure
1.4 were described with the help of three indi-
cators reflecting the magnitude of change in do-
mestic and international tourist traffic as well as
changes in the state of infrastructure related to
cultural facilities and national heritage objects in
the period 2003-2008 (predictors). In addition to
the variables characterising the expected direct
results, a dummy variable was employed in the
model which took the value of 0 or 1 depending
on whether or not the analysed unit participated
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in the intervention. On the basis of the objectives
listed for Measure 1.4 in the IROP®, it was as-
sumed that in a mid-term perspective this inter-
vention should contribute to the development of
the hotel and restaurant industries. Accordingly,
an interim result of spending on Measure 1.4
would be a change in employment in that sector
(dependent variable). Because of a considerable
concentration of funding in a few communes',
a quasi-experimental design and the randomi-
sation procedure were employed to analyse the
relationships between the direct and the interim
results by comparing the six-element experimen-
tal group with six randomly chosen elements of
the control group. The analysis of the effect of
direct results on the anticipated interim result
was carried using multiple regression (see Ta-
ble 3). Its results lead to the conclusion that the
only significantly influence on employment in
the hotel and restaurant industries was the very
fact of implementation of projects under Meas-
ure 1.4, Development of tourism and culture. Hav-
ing identified the impact of the intervention on
the interim result, an attempt was made to deter-
mine its effect on economic cohesion (long-term
result), and the indicator employed to describe
it was changes in the communes” own income in
the years 2003-2008. The linear regression model
showed that the changes in employment in the
hotel and restaurant sector (interim result) had
brought about significantly changes in the com-
munes’ own income (long-term result). It should
be observed, however, that the estimated model
is characterised by a very low coefficient of de-
termination, which means that in the set of the
226 Wielkopolska communes there may also be
other factors influencing the dependent variable
beside those included in the model, disregarded
because of the lack of statistical data.

A similar research procedure was conducted
for the other IROP measure, which according
to the authors’ opinion should be potentially

3 There were four specific objectives identified under
Measure 1.4: (1) increase in the role of culture and tourism
as factors stimulating the socio-economic development of
the region while ensuring it sustainable development and
environmental protection; (2) better access to tourist and
cultural attractions and facilities; (3) lengthening of the
tourist season; and (4) increase in the influx of tourists
from abroad and domestic ones.

4 Half of the projects implemented under Measure
1.4 were carried out in the city of Poznan.

the strongest in improving economic cohesion.
This was Measure 3.4, Micro-enterprises, with its
share in the total allocation of the IROP fund-
ing of 1.1%, a total value amounting to 32.8 mil-
lion zlotys (7.3 million euros), and 156 projects
implemented in Wielkopolska, all of them in-
volving investment in fixed assets. Given the
assumptions of the operational programme and
the statistical data available, the direct results of
this intervention were taken to be changes in the
number of micro-enterprises and their employ-
ment in the period 2003-2008 (predictors). Since
there was no possibility of collecting data pictur-
ing a change in their turnover, the interim result
was not identified for further analysis; it was
taken to be identical with the long-term result,
viz. changes in the communes’ own income over
2003-2008 (dependent variable). As before, the
dependence between the direct and the interim
results’” was examined using the model of mul-
tiple regression in which the independent vari-
ables included a dummy variable determining
whether or not intervention was granted (see
Table 3). The obtained results lead to the con-
clusion that both, the change in employment in
micro-enterprises and the very fact of structural
funds intervention exert a significant influence
on the improvement of the economic cohesion
of the region as reflected in changes in its com-
munes’ own income. An analysis of the correla-
tion between the predicting variables revealed
that these two directions of influence are inde-
pendent of each other, i.e. there is no statistical
relation between employment and the public
aid granted. This results from the investment
type of the projects selected for implementation,
which did not succeed in boosting employment
in micro-enterprises over the short time studied.
It has to be noted that the estimated model is
characterised by a very low coefficient of deter-
mination, which indicates the existence of other
factors enhancing economic cohesion in the in-
traregional system of Wielkopolska. Regretta-
bly, the scant resources of data available at the
region’s LAU-2 level make the identification of
those relations impossible.

15 In this case identical with the long-term result.
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TABLE 3. EVALUATION OF EFFECTIVENESS OF IROP 2004-2006 INTERVENTIONS IN WIELKOPOLSKA VOIVODESHIP — DIAGNOSTIC
MEASURES IN THREE DIMENSIONS OF COHESION WITH INDICATORS AND REGRESSION MODELS

Dimension
of cohesion

PRIORITY / Measure by input volume

PRIORITY / Measure by highest
assumed influence on cohesion

Economic

1.4 Development of tourism and culture

Model 1: identifying influence of direct results on interim result
- determining effectiveness of intervention

AYm,=b +bAx +b,Ax,+b Ax, +bZ

AYm,=-0213 +0,01x, - 0,77x, - 0,11x, + 1,615Z
R2= 0,615

where:
AYm, change in number of persons employed in enterprises of
section H (hotels and restaurants) per 1000 pop., 2003-2008

Ax, - change in number of overnight visitors per 1000 pop.,
2003-2008

Ax,, - change in number of international tourists per 1000 pop.,
2003-2008

Ax,, - change in local investment spending on culture and preser-
vation of national heritage per 1000 pop., 2003-2008

Z - dummy variable taking values of 0/1 depending on whether
intervention was granted or not

i- local community

No. of observations in experimental group: 6

No. of observations in control group: 6 out of 220

Model 2: identifying influence of interim result on economic
cohesion (long-term result)

AYo,=b, + b, AYm,

A Yo,=491476,600 + 27925,881Ym,
R?=0,026

where:

AYo, - change in value of communes” own incomes per 1000 pop.,
2003-2008

A Ym, - change in number of persons employed in enterprises of
section H (hotels and restaurants) per 1000 pop., 2003-2008

i- local community

No. of observations: 226

3.4 Micro-enterprises

Model 1: identifying influence
of direct results on interim result
- determining effectiveness of
intervention

AYo,=b,+bAx, +b,Ax +bZ

A Yo,=112146,302 - 4195,869 x,+
10136,243 x,, + 304455,814Z
R?= 0,275

where:

AYo, change in value of com-
munes’ own incomes per 1000
pop., 2003-2008

Ax,, - change in number of micro-
enterprises per 1000 pop., 2003-
2008

Ax,; - change in number of persons
employed in micro-enterprises per
1000 pop., 2003-2008

Z - dummy variable taking values
of 0/1 depending on whether in-
tervention was granted or not

i - local community

No. of observations in experimen-

tal group: 65
No. of observations in control
group: 65 out of 161

Model 2: identifying influence of
interim result on economic cohe-
sion (long-term result)

Absence of statistical data force
authors to assume that dependent
variable describing interim result
is identical to variable defining
long-term result, i.e. economic co-
hesion.
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Tabela 3 cd.

Dimension
of cohesion

PRIORITY / Measure by input volume

PRIORITY / Measure by highest
assumed influence on cohesion

Social

1.2 Environmental protection infrastructure

Model 1: identifying influence of direct results on interim result
- determining effectiveness of intervention

AYp,=b,+bAx +b,Z

AYp,= 48,224 + 5,555 x - 32,551Z
R2= 0,644

where:
AYp, changein number of connections to sanitary sewage sys-
tem per 1000 pop., 2003-2008

Ax,; - change in length of sewage network per 1000 pop., 2003-
2008

Z - dummy variable taking values of 0/1 depending on whether
intervention was granted or not

i - local community

No. of observations in experimental group: 17
No. of observations in control group:
209

17 out of

Model 2: identifying influence of interim result on social cohe-
sion (long-term result)

AYq, =b,+b,AYp,

AYq, =-7,573-0,22Yp,
R?=0,079

where:
AYq, - change in share of unemployed persons in total number of
persons of working age, 2003-2008
AYp, - change in number of connections to sewage system per
1000 pop., 2003-2008
i - local community

No. of observations: 226

3.5.1 Local sports and educational
infrastructure

Model 1: identifying influence
of direct results on interim result
- determining effectiveness of
intervention

AYr,=b,+bAx, +b, Ax,+b,
Ax, +bZ

AYr,=-0,084 - 0,112x,+ 0,125x+
0,051x,, - 1,567Z
R?=0,112

where:

AYr, change in net
school enrolment index (primary
and secondary schools), 2003-2008

Ax, - change in number of places
available in kindergartens per 1000
pop., 2003-2008

Ax,, - change in number of gradu-
ates of primary schools per 1000
pop., 2003-2008

Ax,, - change in number of gradu-
ates from secondary schools per
1000 pop., 2003-2008

Z - dummy variable taking values
of 0/1 depending on whether inter-
vention was granted or not

i-local community

No. of observations in experimen-

tal group: 11
No. of observations in control
group: 11 out of 215
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Tabela 3 cd.

Dimension
of cohesion

PRIORITY / Measure by input volume

PRIORITY / Measure by highest
assumed influence on cohesion

Territorial |1.1.1 Road infrastructure

1.1.1 Road infrastructure

where:
A Ys].
1000 pop., 2003-2008

j - poviat

No. of observations: 35

Model 1: identifying influence of direct results on interim result - determining effectiveness of
intervention

A Ys]. =b,+ blem,- +b, Axlli + bazl.

AYs=19192,662 +19309,160 x,, + 54725,273 x,,,+ 0,0001Z,

R2= 0,084

change in volume of investment spending of poviats on transport and communication per

Ax,; - change in length of poviat dirt roads per 1 km? 2003-2008
Ax,, - change in number of car accidents per 1000 pop., 2003-2008
Z, - value of implemented projects per 1000 pop., 2003-2008

Source: own calculations on the basis of the Integrated Regional Operational Programme (2004).

Social cohesion

The analysis of the effectiveness of IROP inter-
vention in improving social cohesion was made
again for the measure with the highest funding
and the measure with potentially the highest in-
fluence on this type of cohesion.

Among all the measures improving the social
cohesion of Wielkopolska in the analysed period,
the highest financial means went to Measure 1.2,
Environmental protection infrastructure. Its share in
the allocation amounted to 12.2% and the total
value of projects was 170 million zlotys (38 mil-
lion euros). While the objectives of this interven-
tion included several directions!®, nearly 95% of
the 19 projects implemented in Wielkopolska
concerned the construction and modernisation of
wastewater collection networks and wastewater
treatment plants contributing to an improvement

16 The IROP set up the following specific objectives
under Measure 1.2: (1) limiting pollution emitted to the
air, water and soil; (2) improving flood-risk management;
(3) increasing the use of renewable energy sources; and
(4) improving environmental management.

in the inhabitants” standards of living. This fact af-
fected the selection of indicators for direct results:
the only variable chosen was the change in the
state of the water and sewage system for the pe-
riod 2003-2008 (predictor). In accordance with the
general IROP assumptions, the interim result was
defined as a change in connections to the sewerage
system. The estimated model of multiple regres-
sion identified a significant causal relationship be-
tween the interim result and both the intervention
co-financed from the Structural Funds and the
direct result (see Table 3). Because of the effect of
the intervention on the interim result, an analysis
was also made of how it improved social cohesion
at the local level (long-term result) as indicated
by a change in the unemployment rate. The result
confirmed the significant influence of the interim
result of Measure 1.2, Environmental protection in-
frastructure, on the long-term one in the Wielko-
polska communes. However, the estimated model
has a very low coefficient of determination, which
suggests the existence of other factors potentially
influencing the region’s social cohesion but im-
possible to identify in the mathematical analysis
due to limitations in data accessibility.
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The diagnostic measure chosen for further
analysis with respect to the anticipated high-
est influence of structural funds intervention on
improving the social cohesion of Wielkopolska
is Sub-measure 3.5.1, Local sports and educational
infrastructure, a component of Measure 3.5, Local
social infrastructure'”. The total value of projects
launched under this sub-measure amounted to
43 million zlotys (9.6 million euros), or 4% of the
IROP allocation in Wielkopolska. A total of 14
projects were implemented in the region in the
perspective 2004-2006 involving the construction
or modernisation of primary and lower-second-
ary schools (over 70% of projects), upper-second-
ary secondary schools (over 20%), and kinder-
gartens (under 10%). The indicators of the direct
results of this sub-measure were a change in the
number of graduates of primary and lower-sec-
ondary schools and a change in kindergarten in-
frastructure in the years 2003-2008. The analysis
of their influence on the interim result, defined
under the IROP objectives as a change in school
enrolment’®, rested again on a multiple regres-
sion model (see Table 3). The obtained results
showed none of the predictors to have a signifi-
cant influence on the assumed interim result. On
the one hand, this may be due to the choice of de-
scriptive indicators, reduced to the statistical data
available, which apparently do not include those
significantly affecting the interim and long-term
results of the intervention. On the other hand,
this outcome may be a consequence of the time
lag typical of the results of intervention shaping
social cohesion’. It is therefore recommended to
continue this research, which can be considered
a full ex-post evaluation study of its interim and
long-term results only from the perspective of
several years after its completion. Lack of a sig-
nificant dependence between the intervention
and its interim result was the reason why inves-

7 Measure 3.5, Local social infrastructure, was com-
posed of two sub-measures: 3.5.1, Local sports and educa-
tional infrastructure, and 3.5.2, Local health-care infrastruc-
ture. Because it was necessary to determine the cause-and-
effect interdependences as reflected in the relationship
between various categories of results, it was impossible
to subject both sub-measures to common analysis.

8 Considered jointly for primary and lower-second-
ary schools.

¥ The period covered by the analysis ends on Decem-
ber 31¢, 2008 (the latest data available for LAU-2 units),
which makes it impossible to identify those results.

tigating the causal relationship between the in-
terim and the long-term result was given up.

Territorial cohesion

The analysis of the effectiveness of IROP
structural funds intervention aiming at improv-
ing territorial cohesion was conducted for Sub-
measure 1.1.1, Road infrastructure, classified as
a measure with both, the highest share in the
allocated financial resources (16% of IROP fund-
ing) and the highest potential influence on terri-
torial cohesion. It accounted for 35 projects worth
a total of 320 million zlotys (71.6 million euros)
launched in Wielkopolska in the perspective
2004-2006. The support concerned the construc-
tion and modernisation of vital components of
the regional transportation system: commune,
poviat, and voivodeship roads, improving traffic
security and access to national and international
road networks, regional economic centres, and
the existing or planned industrial and service
facilities. Lack of statistical data forced the au-
thors to consider the relation between the results
of this intervention at the poviat level (LAU-1),
unlike in the former cases of economic and so-
cial cohesion where the results were considered
at the commune level (LAU-2). The direct results
were assumed to be a change in road density and
traffic security (predictors). The interim result,
in accordance with the IROP objectives, was de-
fined as a change in poviats” investment spend-
ing on transport during the period 2003-2008
(dependent variable). Because of the small size
of the analysed population (projects were only
implemented in 5 out of the 35 Wielkopolska po-
viats), the randomisation procedure was not ap-
plied and the dummy variable was replaced with
the indicator of a project value (see Table 3). The
multiple regression model showed no significant
influence exercised by any of predictors on the
assumed interim result, i.e. investment spending
on transport in the poviats. This proves that there
is no relationship between the main directions of
structural funding and the relevant budget items
of self-governments at the poviat level, which
may be attributed to inadequate development of
the match-funding mechanism, especially in the
field of application of the subsidiarity rule. How-
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ever, absence of relevant statistical data makes it
impossible to investigate other regularities. Lack
of a significant dependence between the inter-
vention and its interim result was the reason why
investigating the causal relationship between the
interim result and territorial cohesion (long-term
result) was given up.

Conclusions

The above analysis shows there to be serious
objective obstacles to conducting an evaluation of
the effectiveness of the structural funds interven-
tion granted at the local level in Poland. Meet-
ing the challenges facing regional policy evalu-
ation presented in this article and conducting it
on the basis of the concept of three dimensions
of cohesion are made nearly impossible due to
limitations in the accessibility of statistical data.
The attempt to analyse the intraregional system
of Wielkopolska voivodeship leads to the follow-
ing recommendations:

1. The results of the empirical analysis reveal
problems with the selection of statistical indica-
tors assessing direct, interim and long-term re-
sults of public intervention granted. The absence
of the necessary statistical data, especially at the
local level, creates a barrier to an objective as-
sessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of re-
gional policy measures implemented in Poland.
The range of the available secondary data pre-
vents the use of the presented method relying on
a quasi-experimental design and the difference-
in-differences technique, the two tools strongly
recommended for evaluating the effectiveness
and efficiency of cohesion policy after 2013.

2. Regional policy is a unique public policy
conducted in a multilevel governance system
where the regional and the local level play a spe-
cial role. Therefore, immediate steps should be
taken to ensure conditions for a reliable assess-
ment of its results in those spatial systems. Re-
gional statistics should answer the needs emerg-
ing from the new, post-2004 conditions of the
state’s operation, i.e. after the accession of Poland
to the EU. It is obvious that, in the situation of ne-
glect on the part of the Central Statistical Office,
the Ministry of Regional Development should
play a crucial role in adjusting the methodology

of statistical data collection so as to make them

useful in intervention analyses.

3. The obtained results lead to the conclusion
that this research should be continued relying on
three assumptions:

e an attempt should be made to complement
the secondary data with primary data, which
will help to make a better choice of indicators
describing the results of public intervention;

e the research should be continued in the years
to come due to a chance of capturing the in-
fluence of direct and interim results of inter-
vention on its long-term results; and

e asimilar research should be conducted for the
population of all the spatial units in Poland
since some of the statistical deficiencies ex-
posed in the analysis could have resulted from
too small a size of the sample of units - benefi-
ciaries of IROP-financed public intervention
in Wielkopolska in the period 2004-2006.
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