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Summary

This paper focuses on socio-economic changes in Poland — the biggest country
of EU Eastern enlargement — over the past 10 years, from a geographical point of view
and as perceived by foreigners. The leading consideration in the choice of topic of this
investigation was that Poland, compared with the other Central and Eastern European
members of EU, has maintained a more stable growth of economic development in the
period of transition and EU membership. This research refers to territorial differences
in socio-economic changes in Poland at several territorial levels — national, regional,
local. Comparisons are also made with other EU countries.
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1 Introduction

The current complicated and deep political and socio-economic processes, which
started towards the end of the 1980s in Central and Eastern European states, are an
interesting issue for researchers. The analysis, interpretation and evaluation of these
highly varied processes have been investigated from different points of view (theoretical,
on the basis of concrete investigations, etc.) and on different spatial scales (Central
and Eastern Europe, some countries from this region, selected countries or regions
in these countries) in the last decades (GorzeLAK 1995; DomaNski 1997; FASSMANN
1997; SmitH & PickLEs 1998; Czyz 1998; PARYSEK 1998; FORSTER 2000; STADELBAUER
2000; HorvaTH 2002; ILIEVA 2002, 2012, 2013; EBERHARDT & ILIEVA 2004; CONFORD
et al. 2006; MicHALskI 2006; Rypz 2006; Koropko 2008; FaBrizio, LEicH & Mobpy
2009; Kitowski 2010; KoLLMORGEN 2010; Szany1 2013; etc.). The processes of change
coincided with the processes of political and economic integration of these countries
into the European Union (EU). PETrRAKOS (2002) considers the aforesaid processes to
be two major events, which stand out in the last decade of the 20" century in Europe.

Poland is the biggest country among eleven members states of the EU from
Central and Eastern Europe. It constitutes 7.4% of the EU-28 territory and 7.5% of
the overall population, generating 4.9% of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP) in 2012
(estimate). The achieved level of socio-economic development of the country is due to
transformation processes over the last two decades and the impact of many different
economic, political, demographic and other factors. Among the factors constituting the
sources of Poland’s development the National Development Strategy (2006) includes
“population potential, high entrepreneurship, investment attractiveness, natural
environment, structure of the spatial development of the country and also the Polish
culture” (p. 12), “relatively high qualification of employees, political and economic
stability, an unlimited access to the Union’s internal market and a small distance to the
largest Union market” (p. 13). Additionally, European funds are “a significant external
factor affecting the stability of the economy” (MasIk & Rzyski1 2014, p. 132).

An analysis of publications shows that the researchers have used both single
indicators and integral indicators. Gross Domestic Product is one of the most
commonly applied parameters both in individual countries and across regions (Czyz
1998; Parysek 1998; Mync & Komornickr 2000; Hrusr 2002; ILieva 2002, 2012,
2013a, 2013b; EnyeDI 2005; TaArRKOWSKI 2008; HOrRVATH 2009; BRACALENTE & PERUGINI
2010; Ianos et al. 2013; etc.). A number of other indicators are also used to investigate
socio-economic changes on the national, regional or local levels — indicators describing
population, development of the business environment and economy, the labour market,
competition, changes in social relations, etc. Recent European and national strategic
documents in compliance with the goals of achieving smart, sustainable and cohesive
growth have determined GDP per capita, the employment rate, the R&D spending as
percentage of GDP, the power generated from renewable energy sources, the share
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of university graduates, etc., to be the most important indicators. (“EUROPE 2020~
Strategy and national documents, related to it — MINISTERSTWO REGIONALNEGO Rozwoiu
2012; Koncepcija Przestrzennego Zagospodarowania 2012, etc.)

This investigation applies various indicators to present ongoing changes at
different levels — GDP, coefficient of entrepreneurship, EU co-financing, Foreign Direct
Investment (FDI) flows, employment, etc. For a better comparison some of the indicators
are calculated on a per capita basis. The research is based on the current statistical data
for the period 2000-2013, obtained from EUROSTAT, the CENTRAL STATISTICAL OFFICE OF
PoLaND, national strategic documents, documents and publications of the EUROPEAN
Cowmmission, publications of various authors and organisations, as well as the authors’
publications.

2 Socio-economic changes at the national level

Poland has maintained more stable growth of economic development in the
period of transition and EU membership, compared to other Central and Eastern
European member states. The analysis of key indicators shows a continuation of a
number of positive trends and structural changes, which began during 1990s in the
Polish economy, throughout the period 2004-2011 too (Fig. 1). Generated GDP in the
country increased in the period 1990-2012 more than 2.2 times.

Figure 1: Dynamics of Polish national economy 2004-2013 (previous year=100)
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The ownership transformation process was continuing in this period at a much
slower rate. At of the end of 2012, 86.4% (80.7% until 2003) of the total number of
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state-owned enterprises recorded in the REGON system (register on 30.06.1990) were
already privatised (Fig. 2).

Figure 2: Share of the private sector in Poland’s national economy (%)
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Poland was a country, which avoided recession during the world financial crisis,
with a slowdown in growth in 2009. “The Polish economy has proved to be more
resilient to the crisis than not only the neighbouring countries of Central and Eastern
Europe, but also than Southern and even Western Europe” (Masik & Rzyski 2014, p.
132). Polish economic surveys found substantial differences between regions and sub-
regions (Nazarczuk 2008). The world economic crisis’ impact decelerated not only
the growth, results and efficiency of the economy, but also investment flows — both
FDI and national — even after the crisis period (Fig. 1). Despite this, investments in the
Polish economy in 2012 were 3.5 times higher than in 1990 (at constant prices).

The Ministry of Economics estimated results in the Polish economy during
the period 2008-2012 as relatively good in comparison with other EU countries
(MINISTERSTWO GOSPODARKI 2014). A comparison of GDP growth in Poland and in the
EU-27 in the period 2007-2012 shows significantly higher rates of growth in Poland,
with the largest differences in 2009. The average growth for this period is respectively
4% in Poland and only 0.4% in EU-27 (MINISTERSTWO Rozwoiu REGIONALNEGO 2013).
The comparison of real GDP growth for ten Central and Eastern European countries
— members of the EU — and several Western European countries confirms a more
favourable economic situation and development in Poland in the period 2003-2013
(Fig. 3). The Polish economy has developed more successfully in the conditions of EU
market economy than the other post-Communist Central and Eastern European EU
member states.
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Figure 3: Real GDP growth in selected EU countries (previous year=100)
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“Since the beginning of the EU transition process, CEECs have continually
received an increasing amount of foreign direct investment in the form of financial
capital, fixed assets, knowledge (both codified and tacit) and technology. These have
played an active and dynamic role in enhancing the industrial restructuring process and
driving the (re)integration of CEECs into the world economy” (PUSTERLA & RESMINI
2007, p. 636). It should also be noted as a positive fact that, according to UNCTAD,
the transition countries have 6% of global FDI flows and the highest growth rate in the
post-crisis period.

Sizeable FDI and EU financial support in Poland, both from pre-accession
instruments (the biggest financial support from pre-accession programmes in
comparison with other candidate or member countries) and European funds, are some
important factors in promoting economic growth and regional development as well as
the mitigation of social problems. “Poland’s membership in the European Union has a
stabilising effect on the conditions of functioning of the Polish economy and entering
of our enterprises to the single European market and the inflow of Union funds will
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become a strong development impulse.” (MINISTERSTWO REGIONALNEGO Rozwoiu 2006,
p. 17) Total EU funds, allocated for Poland for the years 2004-2006 (about 14 billion
Euros) were utilised mainly for infrastructure development, support for enterprises
and human resources development. “Since the beginning of the financial perspective
2007-2013, Poland became the largest recipient in the history of the European Union
of the support from Cohesion Policy” — 68 billion Euros (www.mir.gov.pl). Poland will
also be the largest recipient in the frame of Cohesion Policy in the programming period
2014-2020 (about 82.5 billion Euros). The implemented operational programmes in
the frame of regional policy were changed in the last period in order to realise the
objectives, included in national strategic documents. The main objectives for this
period are: the creation of a competitive economy, modern infrastructure, and a better
quality of life for Polish people.

Figure 4: GDP per capita in PPS in Poland and other EU countries (2013, EU
28=100)
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As result of economic development, GDP per capita in Poland has increased in
the last two decades and it is 67% of the average GDP per capita in Purchasing Power
Standards (PPS) for the EU-28 in 2013 (Fig. 4). According to the Polish specialists’
forecasts, if Poland and EU-28 in the following periods develop at the pace they were
granted in 2000-2010, Poland will reach 75% of the average of EU-28 in the period
2011-2020 and 92% in the 2020-2030 period (Biuro INwesTyci1 1 CYKL EKONOMICZNYCH
2013). The income of the population is increasing, but earnings are still low compared
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to the rest of the EU. The population’s preferences towards housing, both in urban and
rural areas have changed in the last years. A greater increase in the number of family
homes (by 15.2%) than in the number of flats in blocks (by 4%, 2002-2010) has been
recorded. Many positive changes are observed in villages, located in suburban zones,
especially of large cities.

Various demographic processes in Poland, as in many other European countries,
have been deteriorating recently (reduced natural increase, population ageing, etc.).
A high level of emigration, predominantly of the young population, is a very serious
problem for the country. According to evaluations, about 2.1 million Polish people
lived temporarily abroad in 2012. In addition, the Ministry of Infrastructure and
Development indicates a deepening negative balance of internal migration from the
peripheral areas in eastern, central and northern parts of the country. Regardless of this,
the Polish population is characterised by more favourable demographic processes and
structures in comparison with other European states. Nearby 50% of the residents of
Poland are of 35 years old or less. “As a result Poland has the greatest number of young
people in Europe entering the job market (almost half of the increase of the workforce
in Europe in the resent years).” (MINISTERSTWO Rozwoiu REGIONALNEGO 2006, p. 12)

Positive changes are observed in the solving of some other social issues in the
country. For example, the number of unemployed and the unemployment rate in the
country has been decreasing in the recent period, but the unemployment rate remains
higher than in other EU countries. According to surveys, youth unemployment and
long-time unemployment is high, especially in rural areas and in areas away from the
large cities, as is the case in other EU countries (MINISTERSTWO Rozwosu REGIONALNEGO
2013).

3 Socio-economic changes by NUTS-2 regions

A range of factors have affected regional development and growth, “such as
physical and technological ones, social capital, cultural diversity, industrial and
geographical characteristics” (Marrocu & Pact 2013, p. 354) — natural conditions
and resources, economic factors, investments, innovations, capital, human capital,
knowledge, etc. Regions benefit “from higher human capital endowments and
technological capacities, as well as from geographical factors such as proximity to
markets or a location in the core. In the second of these explanations, new economic
geography signals the presence of knowledge spillovers, common labour skills
or forward/backward linkages as determinants of location patterns and, hence,
specialisation.” (Mora & MoreNo 2010, p. 312) Significant is the role of the cities in
this development (FarcHamps 2012).
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A diversified situation is observed in regional socio-economic development of
Poland — higher economic growth in the most developed regions, the increasing rate
of investment in weaker economic regions (MINISTERSTWO Rozwoju REGIONALNEGO
2013). Data analysis of GDP, generated in the different voivodships (NUTS-2
regions), indicates a different degree of dispersion between them, depending on their
relative share in the national GDP. The contribution of the best-developed region — the
Masovian Voivodship [wojewddztwo mazowieckie], is more than 22% of the average
national GDP, much higher than the second (best) region — the Silesian Voivodship
[wojewodztwo $laskie] (about 13%, 2012, estimate). Due to the more intensive
socio-economic development of the Masovian Voivodship, its share is growing and
the proportion between these regions is increasing — from 1.52:1 (2000) to 1.78:1
(2012, estimate). The four most-developed regions in Poland generate over 50% of
the national GDP and their share in the period after 2000 has increased (Table 1).! At
the same time the share of the four least-developed regions decreases.> The Warmian-
Masurian Voivodship [wojewodztwo warminsko-mazurskie] has a share very close to
the regions in this group.

Table 1: Share of first- and last-ranking regions in Poland’s Gross Domestic

Product
Y First four ranking in the regions Last four ranking in the regions
ear

NUTS?2 regions: % NUTS?2 regions: %

2000 | W mazowieckie, w. $laskie, w. 509 | W swigtokrzystkie, w. podlaskie, 9.7
wielkopolskie, w. dolnoslaskie ’ w. lubuskie, w. opolskie )

2005 | W mazowieckie, w. $laskie, w. 519 | W swigtokrzystkie, w. lubuskie, 95
wielkopolskie, w. dolnoslaskie ’ w. podlaskie, w. opolskie '

2010 | W mazowieckie, w. $laskie, w. 531 | W swietokrzystkie, w. podlaskie, 91
wielkopolskie, w. dolnoslaskie ’ w. lubuskie, w. opolskie '

2012 | W mazowieckie, w. $laskie, w. s34 | W swietokrzystkie, w. podlaskie, 8.9
wielkopolskie, w. dolnoslaskie ’ w. lubuskie, w. opolskie )

Source: Authors’ calculations based on the data from the CENTRAL STATISTICAL OFFICE OF
PoLAND

Analysis of the proportion of the best (w. mazowieckie) and worst region (w.
opolskie) in terms of GDP has also confirmed the increase in interregional inequalities

' The table uses as criterion 25% of the analysed territorial units (16). The first and last ten
regions cannot be taken into account because of the small total number of the regions in the
country. The four best voivodships are used as a group with good results in Polish research.

2 Theleast-developed group used in much Polish research very often includes five voivodships
— the Warmian-Masurian Voivodship is added to the above-mentioned in Table 2.
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between regions. This proportion rose steadily in the 2000-2012 period. The variation
of GDP in PPS in regions at the NUTS-2 level in Poland increases due to a stronger
economic growth in more highly developed regions, but remains below EU average
(MINISTERSTWO Rozwoiu REGIONALNEGO 2013).

The trend towards growing regional differences in Poland is observed at the level
of GDP per capita as well (Table 2 and Fig. 5). The difference between regions in
different positions increases, despite the measures for regional cohesion implemented
in the ongoing regional policy of the country. The gap between the Masovian
Voivodship and other regions is due to the different regions’ development, investment
flows, EU funding, especially in the programming period 2007-2013, and many other
reasons. There are very big differences between the individual regions of the country
with respect to FDI flows. According to Polish surveys, the difference between the
region with the largest FDI flows (Masovian Voivodship) and regions with the least
ones is almost 50 times, while for FDI per capita it was only about 15 times (Biuro
InwesTycir 1 Cykr Exonomicznych 2013). “Explicitly visible is the concentration of EU
spending in the central-eastern zone as well as and in the western part of the country.”
(MmNISTERSTWO Rozwosu REGIONALNEGO 2013, p. 34)

Table 2: Dispersions between NUTS-2 regions in Poland by GDP per capita

2000 | 2005 | 2010 | 2012

Relation between region in the best position

to region in the worst position 28 2.30 242 242

Relation between region in the best position

to region in second (-best) position 1.42 1.46 1.45 143

Relation between region in the second (-best)

position to region in the worst position 1.53 1.8 1.67 1.67

Source: Authors’ calculations based on data from the CENTRAL STATISTICAL OFFICE OF POLAND,
www.stat.gov.pl

There is a good reason for the importance of the Masovian Voivodship and
the capital city of Warsaw [Warszawa] in socio-economic development in Poland
to continue during the next years: they are the territorial units with the highest
concentration of economic activity and capacity for development in the country. The
Masovian Voivodship reached a value over the EU-28 average GDP per capita in PPS
in 2011.

Many Polish studies have found a deepening of regional disparities in the country
(Czyz 1998; SzLacHTA 1995; WEcLawowicz 2005; Rypz 2006; Tarkowski 2008; etc.).
This process is not unique to Poland. A similar trend is visible in other countries with
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Figure 5: Gross Domestic Product per capita by regions in Poland (2012)
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transforming economies “despite governments’ efforts to reduce them’ — in Bulgaria,
Hungary, Romania, etc. (Hrust 2002; Enyepi 2005; HorvaTH 2009; KALLIORAS &
PETRAKO0S 2010; ILiEVA 2010,2012,2013a; IaNos et al. 2013; etc.). The “development with
increasing and decreasing territorial imbalances confirms the spatial theories according to
which any development should be based on the existence of territorial gaps (HIRSCHMAN
1958). These gaps cause disruptions of symmetry to the regional development process,
and the final result is a spiral evolution of the regions, similar to the cycle dynamics of a
strongly anthropogenic territorial system (Ianos et al. 2011, 2013, p. 3).

“Regional growth and development are very closely related to the activities
of innovative entrepreneurs.” (BATABYAL & BELADI 2013, p. 2) The analysis of the

3

In the words of IaNos, PETRISOR, ZAMFIR, CERCLEUX, STOIcA & TALANGA (2013)
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territorial differences of the number of economic entities per 1,000 people (Fig. 6), of
the investments in enterprises (Fig. 7), GDP per capita, and growth of GDP per capita
by regions illustrates clearly a lower development of voivodships in Eastern Poland (w.
warminsko-mazurskie, w. podlaskie, w. lubelskie, w. podkarpackie, w. swictokrzyskie).
The voivodships in Eastern Poland, together with five regions in Bulgaria and five
regions in Romania are the least developed parts of the EU. Researchers noted poor
communication accessibility in the Podlachian Voivodship [wojewodztwo podlaskie],
in the Precarpathian Voivodship [wojewodztwo podkarpackie] and in the Warmian-
Masurian Voivodship [wojewodztwo warminsko-mazurskie] as one of the reasons for
economic underdevelopment of these regions (MINISTERSTWO Rozwoju REGIONALNEGO
2013).

Figure 6: Number of economic entities per 1,000 people by regions in Poland
(2012)
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Figure 7: Investments in enterprises per capita by regions in Poland (2012)
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Eastern Poland has, since 2007, been an area of strategic intervention under all
national operational programmes and saw the implementation of the special Operational
Programme Eastern Poland. According to the National Spatial Development Concept
2030 “Eastern Poland needs measures supporting urbanisation processes, concentration
of activity in voivodship cities, rural restructuring, and usage of political potentials
due to its borderland location.” (MINISTERSTWO Rozwoju REGIONALNEGO 2012a) This
impacts on the value of European co-financing in these regions (Fig. 8).
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Figure 8: EU co-financing per capita by regions in Poland (2012)
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Large disparities in socio-economic development exist between sub-regions
(NUTS-3) as well. Sub-regions with the best positions according to GDP per capita are
those in some large cities (NUTS-3 of Warsaw — three times higher than the average for
the country, NUTS-3 of Poznan — more than twice as high, 2010). The differentiation
between NUTS-3 is the biggest in more developed voivodships. It is higher than the
average in EU-27 and is increasing despite the regional policy applied. According to
our calculations, the differentiation between sub-regions, measured by the dispersion
of the GDP per capita indicator is 34.4 in Poland and 26.5 in EU-27 in 2009. The value
of GDP per capita in the best-developed NUTS-3 in seven of the 16 voivodships of
Poland is less than the average for the country. In this group there are sub-regions of all
the five voivodships of Eastern Poland as well as in the Opole [wojewddztwo opolskie]
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and Lubusz [wojewodztwo lubuskie] voivodships (with the lowest indicators). There
are big differences in EU-implemented financial support and the rate of its change.
The analysis shows that EU funds to the regional voivodship capitals is about half that
received in voivodship in most cases (MINISTERSTWO Rozwosu REGIONALNEGO 2013).

4 Socio-economic changes at the local level: Case study
of Goldap Municipality and the City of Bydgoszcz

Examples of socio-economic changes at a local level in this paper are presented
on the basis of two case studies — one relatively small urban-rural municipality from
Eastern Poland and one of Polish cities, located in the north-western part of the
country.

The Gotdap Municipality (22,000 inhabitants) is located in the north-eastern
part of the Masurian area, in the Warmian-Masurian Voivodship, on the border with
the Kaliningrad Region (Russia). This municipality, investigated during a 2012 field
trip within the framework of a Bulgarian-Polish research project, is an example of
successful local development. Large-scale changes occurred in this municipality in the
1990s and after Poland’s accession to the EU — from a municipality with the highest
level of unemployment in the country (about 50%) after the liquidation of a large
state agricultural farm (among the four largest state farms in Poland before 1989) to
a municipality with prosperous economy and a low level of unemployment by the
end of the investigation period. These positive changes are a consequence of the use
of the advantages of its geopolitical location, of the resources for recreation, spa and
tourism, of the implementation of significant financial support of European funds, and,
of course, the significant efforts of local population and authorities. A checkpoint on
the Polish-Kaliningrad border has been opened on the territory of the municipality
(1995), a special economic zone (dominated by small and medium enterprises) has
been shaped, a spa (the town of Gotdap received spa statute in 2000), tourism and
winter sports have been developed, a number of new workplaces have been created,
etc. Significant financial support has been obtained by both Gotdap Municipality
and Gotdap County in the frame of the Operational Programme Eastern Poland and
national operational programmes. Gotdap County holds the 18" place among 312
powiats (counties) in Poland by received and implemented EU funds until 2012.

The City of Bydgoszcz (361,000 inhabitants) is one of the capitals of the Kuyavian-
Pomeranian Voivodship [wojewddztwo kujawsko-pomorskie].* It is the eighth-largest

4 The Kuyavian-Pomeranian Voivodship is one of two voivodships in Poland with two

capitals with the residences of regional authorities. Its capitals are: City of Bydgoszcz and City
of Torun.
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in terms of population among the cities in Poland — an economic, cultural, educational,
touristic centre. This city was voted among the ten best tourist destinations in Poland
in 2013 by tripadvisor.com.

The City of Bydgoszcz is the most developed part of the Bydgoszcz-Torun
subregion (NUTS-3) and received the most EU financial support of the Kuyavian-
Pomeranian Voivodship in the programming period 2007-2013. Different projects are
co-financed by EU funds in Bydgoszcz (Table 3). Regardless of its position, the value
of implemented funds in this sub-region is much lower in comparison to sub-regions
in best position in other voivodships (except the Opole Voivodship) and even less
than in some sub-regions in worst positions (w. t6dzkie, w. warminsko-mazurskie).
The difference between sub-regions in the best and worst position in the Kuyavian-
Pomeranian Voivodship is very small and this distinguishes it from other voivodships
in the country.

Table 3: The largest projects with EU co-financing in the City of Bydgoszcz

Investments

Project Total EU financial support
(million PLN) (million PLN)

BiT City (transport integration of cities

Bydgoszcz and Torun) 1,200 630
Trasa Uniwersytecka (wharf and bridge) 211.6 92.7
Airport Bydgoszcz modernisation 81.8 43.4
Regional Innovation Centre 79.3 56.5
Wyspa Mtynska revitalisation (2005-2011) 59.7 EU-18.8
Norwegian funds — 11.4
Main Library Kazimierz Wielki University 45.5 31.9
Educational Centre for Physical Culture and
Sports Kazimierz Wielki University 42.7 293
Bydgoszcz Industrial and Technological Park 43.5 14.1
Wyspa Mtyniska’s Marina 16.5 5.9
Educational trail (Waterworks Museum) 15.9 6.2
Academy of Music, Bydgoszcz 114 6.1
Exploseum (historical museum) 9.0 53
Kuyavian-Pomeranian Centre of Pulmonology 6.7 4.35

Source: www.bydgoszcz.gazeta.pl
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Analysis of contemporary socio-economic processes in the City of Bydgoszcz
and its suburban zone shows significant changes in this area during the period of
Poland’s EU membership: an increase in its service functions as a centre of commerce,
culture, sports, higher education, etc.; ongoing changes in the spatial structure of the
city; continuation of suburbanisation processes, an increase in population and dwellings
in suburban zone settlements, changes in functions and land use in these settlements;
different types of change in the demographic structure and processes in the city and its
suburban zone, etc.

5 Conclusion

This investigation shows some characteristic features of socio-economic changes
in Poland in the period after its accession to the European Union at the national,
regional and local levels. Analyses and comparisons are made with other EU countries
suggesting more successful development of this country during the investigated period.
The differences between NUTS-2 and NUTS-3 regions in Poland continue to grow
slightly in the investigated period regardless of implemented regional and cohesion
policy. The authors’ observations show that similar examples of positive local changes
can be detected in different parts of this country.
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