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Abstract: The article deals with the issue of structural and cohesion funding by the European Union in
Poland. Although all funds for the first programming period 2004-6 were allocated, the process did not
occur without problems. Therefore, in our paper we point to the weaknesses of the system and some
of the crucial barriers that hindered efficient fund allocation: faulty institutional and legal framework,
bureaucracy, corruption and personnel deficits. We base our findings on research of interviews carried
out in four regions of Poland. Referring to Niklas Luhmann’s theory of autopoietic system, we sketch
an image of an unevenly differentiated political system, in which administration and politics prevail over
the underdeveloped and weak public, incapable of counteracting trends of politicization and expanded

* Qur article is based on the results of qualitative research conducted during 20062007 in three
communes of Polish Voivodships—Slaskie, Podkarpackie and Swietokrzyskie, and also the City of Krakow.
The research was funded from a grant by the Polish Ministry of Science, and was supervised by Grazyna
Skapska. During our research of interviews with representatives of public administration institutions (of
self-government and state levels), and of beneficiaries—public and non-governmental (communes, NGOs),
as well as private entrepreneurs. Data gathered from interviews were complemented with independent
reports of the Supreme Chamber of Control and Transparency International. We owe foreign readers
a brief description of social, political and economic context of Poland’s integration with the European
Union and implementation of regional policy through structural and cohesion funds. After several years
of continuous growth, 1998 saw a slight economic breakdown owing to a crisis in Russia. While in 1999 the
level of growth of GDP of Poland made 4.5%, in 2001 it fell to 1.1%. Yet, due to, among others, accession
processes, the economic growth rate started to increase from 3.8% in 2003 to 6.5% in 2007. Concerning
political integration, one shall consider that the crucial documents, such as the National Development
Plan, which were subjects to negotiations with the EU (Community Support Framework), were prepared
by the euroenthusiastic left-wing SLD (Democratic Left Alliance) governments (first of Leszek Miller,
followed by Marek Belka, with Jerzy Hausner as deputy prime minister). It was also under the left-wing
government that Poland accessed the EU on May 1, 2004. However, funds in the first programming period
(2004-2006) were distributed by the right-wing PiS (Law nad Justice) administration (In 2005, PiS won
Parliamentary and Presidential elections. From from October 2005 to November 2007 PiS governed in
coalition with Samoobrona [Self-Defence] and Liga Polskich Rodzin [The of Polish Families’ League]. It
manifested a distanced approach to the EU, with one of its wings, ZChN (the Christian National Union),
more skeptical, while the other, former PC (Centre Agreement), moderately in favor of integration. In
turn, the PiS government prepared documents for the second programming period 2007-2013, which have
been carried out by the new liberal PO (Civic Platform) authorities, which won the election in 2007. As for
the social context, Poles turned out to be exceptionally euroenthusiastic. In the 2003 national referendum,
with the turnout of 58.85%, 77.45% of Poles were in favor of Poland’s accession to the EU. After the 2004
accession, an estimated wave of 2 million emigrants started.
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bureaucracy. By showing evolution and reproduction of the system, we relate to its deficits and their
importance to future use of the flow of EU funds.

Keywords: European integration, EU funds, systems theory, Niklas Luhmann, administration, bureaucracy,
political system, politicization, corruption.

Introduction

Poland, alongside other seven Central-Eastern European states, entered the Euro-
pean Union on May 1, 2004, opening a whole new set of developmental possibilities.
As we learnt, one of the most visible benefits of joining the Community was help
from structural and cohesion funds. Previously underestimated and overlooked, they
turned out to be a major factor in social, infrastructural and civic development.

The first capital infusion came with the pre-accession Phare fund, that Poland
benefited from 1990 to 2004. A broader stream of financial aid started flowing in
2004, making Poland the largest recipient of Structural Funds and the Cohesion Fund
among new member states. During the first programming period, covering the years
2004-2006, Poland received almost 8.6 billion Euro under the EU Structural Funds
and 4.2 billion Euro under the Cohesion Fund, which represented approximately
1.8% of Polish GDP for that period (EU Press Releases 2006, IP/06/833). An even
more impressive allocation of 67 billion Euro for the years 2007-2013 is currently
underway. To put it in perspective, an average annual allocation of 9.6 billion Euro
constitutes 20% of the total investment level in Poland in 2005 (Gazeta Wyborcza
2006). It is also more than the 7.6 billion Euro of total direct foreign investments in
Poland in 2005 (Narodowy Bank Polski [National Bank of Poland] 2006).

Despite problems and pessimistic predictions, Poland managed to allocate all
funds available in the first programming period. It is especially important considering
the new allocation programme starting in 2007, requiring even more effort and coor-
dination throughout the following seven years. Yet reports and our own data gathered
during empirical research among Polish public, private and third sector beneficiaries,
as well as local and regional officials suggest some problems which proper allocation
and use of EU funds pose.

Four years after Poland’s accession to the EU, a common belief has been es-
tablished that the most rational and measurable effect of European integration is
help granted within the EU funds. Subsidies to regions, self-governments or private
entrepreneurs worth billions of Euro have become, on the one side, one of the key fac-
tors in infrastructural, economic and social modernization, and an aspect of Poland’s
integration with the EU on the other. We propose to treat the use of EU funds in
terms of Niklas Luhmann’s inter-systemic communication. In the light of his theory,
it’s not the sole material help (in funds flowing from the Community), but the accom-
panying semantics in the form of general principles and rules of funds allocation and
implementation, and control of these processes (such as the principles of subsidiarity,
partnership, concentration, programming, additionality, monitoring) that constitutes
the real basis for integration. In the course of such communication, each Member
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State makes its own (re)interpretation of the EU semantics, which it incorporates
into its inner systemic reproduction processes.

The aim of our article is to show mechanisms of systemic reinterpretation of EU aid
semantics by the structures of the Polish state. In our paper we will use the examples
of most recurring barriers and problems involved with EU fund implementation in the
first programming period (2004-2006) and indicate results of specific reinterpretation
for the system and its environment. For us, the administrative sub-system will be
especially interesting due to its key role in the process of fund implementation, but
also because of its high potential to be sociologically analysed.

We assume that the administrative system is in the course of transition between
two distinct phases of reproduction. At the starting point, we find the bureaucratic
system still excessive and sluggish, highly centralized, and yet sectorally fragmented.
In its systemic reproduction, old elements (inflexible bureaucratic structures of a cen-
tralized state—ministries, state agencies, complicated law) coexist with new ones,
linked by an almost decade-long pre-accession period (including self-governmental
regional institutions, professional personnel in some governmental agencies and re-
gional institutions, national development strategies). EU principles concerning funds
redistribution may then be treated as an attempt of a communicative “entry” into
the system that shall break its self-referential circuits of bureaucracy, centralization
and formalization. These principles are assimilated by the administrative sub-system
through its own self-referential mechanisms and autopoietic relations with its inner-
systemic environment—politics and the public (Luhmann 1990b). In this article, our
focus will be to see whether in the circular inter-system communication, the system
changes its logic from centralized, formalized and politicized to decentralized, meri-
torical and socialized management of funds, or rather closes its self-referential circuits
(in accordance with the first, ‘old’ logic), leading to its intransparency and obscurity.
Using the examples of barriers, we will then try to grasp the dynamics and evolution
of the political system and shift in inner-systemic relations of administration, politics
and the public.

In this article, we put forward a thesis that empirically proven problems with
assimilation of the EU logics, as well as persistency of the bureaucratic model of
reproduction result from a low level of functional differentiation of the social system
(the public) that constitutes an element of inner-systemic environment for administra-
tion and political systems. Tardiness in functional differentiation of the public (both at
the central, and regional levels) results, among others, in increase of regulations of the
administrative system. It also causes a functional shift between the administrative and
political spheres and leads to even greater centralization of funds distribution pro-
cesses. Instead of penetration of EU semantics (thus rules of inner- and inter-systemic
communication), we witness further reproduction of the bureaucratic (formal) and
highly politicized pattern of reproduction.

To show the dynamics of systemic reproduction, that is the change between the
bureaucratic and post-bureaucratic phases of reproduction, we want to grasp four
different moments of this process. Firstly, we want to deal with inter-systemic repro-
duction in the starting phase, secondly, describe communication of the administrative
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system with its inner-systemic environment, thirdly, show the elements of systemic
reproduction (change of rules) and finally, sketch the entry into the new phase of
reproduction.

Before that, let us briefly present some elements of Niklas Luhmann’s functional
theory of welfare state and the scheme of the aforementioned phases of its reproduc-
tion.

Niklas Luhmann’s Systemic Theory, Evolution of the Welfare State
and EU Structural Politics

To grasp the idea of Luhmannian welfare state, one must precisely analyze the way
that the notion of a system is understood. According to the author of Differentiation
of the Society, its nature lies in its relations with the environment. A system tends to
reduction of complexity of its environment, which involves the way a system chooses
particular options from its environment and how it reduces the number of possible
alternatives to choose from. The process of inner differentiation of a system is one of
the possibilities of reduction of complexity of the environment (Luhmann 1982: 213-
217). Social systems differ from other systems in a way that reduction of complexity
takes place in a process of communicating meaning (in a subjective selection of sense)
(Luhmann 1990a: 21-85).

Autopoiesis and autopoietic systems are the central categories introduced in the
Luhmannian systems theory. When encountering an environment, possibly endan-
gering their autonomy, autopoietic systems process and interpret it in such a way,
that it contributes to strengthening and increase of their own autonomy. It happens in
a process of self-reproduction and self-reference, which lead to an operative closure
of a system (Maturana, Varela 1980; Maturana 1981). Orienting itself to categories
of events, systems undergo functional differentiation. In a process of inner differ-
entiation, a multitude of issues and events is replaced by a number of functionally
differentiated subsystems. A system does not directly react to its environment, but
to an internally created vision thereof. Each interaction of a system with its environ-
ment, is in fact, a reaction to an inner-systemic representation of the environment
created by and within the system. Thus, environment serves to self-observation of
the system (self-referentiality of the system). In turn, self-referential mechanisms al-
low for further adjustment to the rapidly changing and uncertain environment. For
Luhmann, inner environment of a system is constituted by other subsystems, towards
which it orients itself in the self-reproduction process. Therefore, paradoxically, it is
the system that creates its own inner environment by reducing complexity of other
subsystems according to its inner logic of reproduction (Luhmann 1990a: 1-20; Luh-
mann 1995: 176-209).

Let us now relate to Niklas Luhmann’s vision of a welfare state. Analyzed as a self-
referential system, in which it operationally refers only to itself, it is differentiated
threefold into sub-systems—politics, administration and the public (see Luhmann
1988, 1990b). For each, the other two constitute its own inner-system environment
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that it orients itself to in the course of autopoietic reproduction. In an advanced
welfare state, cyclical dynamics of communicative mechanisms are created. In such
a system politics sets the policy, organizational and personal premises for administra-
tion (Luhmann 1988), “sets the boundaries and priorities for administrative decisions
(of course, always implied to include legislation). The administration uses the deci-
sions to bind itself and the public, while the latter, in turn, can react to the decisions
through political elections or other expressions of opinion based on them” (Luhmann
1990b: 48). Yet because of overburdening of complexity and the need to secure sys-
temic stability, the cycle of power had to forthwith include a counter cycle, where
“administration drafted bills for politics and dominated parliamentary committees
and similar institutions. Politics, with the help of its party organizations, suggested
to the public what it should vote for and why. And the public exercised its influence
on the administration through various channels, like interest groups and emotional
appeals” (Luhmann 1990b: 49).

The administration can affect its public in ever more domains if the latter is ready to cooperate, provide
information and can affect its own wishes. Increasingly, political decisions can be made by the administration
only on the basis of a tiresome sifting of alternatives. And, in practice, most of the time it accepts or rejects
decision proposals that are presented with no alternatives. Everything else would mean overburdening with
complexity (Luhmann 1990b: 49-50).

Constant self-reference of the political system is interrupted by ‘externalizations’—
environmental references to the outside of the system, a way of articulating how the
political system adjusts to its (inner) environment. For the relation of the public and
politics, environmental reference occurs through public opinion, represented by the
mass media. As for the relations between politics and administration it is targeted
towards persons (who, holding offices, change political premises into administrative
decisions), while law fulfils such an externalizing function for the relations between
administration and the public (Luhmann 1988: 163; 1990b: 60-61).

According to Luhmann, evolution of political systems of modern societies in-
volves ever-greater dependence of social development upon politics, a phenomenon
that he calls political inclusion. We put forward a thesis that we are now witnessing
a new phase in state development, where the superior role of the political function is
weakened (evolution of the phenomenon of political inclusion), changed for greater
balance between the three basic sub-systems of the welfare state. Increasing equi-
librium between politics, administration and the public is a result of two tendencies:
1) increase of mutual infiltration of the three sub-systems, and 2) a more precise way
of drawing borders between them. Increase of mutual infiltration signifies, among oth-
ers, borrowing inner reproduction rules. What may at first glance seem like a paradox,
at the same time sub-systems draw their boundaries even more precisely. A new form
of public sphere management, public-private partnership, can be a good illustration of
both tendencies. On the one side, it involves closer cooperation between administra-
tion and the public (in economics), and on the other, the formula precisely determines
mutual relations of the partners (Pastuszka 2005).

Many authors stress that in the late 20th century in many developed western
countries, a new and principal change in the organization and functioning of public
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administration at the state and local levels has occurred (John 2001; Hambleton 2003;
Hausner 2004). “In the long historical process of decentralization and deconcentra-
tion [the state] is being transformed from a centralized and monolithic form into

a decentralized and diversified form, from a hierarchical into a polyarchic structure”

(Hausner 2004: 425). New principles of public administration management, often

termed “managerial model” have emerged. This model includes:

— “outer” orientation of public administration actions towards a citizen-client or
citizen-user, unlike, in a bureaucratic model, orientation towards “inner” legal-
bureaucratic rules,

— stress put on control of results, through managerial contracts, and not control of
procedures,

— increase of autonomy and importance of state bureaucracy by introduction of
political influence-free “civil service,” which takes over, partly on its own account,
realization of state activities,

— separation of central bodies, responsible for a given public policy, from bodies
introducing this policy on a local level,

— delegation of social service work to competing, non-state public organizations,

— establishment of joint control mechanisms of decentralized units: direct public
control, managerial contracts; creating quasi-markets and competing public ad-
ministration units,

— outsourcing of supplementary and auxiliary activities—public procurement that
guarantee competing bids (ibid.: 430-431).

Evolution of the administration system in highly developed societies can be traced
by looking at changes of EU regional politics, including subsidiary programmes that
the European Union has carried out in the last years towards its own member states
and in the form of pre-accession aid. The real breakthrough, however, comes in the
assumption of EU structural politics for the years 2000-2006. !

For the first time in EU documents the notion of competitiveness, was not only
referred to business entities, but also to administrative and political units—states and
regions. Main goals of development have also been reformulated; socio-economic
coherence has became the fundamental goal of structural politics, and strategic de-
velopment planning—the base for redistributive politics. According to the Council
Regulation 1260/1999 from 21 June 1999 laying down general provisions on the Struc-
tural Funds, to be able to make use of structural aid, each member state is obliged
to formulate the Community Support Framework (CSF), based on the National De-
velopment Plan (NDP), where the CSF determine directions and quantity of support
from structural funds. The CSF consists of four parts involving: 1) context and analysis
of regional development issues, 2) regional development strategy and forms of aid,

1 Europe 2000. Outlook for the Development of the Community’s Territory (1991) Commission of the
European Communities, Brussels-Luxemburg; Europe 2000 Plus. Cooperation for European Territorial De-
velopment (1994) European Commission, Brussels-Luxemburg; European spatial development perspective.
First official draft (1997) European Commission, Noordwijk, Brussels-Luxemburg; European Spatial De-
velopment Perspective. Towards Balanced and Sustainable Development of the Territory of the EU (1999)
European Commission, Potsdam, Brussels-Luxemburg.
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3) financial plan, 4) realization of the development strategy. Based on that, opera-
tional programmes—sectoral or regional were prepared.

New frameworks of structural policy have become the new systemic semantics
within the EU that constitute the base for financial aid transfer to member states.
Changed principles of regional development financing were also aimed to trigger new
inner mechanisms in beneficiary states, which we will deal with in the next sections.

The Elements of Reproduction of the System (the first programming period)
Inner-systemic Mechanisms of Reproduction and Relations with Inner Environment

1. Allocation of Funds—Project Selection Scheme 2004-2006
(UE Regulations and Polish Law)

Structural funds were allocated through seven different operational programmes serv-
ing to fulfill the assumptions of the 2004-2006 National Development Plan: Integrated
Regional Operational Programme (IROP) and six Sectoral Operational Programmes:
Human Resource Development (SOP HRD), Improvement in Competitiveness of
Enterprises (SOP ICE), Transport (SOPT), Restructuring and Modernization of the
Food Sector and Rural Development, Fisheries (SOPF) and Technical Assistance
(TAOP). The largest share of structural funds, a total of almost 3 billion Euro, was al-
located through the Integrated Regional Operational Programme, established by the
Regulation of the Minister of Economy and Labour on the 15t of July 2004. The IROP
encompassed four priorities. 1—development and enhancement of infrastructure to
enhance the competitiveness of regions (accounting for 59,4% of the entire IROP
funding), as well as priority 3 ( 24.5% of the entire funding)—local development were
co-financed from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF). 2—human
resources development was co-financed by the European Social Fund (ESF) and ac-
counted for 14.8% of the entire funding. And 4, accounting for only a marginal 1.3%
of IROP’s total funding was supplying technical assistance. EU funding accounted
for 72% of all Integrated Regional Operational Programme’s expenditure (see: Zin-
tegrowany Program Operacyjny Rozwoju Regionalnego 2004-2006: 446-483).

The fund awarding scheme for IROP’s priorities 1 and 3 (except 1.6 and 3.4) starts
with a call for applications, which are collected by the Voivodship self-government
body—the Marshal Office. There, applications are formally appraised and forwarded
to content-related appraisal by the Panel of Experts. The panelists are experts sep-
arately enlisted by the Marshal Office, the Voivodship Office and by regional non-
governmental bodies. In the case of larger projects an additional expert, representative
of a suitable Ministry is appointed. Applications are reviewed by experts with regard
to their significance to regional development and creating new employment possi-
bilities, chances of financial and technical project completion, cohesion with IROP
priorities and influence of the project over environmental protection, equal chances
and information society. All projects awarded with at least 60% of maximum avail-
able score are ranked and the ranking list is forwarded to the final selection stage
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by the Regional Steering Committee. The RSC may promote projects in the ranking
based on their importance for and coherence with the suitable regional development
strategy. Projects are recommended to the Voivodship Office and selected by the
Voivodship Board. In the final step of application procedure, funding agreement is
signed by the Voivod with the beneficiary.

Selection of projects under the ESF fund for human resources development is
implemented by the Final Beneficiary—Voivodship Labour Office and Voivodship
self-government. Based on the regional Framework Plan, Final Beneficiary organizes
a call for projects. Selected projects are checked with relation to their content and
approved by the Commission for Projects Appraisal. The final ranking list is forwarded
to the Voivodship Board. Finally, Project Promoters sign contracts with the Voivod.

The ESF-funded IROP priority 2 projects are implemented by the Voivodship
Labour Offices as Final Beneficiaries who organize calls for projects according to
the annual Framework Plan signed with the Intermediate Body (Voivodship Office).
Potential Project Promoters apply to the Voivodship Labour Office, which appraises
projects with respect to their formal requirements. Content-related appraisal is then
performed by the Commission for Projects Appraisal. The ranking of projects is
approved and forwarded to the Regional Steering Committee. Finally, agreements
granting funding are signed by Project Promoters (eg. district [Powiat] Labour Offices,
NGOs and other organizations) with Final Beneficiaries, which enable the start of
execution of the project.

The selection scheme of projects was designed to be centered around a number of
principles. Firstly, it was the principle of decentralization, implemented by shifting the
major stream of funds distribution to the regional level of Voivodships, represented
by the Marshall Office and Voivodship Office. Secondly, the process is subject to the
principle demanding transparency of procedures, mechanisms and rules. Thirdly, the
equilibrium between the administrative, political and professional bodies is ensured
through designing distinct phases of project appraisal and selection scheme. Finally,
the social element (the public) is included in the process. Its aim was to ensure
objectivity and counterpart possible domination of administrative and political factors.
The social element was introduced through the inclusion of independent partners into
the appraising Panels of Experts and the Regional Steering Committees.

It was clear that distribution of EU funds was supposed to be based on several
principles: decentralization (through shift of most of the process to the regions),
transparency (of procedures, mechanisms, rules), securing equilibrium between ad-
ministration, politics and professional elements (by several phases of project selection
scheme), aswell as higher degree of social participation and objectivity (by introducing
the social element—RSCs).

2. Obstacles in Effective Use of European Funds
2.1. Reinterpretation of EU Regulations in the Context of Inner-systemic Reproduction

Although all funds for the first programming period were allocated by the end of
2006, this process did not happen flawlessly. Potential beneficiaries and officials en-
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countered numerous problems at every stage of the procedure—during the selection
process, as well as while implementing their awarded projects. Let us have a look
at some of the most recurring and significant barriers and irregularities that are
commonly experienced by potential beneficiaries and public officials involved.

Complicated legal procedures

One of the main problems of the whole system of EU-funds implementation lies in the
ever-changing and complex legal regulations. As the Supreme Chamber of Control
(NIK) signalizes in one of its reports, implementation of IROP in 2005 was hampered
among others by incoherent and unstable regulations and directives (NIK 2006a).
Our respondents commonly point out to complicated and changing procedures as the
main obstacle in applying for EU funding. New ministerial regulations, as well as new
versions of Implementation Procedures Guide were issued on a regular basis. As one
of our respondents working in the Marshal Office in Silesia mentioned:

There were some problems. At the beginning we had no clear guidelines. There was no Implementation
Procedures Guide, then it was published, but its versions changed constantly. New directives were even
issued during selection processes and there was a problem whether to apply them to ongoing calls, to
projects which were being appraised or to new proposals. Changes in guidelines and modifications of the
whole programme caused a lot of problems.

Legislation is so complicated and subject to various interpretations that adher-
ence to the letter of the law may constitute a problem for both officials and bene-
ficiaries. One of our interviewees went as far as describing the situation “chaotic.”
Such accounts were backed by another independent report of NIK, which blames
complicated and unclear procedures and guidelines for worryingly frequent mistakes
in project applications (NIK 2006b: 8). Similarly, one of our responders working
for a non-governmental organization engaged in various EU- and non-EU-funded
projects argued:

The worst thing is that these officials who require something from us are not really sure how it should be
done! It’s also not entirely their fault. It’s because these procedures are often not properly interpreted or

not clear, or changed in the midst of the selection process. (...) Proposals are called for, all applications
are filed but it’s unclear how to deal with them, really.

More similar examples were mentioned, such as this first-hand account of con-
flicting legal interpretations given by officials:
You speak to two persons and get three different versions. We are now working on a payment application

and one lady from the accounts department told us one thing, while her subordinate told us a completely
different thing. Same office, same department and two different interpretations of provisions.

As another respondent working for a Regional Financing Institution expressed,

the level of complexity is an important issue here as well, and in this respect we have overly complicated
procedures. Another difficulty was how these procedures kept changing and that they were incoherent.
Imprecise expressions allowed various interpretations. And that is a major problem.

Complex, rigid and unstable legal regulations can be attributed to Polish legislation
being more complicated and procedurally demanding than EU directives and guide-
lines of the neighbouring new Member States. Several respondents gave accounts
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of trans-regional cooperation with foreign, Slovakian or Czech partners according
to their own local procedures. In comparison with those regulations, convoluted pa-
perwork, complexity and the time-consuming nature of applying and implementing
projects was most striking in Poland. As one respondent noted,

the EU law doesn’t constitute a problem. It’s the Polish law that is a problem that poses barriers for those
applying for support. (...) Our law is being made so complicated that it’s difficult to get support, while it’s
exactly the opposite in other countries. (...) We actually create problems for ourselves. Their law is for
beneficiaries, in Poland law works against them.

These obstacles were hardly present in the neighbouring countries, where regula-
tions are easier and less complex.

When we do the same project, let’s say, a swimming pool, it does not pass the formal approval stage, not to
mention content-related appraisal, and in Slovakia the same investment is financed easily. Our applications
must have, let’s say, 30 pages, and theirs—5 or 6.

Such an unstable and complex judicial situation, as it was pointed out, was espe-
cially painful in the first years of EU-funds implementation. Yet it may actually occur
that frequent legal modifications also bring some benefits. A general tendency of
simplification of procedures and improvement of the selection process is observable.
Such an opinion was expressed by an official EU funds consultant for entrepreneurs
from Southern Poland, who spoke about changes in legal regulations:

It seems for me that they are easier and easier. For example from the first calls at the end of 2004 to
these last in 2006 procedures were somehow modified (...). I would say they were improved. The whole
procedure was similar, but still improved.

Paradoxically, not everyone is unhappy with the overregulated, inflexible and
intransparent system of EU funds management and implementation. This system
seems to be in line with the model of Polish administration. The best indicator might
be the reception of the 2005-initiated correction programme, that we will discuss
later in the paper. To its utter surprise, the Ministry of Regional Development ran
into difficulties with its programme. As Minister Grazyna Gg¢sicka admitted, public
administration strongly opposed attempts of de-regulation 