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ABSTRACT:

The paper analyses the changes in regional development policy settings in Poland and Bulgaria
fAY1SR 6A0GK GKS AYLI SYSydGlridAaz2y 2F (GKS 9dzNP
on Europeanization, the study compares the modes of regionalization adopted in these two countries
in response to the adaptation pressures from Brussels in the context of accession to the EU. It
investigates the European influence on the domestic patterns of governance emphasizing the role of
domestic factors mediating change, namely the pre-existing institutional traditions and features
characterizing the politico-administrative systems, such as centralization or politicization of decision-
making.

Additionally, the study sheds new light on the question of post-accession compliance with the norms
governing the Structural Funds implementation in the absence of conditionality mechanisms, which
were driving the institutional and policy adjustments in Central European countries prior to their
accession to the EU. In other words, have the domestic regional development policy actors
internalized the EU-imposed rules or have they formally complied with them while retaining their
pre-existing practices? By answering this question the paper can contribute to a wider debate on the
depth and internalization of institutional changes linked with Europeanization in the New Member
States.

The EU cohesion policy, arguably the most prominent in budgetary terms and, hence, one of the
most visible and most debated of EU public policies, aims at promoting harmonious development
and diminishing disparities in economic development between the European regions, in line with the
principle of solidarity between the wealthy and less favoured member states. This is realised through
provision of funding for a variety of developmental projects, carried out chiefly in regions lagging



behind in development, which is based on multi-annual programmes prepared by the relevant
authorities in the member states and approved by the European Commission. Apart from this, the
EU cohesion policy K & 6SSy ONBRAGSR F2NJ I3SySNraGAy3
number of ways including strengthening of institutional capacity and improvement of effectiveness
of regional policy-making (European Commission, 2007; Kelleher et al. 1999; Bachtler and Taylor,
2003), which can be of particular importance for the Central and Eastern European (CEE) member
states where regional development remains a relatively new public policy area and developmental
challenges are considerable. Moreover, there is a growing number of studies which suggest that the
EU cohesion policy, and in particular the principles governing its implementation such as multi-
annual programming and partnership-working, play an important role as a driver for institutional
changes affecting the patterns of governance, policy-making styles as well as territorial politics both
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Hibou and Bafoil, 2003; Ferry and McMaster, 2005; Ferry, 2007; Dabrowski, 2008).

The paper analyses the impact of the EU cohesion policy in two of the former communist countries
that joined the EU during the recent Eastward enlargement ¢ Poland and Bulgaria. The countries
offer an interesting grounds for comparison because they share the legacy of the communist-era
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decentralisation of the state, which has important implications for the effects of the SF on the
patterns of governance

The EU cohesion policy is interesting as a case study of the impact of EU policies on the Central and
Easter European (CEE) member states for two main reasons C a practical and a conceptual one. From
a practical point of view, it must be noted that both in Poland and Bulgaria the prospective access to
the EU structural funds was viewed as a possibility to revive the national economies, bridge the gap
in economic and social development with Western Europe and significantly improve the standard of
living. From a conceptual perspective one has to take into account the fact, unlike other Community-
level policies (i.e. the Common Transport Policy or the Customs Union), the EU regional policy acquis
provides only general guidelines for the implementation of the policy by the member states, which
leaves ample room for the national governments to introduce their specific institutional
arrangements related to the policy planning and implementation. Second, the EU regional policy
planning and implementation processes have distinctive horizontal and vertical dimensions, unlike
for instance the Customs Union. The existence of these two distinct dimensions of the EU regional
policy implementation arrangements included three big groups of actors taking part in the decision-
making process C the central government, the local/regional authorities and the non-state actors.

The paper utilises the Europeanization concept. One of the first attempts to define the term was
YIRS o6& w20SNI [ RNBOK Ay wmdppnd ! OO2NRAY 3
reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics
become part of the national politics and policy-YI { Ay 3 Q oOmdbdn Z LD
Europeanization differs from terms such as globalization, first of all because of the geographic
delimitation and second, because of the pre-existing national networks that mediate the national
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level changes aimed at the adapting to the EU requirements. Ladrech also pointed to the nation
specific response to the adaptation pressures originating from the EU (Ladrech 1994, p. 71).

Another attempt to define Europeanization was made by Olsen (2002), who identified five meanings
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the lower levels of the multi-level European system, with regards to institutions, policy, patterns of
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Like the second definition, this one is about development of capacity at the EU level.

LT 2V S Aa G2 AAYLIX ATeé h f éaréiy@tﬁ/eenﬁt\éom&dérﬂaﬂdﬁwé of i KS  LINJ
Europeanization:
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other jurisdictions (i.e. the member states and the candidate countries)

e Building of governance capacity on the EU level (Bulmer 2007).

The most frequently used framework for researching the domestic effects of the EU is the three step

approach developed by Risse, Cowles and Caporaso (2001, p.6). The first step of this approach is to

identify a process at EU level (i.e. a Community level policy) that implies some domestic change. The
d4SO02yR &aiGSLI Aad G2 ARSYydGATe O2YLI GAoAftAlEe 2NJ GKS
national arrangements. A big misfit between the identified EU level process and the national
arrangements implies bigger adaptation pressures. The third step suggests that the extent to which

adaptation pressures lead to domestic changes depends on three factors: veto points in the

domestic structure, institutions facilitating the change and the political and organizational culture

(Risse, Cowles and Caporaso 2001).

To summarise, the term Europeanization is mostly about the impact of the EU on its member states
and candidate countries. While Europeanization is increasingly viewed by the researchers as a two
way relationship, it is primarily modelled as a top-down transfer the outcome of which is affected by
three groups of mediating factors ¢ veto points, mediating formal institutions and
political/organizational culture.

The paper attempts to answer the following questions. What is the impact of the EU cohesion policy
on the patterns of governance in Poland and Bulgaria? To what extent does the EU cohesion policy
promote a shift towards multi-level mode of governance? What are the mechanisms driving these
changes and which factors affect the process of Europeanisation?

The subsequent sections of the paper will address these questions by applying the abovementioned
analytical framework to the cases of Poland and Bulgaria. This will be followed by a comparative



review of changes which took place and assessment of mechanisms of Europeanisation observed in
both countries as well as some concluding remarks.

POLAND

EU and the emergence of Polish regional policy

The perspective of the accession and adjustments to the provisions of Chapter 21 of the acquis
communautaire were a key factor in development of regional policy in Poland. In fact, there was
hardly any regional policy implemented throughout the 1990s, apart from certain isolated
interventions mainly focusing on areas facing industrial decline. Therefore, the adjustment to the EU
cohesion policy, driven and supervised by the European Commission, involved creation of relevant
legislation and harmonisation of the existing one with the provisions of the European one as well as
creation of an institutional framework for implementation of the SF.

While PHARE programme, one of pre-accession support instruments, contributed to development of

administrative capacity required to manage the SF after accession by supporting establishment of

regional investment funds for promoting growth of small businesses and spurring the emergence of
NEIA2Y Il RS@OSt2LIVSyYyid | 3SyOASaszr (GKSAS AYAGALI GAGS
certain regions, which contributed to widening of disparities in terms of regional institutional

capacities (Ferry and McMaster, 2005). By contrast, the introduction of the Structural Funds after
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policy, as illustrated by this comment by government official:

G¢KS gK2fS NBIA2YyLFE LR{AOE Aa FOGdatte az2YSUGKAY:
prominent thanks to the Structural Funds. It is now taken seriously thanks to these funds. This is a
YFE22NJ ljdzt t AGFGABS OKIy3aS'gKSyYy AlG O2YSa (2 NBIAZY

Moreover, the perspective of accession and the allocation of SF has also prompted development of
long-term strategic planning in order to comply with the programming principle requiring the SF
allocations to be based on multi-annual operating programs corresponding to strategic development
documents. The change in regional policy, however, was also quantitative as the sums allocated to
Poland, the main beneficiary of EU cohesion policy, correspond to an unprecedented amount of
funding for development projects made available to a variety of beneficiaries allowing for carrying
out numerous developmental projects.

Lastly, it is noteworthy that the Polish regional policy remains practically overshadowed by its
European dimension (Ferry, 2007; Swianiewicz & Lackowska, 2007). The scale of EU-funded

1nterview with an employee of the Ministry o Regional Development, 29/07/2008, Warsaw.



programmes in Poland dwarves that of domestic ones, which means that the SF actually set the
regional development agenda to a large extent. This appears to be linked with the weakness of pre-
existing regional development policies as well as the relatively short timescale over which the SF
programmes are implemented (Ferry, 2007, p.23).

Impact of the EU cohesion policy on the policy actors

Regarding the changes spurred by the EU cohesion policy within the central government, the arrival
of the SF implied major changes in the functions of Ministries involved in their administration.
Initially, the Ministry of Economy took over the key role of Managing Authority, which involved
introduction of new practices, training efforts assisted with the pre-accession funding and
recruitment of a substantial number of new staff. In 2005 a new Ministry of Regional Development,
was created to take over the responsibility for SF management from the Ministry of Economy as well
asotherSFFNBf F 1 SR Gl 414&8 LINBOGA2dzat e OF NNASR 2dzi
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the opposition, which reflects the immense political importance of the EU funds in Poland.’

Concerning the sub-national level, unlike in other CEE member states, pre-accession aid and the
preparations for SF management have coincided with and, to some extent, have catalysed and
influenced the reform of territorial administration in 1998 (e.g. Ferry and McMaster, 2005; Hughes
et al., 2004; Aissaoui, 2005), which involved creation of a three-tier administrative system with
elected regional, sub-regional and local authorities. The NUTS Il statistical units used in the EU
cohesion policy framework have been mapped onto the 16 newly created Polish regions. Moreover,
according to Ferry and McMaster (2005), the influence of the EU on these reforms can be traced in
the integration of responsibilities for the SF in the national regional policy regulations as well as the
introduction of the so-called regional contracts concluded between the regions and the central
government, which outlined the regional development initiatives and the ways in which national,
regional, local and EU funding would be used to implement them, and establishment of Regional
Steering Committees, horizontal partnership bodies composed of various regional policy
stakeholders.

Moreover, the findings from the study suggest that implementation of the EU cohesion policy
contributed to a certain empowerment of the regional tier of government in Poland. To begin with,
the newly created regional authorities were involved in the distribution of pre-accession funding,
which, as argued by the Polish regional officials interviewed, was conducive to development of
administrative capacity and experience preparing them for management of the SF after the
accession. In the run-up to the first programming period 2004-2006, the regional authorities could
participate in consultations of the operating programmes and the strategic documents, but their
input remained limited. Initially it was intended to introduce 16 Regional Operating Programmes

2 Especially in the context of economic slowdown following the global financial crisis, when the spending
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plan to promote economic recovery.



(ROPs) alongside the sectoral programmes and some regions even started preparing these
programmes before the accession. However, as a result of a somewhat paradoxical pressure from
the European Commission (e.g. Hughes et al., 2004), arguing that the newly created regions lacked
capacity to manage design and manage the ROPs (Bafoil & Lhomel, 2003; Bachtler & McMaster,
2008), it was decided that a single Integrated Regional Operating Programme (IROP) formulated by
the government was to be introduced, which spurred discontent among the regional authorities
keen to draft their own programmes tailored to their specific developmental needs. Nevertheless,
the regional authorities still played an important role in implementation of the IROP being
responsible for project appraisal at the regional level, even though their competences were shared
(and often overlapped) with the deconcetrated governmental administration in the regions (Voivod
Offices). In the subsequent programming period, 2007-2013, the system of distribution of the SF in
Poland evolved towards partial regionalisation of programming and implementation. The bulk of the
allocation of the SF for Poland remains implemented through centrally managed sectoral operating
programmes, however, roughly a quarter of the allocation is distributed through ROPs.

With the introduction of ROPs the regional authorities not only gained control over unprecedented
amounts of funding improving their capacity to deliver an effective regional development policy, but
also acquired new responsibilities in terms of distribution of the EU funds within the region. In other
words, the regional authorities determine on what kind of projects the European money be spent
and decide who gets funding, which greatly boosts their political importance and puts them in the
nexus of emerging regional governance systems.

At the local level, the pre-accession funding schemes contributed to improvement of administrative
capacity mainly in terms of introduction of strategic planning and project management techniques,
however, these programmes were made available only to a limited number of local authorities,
which considerably restricted the breadth of their impact. After the accession, however, driven by
the perspective of acquiring unprecedented funding for developmental projects, the vast majority of
communes applied for the more widely available structural funding in 2004-2006 period, which
prompted them to draft local development strategies in order to comply with the eligibility criteria.
Notwithstanding this wider impact of the SF, these changes did not affect all local authorities as
some of them remained incapable of acquiring European grants, due to insufficient human and
financial resources, and thus had no incentive to change their practices. In addition, the SF also
stimulated the activeness and contributed to broadening of the scope of regional and local
FdziK2NAGASEAQ AYyiUSNBSyilAzy 3IAOSYy GKIFIG GKSe@
from basic infrastructure, environmental projects, tourism initiatives, research and development
support to various sorts of professional trainings. Until the arrival of EU funds the developmental
activities of the Polish sub-national authorities, in fact, remained constrained by their limited
budgets and dependence on the state subsidies for activities in narrowly defined domains. Last but
not least, the horizontal partnership institutions and practices introduced as part of the SF
framework created unprecedented opportunities for the local authorities to participate in the
implementation of the regional policy and, hence, to play a new role in the regional governance
system. It should be stressed, however, that in practice the role of regional stakeholders could be
limited, as illustrated by the awkward case of Regional Steering Comittees (RSCs), which in theory
included them in the project appraisal process, but in practice their opinions were sometimes
ignored by the regional authorities. By contrast, in the run-up to the 2007-2013 period the local
authorities could exert a genuine influence on the contents of the ROPs, the related procedures and



criteria of eligibility for funding thanks to wide-spread and inclusive consultation process. This
opportunity for involvement in formulation of the ROPs was praised by the local authorities, whose
suggestions lead to a number of changes in the initial draft. Importantly, these consultations
perceived by the regional officials interviewed as a particularly useful means of gathering valuable
inf 2 NYI GA2Y YR SyKIyOAy3d (GKS FAG 06S0G6SSy i
an inclusive policy formulation process is indeed a major step towards development of multi-level
governance and diffusion of a partnership-based policy-making style.

Regarding the non-state actors, the impact of the pre-accession funding was rather limited as few of
them benefited from it. However, with the wider availability of the SF after 2004, one could observe
a significant mobilisation of NGOs undergoing professionalisation and increasing the scope of their
action in order to seize the new opportunities created by European funding. That said, the degree of
involvement of Polish NGOs in the formulation of policy documents as part of the partnership
arrangements remains low.

Overall, despite certain issues and failures, implementation of the SF contributed to increased
interaction and coordination between the institutions at various levels as a result of the division of
responsibility for different tasks between various institutions (Ministries, governmental
administration at the regional level, regional authorities, etc.) and imposition of the partnership
principle, according to which administrative actors at different levels of government as well as
economic and social partners beyond the state apparatus need to be included in the process of
formulation of the programmes, their implementation and monitoring. Moreover, as part of the less
direct spin-offs of the SF, new forms of cooperation between the local authorities and other actors
were introduced, namely through a growing number of EU-funded partnership-based projects

22t Ay3 GKS LINIYSNAEQ NBaz2dzNDOS&a +FyR SELISNIAAS

emerging associations of local officials revolving around the issues linked with the SF. In sum, these
changes correspond to a major shift in the patterns of governance from centralised decision-making
and relative isolation of institutions concentrating on their respective restrained fields of activity
towards multi-level interaction favouring exchange of knowledge between the institutions and
cooperation to tackle policy issues in a more integrated manner:

G¢KS KdaASta& AYLRNIFyd STTSO0G 2F GKS AYLX SYSyil ¢

institutions was established, with more interaction betg S Sy (i KnfeMdiscigliXafity of the funds
imposes greater cooperation between the ministries and with the regional authorities. Moreover, this
also stimulated cooperation between differentregiz y & wX®8 ¢KAa ONBI GSa
between these different institutions.®

What was the mechanism of change?

3 Interview with an employee of the Ministry of Regional Development, 29/07/2008, Warsaw.
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The findings from the fieldwork in Poland appear to confirm the argument advanced by authors such

as Goetz (2005) Borzel (2006) or Sedelmeier (2006), that in the pre-accession phase the adjustments

to EU rules within the Central European candidate countries were driven by the accession
O2yRAGAZ2Y I fAGE YR NIGA2YI f OK2AOS OF f twdeh | GA2Y &
the domestic institutional, legal or policy frameworks were identified by the Commission and

highlighted in the Annual Reports, published from 1998 onwards, which included recommendations

on the reforms to be implemented in order to be granted the ultimate reward, i.e. EU membership.
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which mapped well onto the EU cohesion policy framework. For instance, there were no pre-existing

templates for coordination between different ministries involved in administration of the SF as well

as between the Ministries and other institutions participating in this process (regional authorities,

regional development agencies, etc.). Moreover, the structure of the territorial administration

introduced in the 1998 reform, based on coexistence of decentralised and deconcentrated

authorities at the regional level, has been reproduced in the institutional arrangements for
administration of the IROP. Therefore, the Polish decentralised administrative system with elected

regional authorities sat well within the framework of regionalised distribution of the SF based on

multi-level governance and the principle of subsidiarity.

Our interviewees within the regional institutions involved in distribution of the SF suggested that the
process of creation of institutions for administration of the SF, adoption of the EU cohesion policy
governing principles and related procedures was steered by the central government and driven by

thenecessii @ (2 O2YLJX & 6A0GK GKS /2YYA&aaArzyQa | O0OSaanasz
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For example, in order to be able to secure an allocation of the SF the government had to comply
with the partnership principle and include the regional authorities in implementation of the SF,
which at the same time provided the regions with new powers and created opportunities for them
to play a more prominent role in the governance system. Similarly, the regional authorities were
forced to establish regional partnership Committees and carry out inclusive consultations of ROPs,
which in turn created new opportunities for local authorities and other policy stakeholders to voice
their preferences and promote their interests with respect to the regional development policy and
distribution of EU funding. This illustrated well the mechanism of Europeanization by external
incentives (Schimmelfennig & Sedelmeier, 2005) whereby adoption of EU policy rules by the
domestic actors is driven by constraints imposed as part of the policy framework and/or prospective
rewards for adoption of these rules.

According to some authors (e.g. Goetz, 2005; Sedelmeier, 2006) hasty adoption of EU rules by CEE

L2t A08 | OG2NAR RNAGSY o6& O02yaidNXAyd 2N AydSNBai
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could be illustrated by the awkward functioning of the RSCs considered as fagade institutions
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attributing any real power to the them. As a result, RSCs were discredited and eagerly abandoned in

the 2007-2013 period.



However, as evidenced by the study, such rational-choice driven adoption of partnership-working
promoted by the SF framework does not preclude internalization of this new practice. Thus,
horizontal and sociological mechanisms of Europeanization could gradually become more prominent
if partnership was in line with the interests of the actors concerned and was perceived by them as
beneficial and useful. For example, while horizontal partnership in project appraisal implemented via
GKS w{/ax aSSy +ta Iy 206ai(l Oft SYy8eSSFFr8®ISOSt QoA YTI
above, did not take root, the regional officials interviewed remained enthusiastic about partnership
in the process of formulation of the ROPs for 2007-2013 period. Thus, the broad consultations of the
LIN2Z 3NJ YY S & Qd ibddmentddori prdsediured were in line with the interests of the
regional authorities keen to take advantage of the expertise and diversified perspectives of the
regional stakeholders. While the latter welcomed this new opportunity to have a say in formulation
2T GKS NB3IA2YQaA RS@PSt 2LIYSyi L2t A 0@ Iy R LJdzi T2
preferences allowed for process of social learning to take place leading to a gradual internalisation
of this form of partnership. Therefore, these findings confirm the hypothesis that the learning and
socialization mechanisms might become more prominent once the CEE countries join the EU and
their domestic policy actors take an active part in implementation of European policies (e.g. Goetz,
2005; Sedelmeier, 2006; Pridham, 2008), however they also reveal an interplay between these
mechanisms whereby the internalisation of EU rules is conditional upon prior rationalist calculation
FYR FAG 0S0G6SSy (KS&AS NMz Sa FyR GKS FOG2NRQ LINBT

The partnerships between the local authorities as part of EU-funded projects provide a further

illustration of this interplay between the rationalist and sociological mechanisms of Europeanization.

Ly t2flyRQa TANRCUG -2008Rch dih pfojedtsyivare inidiSIINIvARdE and viewed

as a source of unnecessary bureaucratic hassle and potential source of conflicts over financial

matters between partners. If beneficiaries decided to submit joint projects this was mainly because

partnership was a pre-condition for funding in some schemes (e.g. in LEADER+ scheme). Such

rational choice-driven adjustment often leads to superficial and profit-orientated partnerships. That

said, as a result of introduction of incentives for partnership into the project appraisal criteria in

2007-2013 OPs as well as growing awareness of the partnership model, an increasing number of

local authorities expressed positive opinions about partnership and declared interest in getting

involved in inter-communal EU-funded projects. Thus, involvement in partnership projects, while

prompted by cost/benefit calculation (increased likelihood of access to funding), was also favoured

by a growing understanding of the potential benefits of cooperation thanks to horizontal diffusion of
knowledge about partneNBA KA LJ | YR £ SFENYyAy3I FNRBY 2ySQa SELISNRS
popularity of partnership amidst generalised reluctance to cooperation, participation in joint EU-

funded projects, which proved successful, made the actors involved realise the benefits of
combining efforts and lead to trust-building favouring further cooperation. This finding
RSY2yadNrGSa GKFdG GKS {C Fftaz2z IT¥FSOGSR GKS |
sociological mechanisms of Europeanization.
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What is the role of the mediating factors in the mechanisms of change?

Mediating formal institutions

The crucial formal institution mediating the process of Europeanization in the field of regional policy
was the central government, which was the sole actor capable of transforming the adaptation
pressures from Brussels into domestic change. Thus, in the pre-accession period the government
was the only interlocutor of the European Commission. In fact, the latter considered that only the
government had the capacity to cope with the programming and implementation tasks, unlike the
newly created regional authorities, which, at that stage, were not considered as serious partners.

However, the regional authorities started playing a role of institutions mediating Europeanization in
the run-up to the 2007-2013 period, when regionally formulated and implemented operational
programmes were to be introduced. The regional authorities, being propelled to the very centre of
regional governance with the regionalization of SF management, opened new channels for
involvement of a plethora of regional actors in the formulation of ROPs, set out the procedures for
implementation of the programme and play an important role in promotion of SF-related norms and
practices through organization of training seminars for beneficiaries and informal contacts. That
said, as we shall argue below, the regional authorities also, paradoxically perhaps, were as well veto
players.

Veto points

In general, as Borzel argued (2006), the CEE countries are characterized by a relatively small number
of veto players due to their specific institutional legacy involving weakness (or lack) of regional
authorities, feeble societal actors and weak organised civil society. In the Polish case, however, one
can identify several veto players regarding the regional policy. In the pre-accession phase, the main
veto points concerned the decentralization of the territorial administration, which was not directly
the result of European pressures, however, has been catalyzed and to some extent influenced by the
perspective of accession and implementation of the SF. The actors opposing the reform were
members of parliament representing the left-wing SLD as well as the agrarian PSL party, who feared
that reducing the number of regions from 49 to 16 would undermine their political structures in the
old constituencies. Moreover, the opposition came from the cities that would loose the status of
regional capital. This lead to lengthy and heated debates, which obstructed the decentralization
reform throughout much of the 1990s. The perspective of accession and the imposition of the acquis
requiring creation of regional authorities for management of the SF opened a window of opportunity
for the centre-right AWS-UW coalition to put decentralization back on the agenda and overcome the
opposition to reforms.

Furthermore, shortly before the accession and during the first period of SF implementation in
Poland, the government has faced opposition from the regional authorities disapproving of the

centralized management of the SF (IROP 2004-H nnc 0 AYLR &SR T2ttt 26Ay 3

10



recommendations. In fact, given that the newly created elected regional authorities were initially
supposed to be responsible for drafting and implementation of their own ROPs, they were frustrated
08 (KS /2YYA&aaArzyQa RSOAaAzy (2 aiARStAyS-
2006 (due to their allegedly insufficient administrative capacity). The regional authorities were also
critical towards the institutional arrangements for IROP implementation which assumed shared
competences between them and the representatives of the government in regions, seen as
A2PSNYYSydQa I (aS Ykedaing folg, if NGB & tevergal o theitrend ltowasds
decentralisation initiated with the 1998 reform. This division of competences between the two
institutions created a situation prone to conflicts and blockages, especially in regions where the
Marshal (head of the regional elected executive) and the Voivod (representative of the government)
represented rival political parties. In Lower Silesia region, for instance, a political row between the
two institutions lead to almost a year of delay in launch of the IROP implementation. In the period of
preparations for 2007-2013 programming period involving introduction of 16 ROPs, the regional
authorities got involved in a bitter argument with the government willing interfere into the ROPs
content and related procedures. Finally, however, the regions have successfully lobbied for limiting
the competences of the Voivods in the management of the regional programmes against the
AYyGSyiaAazy 2F GKS 3I208SNYYSyiliod ¢KdzAX FNRBY
involvement in the administration of the SF, the regional authorities became veto players.

Political culture

¢tKS LRaAaAGAGS AYLIOG 2F (GKS {C FNIXIYSE2N] 2V

by a number of features rooted in the Polish political and administrative culture.

Among the most pervasive of these features are clientelism and politicization of sub-national
administration conducive to conflicts hampering the distribution of the funds and instrumental use
of competences relative to distribution of grants for political purposes. For instance, the selection of
members and functioning of the RSCs was affected by party politics and clientelistic links, which
defied these purpose of this partnership-based and supposedly inclusive bodies. For example, in
2004 the newly appointed Lower Silesian regional executive sacked over one third of the members
of the Committee associated with the rival political party (Majewska 2004a), including
representatives of local governments and NGOs, replacing them with mayors and representatives of
NGOs associated with the ruling coalition (Kokot, 2004). Another example of political favouritism
undermining the role of the RSC as an institution ensuring social control was the successful attempt
by the vice-Marshal of Lower Silesia to influence the panel of experts, responsible for technical
evaluation of bids, in favour of an initially rejected project submitted by his political ally (Majewska,
2004b; Kokot, 2005). Despite the disclosure of these events in the media, the involved experts were
not sacked and the project in question was finally approved for funding by the regional executive.

(p))
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partnership in implementation of the SF.

To some extent, the political or clientelistic bias affecting the process of project appraisal was also
detrimental for the diffusion of a strategic approach to investment based on multi-annual planning,
as good connections with the regional authorities were perceived as an important factor in
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successful application for funding, which again, relegated strategic planning considerations to the
background.

Insitutionalization of multi-annual strategic planning promoted by the EU cohesion policy was also

hindered by the over-emphasis on red tape characterizing the procedures for distribution of the SF,

which was underpinned by lack of trust towards the beneficiaries and fear of potential misuse of the

European money. In this context, the emphasis on formal requirements could overshadow the

concern for quality of the pr2 2S5 0Ga (G2 6S FdzyRSR |yYyR GKSANI &aidNI
development. Thus, the officials assessing bids for funding were tempted to give preference to

small-scale and low-quality projects fulfilling formal requirements, at the expense of more valuable

and complex projects.

In addition, the interviews revealed that adoption of a strategic approach to investment planning
gl a a2 dzy RSNXYAYySR o8& 0KS WOtILAYFYyGQ 3GGAGdzRS
LINBaSyldAya (G(KS { /YRGS |6 KADNR LASYWLI I FEESRSR (12 06 S
considering the SF as something to which one was 'entitled' combined with a rush to acquire the
funds while available, which frequently implied negligence in preparation of projects and
overshadowed the reflection on their strategic role. Moreover, the diffusion of integrated and
strategic approach to developmental investment, as well as of other EU-imported practices such as
partnership-working, was also limited by the non-participation of certain local authorities in the SF
programmes, which prevented their exposure to these norms enforced as part of the eligibility

criteria for funding.

Finally, another feature of the Polish administration adversely affecting the process of
Europeanization withinthS Ay a Al dziA2ya Ay@2f @SR Ay AYLI SYSyil
f SOSt 2F LWzt AO 2FFAOAITEAQ ¢ ASas>s gKAOK NBadz Ga
a significant disproportion between the wages in the public administration and the private sector,

which leads to an exodus of officials with marketable skills related with the SF towards consultancy

firms offering them better working conditions. This is preventing accumulation of experience within

the institutions administering the European funds and, hence, hampering the processes of social

learning and assimilationof EU-A YLI2 NIISR Wgl ead 2F R2Ay3 (KAYyIaDQ

Is the old ‘way of doing things’ still used?

¢KS t2fA4aK OF&asSs LIWSIENE (2 OORYSAyHZAKE QNHAT G Q
9dzNRB LIS YATFGA2Y 2F 3A20SNYIy0OS Ay [/ SyidNf 9 dzNR LJS |
margins, implying local rule transformation within basically unchanged institution that does not
challenge the dominant characteristhA O&4 2F (GKS Y2RS 2F 3I20SNYyI yO0Sé¢ 6
have certainly introduced novel practices prompting unprecedented interaction and cooperation
between different, often previously disconnected, administrative actors at different levels as well as
other non-state actors. Moreover, due to the fact that the system of distribution of the SF in Poland
has been mapped onto the decentralized administrative system introduced in the run-up to the
accession, it can be argued that the SF have also to some extent empowered the regional
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authorities, which acquired significant powers in terms of formulation and implementation of the SF
programmes and thus reinforced their position as the nexus of regional governance. Nevertheless,
the impact of the SF on the centre-periphery relations should not be over-estimated, as despite the
increased interaction between administrative actors at different levels and the partial
regionalization of SF administration with the introduction of ROPs in 2007-2013, the central
government remains the predominant player controlling the purse-strings and defining the
framework forsub-y F GA 2y I f F Oli2NBQ | OQlA2y

wS3AFNRAY3I GKS LISNEA&ZGSYOS 2F 2fR Wgleéea 2F R2Ay3
is equally ambiguous. Certain permeating features of the Polish political culture, such as clientelism,

politicization and limited trust, continue to constrain the diffusion of collaborative practices
SYAKNAYSR Ay (KS LI NIYSNEKALI LINR yoOQ LI B2 dzay/RY SINRar 2
the awkward functioning of RSC, politicized selection of its members). Nevertheless, with time and

growing experience of the regional actors involved in SF programmes, one can observe incremental

change of practices and symptoms of a gradual internalization of positively perceived SF norms, such

as partnership, programmatic and strategic approach to regional development, transparency.

BULGARIA

A methodological clarification

Prior to going into a detailed explanation of the Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures
generated by the need to implement the EU regional policy upon accession, it must be noted that
explaining of the domestic changes that took place in Bulgaria are very hard to explain on the basis
of a sociological approach. The reason for this is related to the fact that during most of the pre-
accession period and at least the first two years of the full EU membership most of the domestic
changes that took place in Bulgaria (such as the formulation of a regional policy) took place because
the country was willing to join the EU. Therefore a rational choice approach such as the external
incentives model* formulated by Schimelfennig and Sedelmeier (2005 pp. 10-18) is much more
appropriate if one is seeking to explain the Bulgarian response to the adaptation pressures
generated by the need to implement the EU regional policy.

4 The section is based on this model
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EU and the emergence of Bulgarian regional policy

The 1991 Constitution of Republic of Bulgaria (adopted two years after the fall of the communist
regime) declared Bulgaria a parliamentary republic and once again gave the powers for formulation
of the policies to the central government. Even though the Constitution proclaimed the right of the
citizens and the local authorities to unite and the assistance of foreign donors (i.e. USAID, British
Know-how Fund, etc.) resulted in the creation of a multitude of civil society organizations (22,366
between 1995 and 2005), most of these assumed the role of passive beneficiaries of donor
assistance and failed to empower their target groups to take part in the decision making process
(Dorosiev and Ganev 2007). Prior to the beginning of the Bulgarian involvement with the EU (1997),
the role of the local authorities was to provide public services to the population and to implement
policies that were adopted by the central government and the Parliament.

l'f K2dZAK ¢6ARSt& LINRPOfIFIAYSR la WLS2LX SQa RSY2ONI
strengthening of centralism. The Bulgarian political and organizational culture after the end of

communism was also dominated by centralism, even though there were much more channels of

participation of the actors outside the central government than during the time of the Bulgarian

kingdom or the communism.

LiketheotheNJ / 99/ &% . dzf IF NAF a0l NIGSR AdGa WNBGdNYy G2
Association Agreement (also known as a Europe agreement) with the European Communities in April

1993. According to the scarce Bulgarian literature covering this period, the main goal of the Europe
agreement (besides the trade liberalization) was the gradual introduction of the associated country

to the principles of the Common Market (Kuneva 2007). In fact, besides the liberalization, the

Europe agreement covered most of the areas, that were latter (in 2000) to become the accession
negotiation chapters.

It must be noted that by the time of the signing of the Europe agreement, Bulgaria had no regional
policy of its own. Development programming was done mostly on a sectoral basis and on year by
year basis despite the provisions of the 1991 Bulgarian Constitution, which stipulated that the
central government should provide possibilities for the development of the regions. Partially in order
to assist the central government in this task, the Europe agreement contained provisions for
exchange of information between the national, regional and local authorities and provision of
specific assistance to Bulgaria in order for the latter to formulate its own regional policy (Article 88
of the European Agreement).

The arrangements for implementation of the EU cohesion policy (upon accession) fell within the
scope of the economic criteria for EU membership and the main conclusion of the Opinion for the
Bulgarian readiness for EU membership was that the country has no regional policy at all (European
Commission 1997). However since most of the first half of 1997 in Bulgaria was time of severe
economic and political crisis, the new government of the Union of Democratic Forces in Bulgaria that
came to power in 1997 had much more urgent things to do besides the formulation of a national
regional policy in response to the Opinion of the European Commission.
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It must be noted that Bulgarian regional policy was formulated entirely in response to the EU
membership requirements. As explained above, throughout the 130 years period between the
liberation of Bulgaria from the Ottoman Empire and 2008, Bulgarian development plans were made
mostly on sectoral and annual basis. Multi-annual plans for development of particular parts of the
Bulgarian territory that were lagging behind the rest of the country were something unknown until
the time the country began to prepare for the accession negotiations with the EU. It was not before
1999, when Bulgaria was able to begin the process of regionalization and formulation of national
regional policy.

What changed in the regional policy formulation process as a result of the
preparation for the structural funds?

When it came to the implementation of Community policies (any Community policy) the first change
GKIFIG ¢618&a ySSRSR gl a (GKS FR2LIAZ2Y 2F ySs
needed because even though most of the EU legislation related to the Common policies was directly
applicable in the member states it was not applicable in Bulgaria, at the time when the country
began its accession negotiations. A second change that was required was related to the creation of
the respective institutional frameworks that were needed for the implementation of the Community
policies. This required changes in the legal framework of the candidate country, an extensive
capacity building process and the setting of complicated set of procedures for cooperation between
the involved institutions, resolving of inter-institutional conflicts, organization of national level
partnerships (i.e. by drafting of guidelines for implementation of the partnership principle), etc. All
these usually require the participation of the biggest national level actor ¢ the central government.
The first change provoked by the preparation for implementation of the EU structural funds was
actually in the power relations between the cabinet ministries within the central government. During
the communist regimes, usually the most powerful cabinet ministries (excluding the ministries of
defence and interior) were the ones that were in charge of the heavy industry and the foreign trade.
During the communist regime, cabinet ministries such as Finance played secondary role, there were
no ministries of regional development, and Environment and Waters.

The perspective for EU pre-accession support and the accession negotiations under acquis chapters
with financial implications (Regional Policy and Structural Instruments and Agriculture) had
significantly changed the role of the Ministry of Finance. By 2002, the ministry already had the
overall responsibility for the coordination of Community support and the implementation of the
strategic planning documents related to the EU structural funds and retained this responsibility until
the summer of 2008, when a special deputy prime-minister has been appointed to manage the EU
structural funds. However, the ministry retained the position of one of the most powerful ministries
since the deputy prime-minister had to be supported by the staff of the Ministry of Finance. Another
important change was that, as a result of the Opinion of the European Commission, Bulgaria was
forced to formulate its own regional policy in order to receive the external incentives offered by the
EU during the accession negotiations. However, since the acquis related to the EU regional policy
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contained no detailed requirements about the institutional structure, the Bulgarian government
managed to negotiate a centralized system for the EU regional policy implementation in Bulgaria.

When it comes to the local authorities, the changes provoked by the preparation for implementation
of the EU regional policy was not that visible as in the case with the central government. In fact,
even after a very detailed look, one might safely assume that when it comes to the local authorities,
there was limited (if any) change despite the adaptation pressures from Brussels, coming via the
central government and the fact that the Bulgarian local authorities had been offered tangible
external incentives ¢ contributions from the pre-accession financial instruments and the EU
structural funds towards the development of the governed territory. Like the central government,
the Bulgarian local authorities started to experience the first adaptation pressures related to the
future implementation of the EU regional policy shortly after the European Commission published its
Opinion on Bulgarian readiness for EU membership in 1997. The 1999 and subsequent laws (2004,
2008) on regional development adopted in response to the adaptation pressures coming from the
EU at the various stages of the candidacy period and early membership years, required from the
local authorities to take active part in the programming process related to the implementation of
the EU regional policy. However, the laws stipulated no requirements for the creation of a local
administrative framework for dealing with the programming process on local level and due to the
long term culture of financial and capacity dependence on the central government, only a handful of
local authorities (the biggest ones) managed to invest in the creation of their own programming
capacity. The biggest part of the local governments relied on the central government to help them
with the capacity building and intervene in order to correct errors in the programming process local
level.

The smallest degree of change can be seen in the case of the non-state actors. In order to comply
with the requirement for implementation of the partnership principle and in order to benefit from
the specific knowledge of some non-state actors (i.e. business organizations, environmental
organizations, regional development agencies), the central government arranged their participation
in the drafting of various strategic documents related to the implementation of the allowed them to
take part in the monitoring committees of the operational programs. However, the decision making
process in the monitoring committees and similar bodies remained under the control of the state. If
one takes a look at the text of the Ordinance 171/2004 (Bulgarian Council of Ministers) regulating
the formation of the various monitoring bodies it is easy to see that the control of the state was
extremely easy to exercise since most of the members of the monitoring bodies represented the
OSy i NI f 320SNYYSyld FyR F2N¥YAYy3 2F | Ww3zg@S
representatives of the central government decided to take the side of the non-state actors. There
were no specific pressures from the EU for a greater inclusion of the non-state actors, besides the
occasional mentioning (in the Regular Reports on Bulgarian progress towards EU membership) of the
need for a greater inclusion of the social and economic partners in the decision making process,
therefore it is likely that their participation would be at best limited during the first structural funds
cycle of the Bulgarian EU membership (2007-2013).
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What was the mechanism of change?

Identification of the misfits

At this stage, usually the European Commission identifies the misfit between the Bulgarian national
f SPSt LREAOASA IYyR LINIOGAOSa NBfFGISR (2
Bulgarian central government (its main partner in Bulgaria). The misfits were usually identified on
the basis of the EU requirements for the implementation of the regional policy and pointed out to
the Bulgarian government either through formal or informal channels. The formal channels usually
included the Regular Reports on Bulgarian progress towards EU membership, the common positions
exchanged during the intergovernmental conferences between Bulgaria and the EU as well as the
meetings of various joint subcommittees established under the Association Agreement of 1993.
Informal channels usually included the personal contacts of high ranking Bulgarian public servants
with the EU institutions.

Actual change

Ly GKS SINIASNI OFyRARIFO& @SINEXZ (GKS LINEOYaGa

of the respective legislation with the acquis. It must be noted that due to the characteristics of the
Bulgarian political life in 1997-2008 (the governments and the governing coalitions were backed by
big and relatively stable parliamentary majorities) the number of veto points for the adoption of new
legislation was extremely small. If the newly adopted legislation required the setting of an
institutional framework, it was usually established by the central government, using public servants
and resources from the national budget. Procedures for inter institutional coordination were usually
decided on ad hoc basis and adopted by the central government. During this stage, the decisions
were usually taken by the central government with a limited contribution of its non-state partners.

What is the role of the mediating factors in the mechanism of change?

Mediating formal institutions

In the case of Bulgaria, there was a single group of interconnected formal institutions that were able
to facilitate the transformation of the EU adaptation pressures into domestic change. This group was
the central government. It was the only actor that was able to receive the information about a
particular misfit between the national and the EU level and carry out the domestic change required

[atN
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process.
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Multiple veto points

The Bulgarian system of governance has two main veto points - the Ministry of Finance and the
Parliament. The origin of veto powers of the Bulgarian parliament lies within its competences to
adopt new legislation and control the central government. Since the changes in the national
institutional framework and the procedures for implementation of new policies (including the ones
related to EU level policies) had to be governed by the appropriate legislation (especially during the
pre-accession period when even the direct effect acquis had to be transposed), the Parliament had
the possibility to radically influence the implementation of a new policy or even block the
introduction of such policy. However, since 1995, the Bulgarian central governments were backed by
stable parliamentary majority, with all the prime-ministers besides four being the leaders of the
political party with most seats in the Parliament. As a result of that, no policies were blocked from
introducing, even though some heated and lengthily debates frequently delayed reforms that were
to be a response to the EU adaptation pressures.

Political and organizational culture

Ever since 1878, the Bulgarian political and organizational culture had been build on the basis of
centralism and the most important part of this culture was the dominating role of the central
government and the monarchs (prior to 1944). Even in the 1930s, when the country was practically
ruled by the monarch, changes were always initiated and carried out by the central government. The
reason for this was that the key issue for Bulgaria between 1878 and the late 1940s was the national
unification. Successful completion of the national unification project required strong central
government and left little room for the non-state actors to take any part in the national decision
making process. Situation changed little during the communist regime. And after the fall of the
regime most of the new non-state actors were created with the help of external donors. This made
them dependent on external aid and limited their role in the decision making process. It must be
noted that similar dependency was in place when it came to the local authorities. Since most of their
budgets had to be spend in order to secure the provision of services to the population, only a
handful of local authorities were able to build administrative capacity of their own or co-finance
projects. Most of the 264 municipalities depended on the state for that.

Is the old way of doing things still used?

When it comes to Europeanization of a policy field in a new member state like Bulgaria, probably this
is the trickiest question to be answered. Why is that? First of all, in order to properly answer the
jdzSatAaz2y 2yS ySSRa (2 RSTAYyS (GKS W2fR ¢l & 2F R2)
GAGK | aAy3dtsS g2NRX GKS 62NR ¢ BiyeaR ofhSBulgafd y i NI f A
history as an independent state, the policies were adopted by the central government and the
Parliament and forwarded to actors such as the local authorities for implementation. First of all as it
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is evident from the case of Bulgaria, a lot has changed during the pre-accession period. The
preparation for the EU structural funds acted as a seismic event, which changed a lot. A new national
policy had been formulated on the basis of specially adopted programming documents; respective
institutional frameworks as well as procedures for inter-institutional coordination were set up,
limited number of non-state actors was admitted into the initial stages of the policy planning
process.

However the centralism remained there. The new institutional framework was staffed mostly by
public servants from the main cabinet ministries and the administration directly under the prime-
minister, non-state actors that were allowed to take part in the decision making process were
handpicked by the cabinet ministries. In other word, part of the old way of doing things remained.

COMPARISON/CONCLUSION

One can identify many similar developments in Poland and Bulgaria in the process of
Europeanization linked with the EU cohesion policy, however, there are also certain notable
differences. These stem mostly from the fact that as a result of a major administrative reform in
1998 the Polish territorial administration became decentralized, while the Bulgarian one remains
highly centralized, which has a number of consequences for the impact of the European funds.

Both countries share a similar institutional legacy of the communist era, which involves
centralization traditions and underdevelopment of administrative capacities below the level of the
central government. This legacy can be traced in the architecture of the system of distribution of the
European funds, which in both countries is characterized by the predominance of the central
government, even though centralization was also promoted by the European Commission itself.
Another similar feature in both countries the EU cohesion policy filled a vacuum, due to the lack of
pre-existing domestic regional policy. Both in Poland and Bulgaria the policy framework, institutional
structures and administrative capacities for the delivery of regional policy were developed in the
context of preparations for the accession in order to respond to the challenges of administration of
the SF after it.

Regarding the impact of the EU cohesion policy on the central governments, one can observe very
similar developments including introduction of new practices such as partnership-based policy
formulation and multi-annual programming and increased coordination between the Ministries,
albeit certain minor differences, such as the fact that a separate Ministry of Regional Development
was established in Poland to improve the coordination of SF-related tasks.

On the contrary, there is a major difference between the two countries in terms of the impact on
regional level, primarily due to existence of decentralized regional authorities in Poland. One can
hardly speak of Europeanization in this domain in Bulgaria, where there are no elected regional
authorities who would play a role in administration of the SF and all the Operating Programmes are
centrally managed. The Polish regional authorities established following the 1998 reform were
involved in the administration of the pre-accession funds and were initially supposed to draft and
implement their own operating programmes in the first programming period after accession.
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from programming in 2004-2006 period and a centralized system of administration with a single
regional operating programme for the entire country was introduced. Nevertheless, the Polish
regions have, to some extent been empowered by the introduction of the SF, as they retained an
important role in the system of their distribution in 2004-2006 period, which was a vital source of
experience and opportunity to enhance administrative capacity. More significantly, they have
formulated and currently administer their own ROPs for the 2007-2013 period, which considerably
increases their role as actors, if not architects, of regional policy.

Concerning the local authorities, which are the main beneficiaries of the EU funds and, according to
the partnership principle, are supposed to be involved in the process of formulation of operating
programmes and their implementation, in both countries these institutions share a similar legacy of
limited financial and administrative capacities as well as of dependence on state funding resulting in

LI a3A @3S 2N WOt FAYLFYydQ I G0GA GadzBsSoa pefiod, 2hy dhpadt afO | €

Europeanization on local authorities can be considered as limited both in Poland and Bulgaria. In
fact, the pre-accession funding was comparatively lower than that available to members of the EU
and it was available only to a limited number of local authorities in both countries, which limited the

40211 T2NJ RAFTTdzaA2y 2F 9! O2KSaA2y LR-anRIQA

strategies. Regarding the impact of the SF after accession, we lack data for Bulgaria, but in the Polish
case we found that the local authorities which benefited from the pre-accession funds were more
successful in acquiring the SF. This testifies of a beneficial influence of the pre-accession
programmes in terms of building administrative capacity and diffusion of strategic and

LINEINF YYIFGAO FLIINRIFOK (2 RS@St2LIVSyGs LINeeS

I 00S&aaArzys FAYLFYOALFf WOFNNRGIQ osFa 2FFSNBR
available. Thus, the majority of local authorities benefited from the SF in the 2004-2006, which
required, among others, drafting local development strategies in order to comply with the eligibility
criteria. The SF have contributed to a process of learning of a variety of new practices among local
authorities as well as increased horizontal and vertical interaction between them other regional
FOG2NARZ 6KAOK ¢l a O2yRdzOAGS (2 RAFFdzaAAZ2Y
Even so, the least wealthy and peripheral local authorities remained excluded from this influence of
the SF as a number of them could not afford or lacked the capacity to acquire the SF. Further
research would be necessary to examine whether similar tendency is present in Bulgaria as a result
of the implementation of the SF programmes.

The impact of the EU cohesion policy in terms of involvement of non-state actors in policy
formulation is similarly weak in both countries. A small number of NGOs participates in consultations
of strategic documents as part of the partnership principle and their influence remains limited. That
said, in Poland, among the NGOs benefiting from the SF one can observe a certain
professionalization prompted by the tough eligibility criteria and made possible by the funding
provided.

A comparison of the mechanisms of change, at least in the pre-accession phase, points to a number
of similarities as well. Similar misfits existed in both countries and the pressure for change was
similarly channelled through the accession conditionality. The main difference in this respect again
lies in the fact that Poland underwent a decentralization reform in 1999 introducing regional
authorities which became involved in the administration of the SF. The reform, even though it was
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driven mainly by domestic factors and only to some extent catalysed by the perspective of accession,
made the Polish administrative system more compatible with the SF framework based on NUTS units
and multi-level coordination. In this context, even though the system of administration of the SF in
2004-2006 period was centralized as a result of the recommendations from Brussels, the Polish
regional authorities were involved in project selection and in 2007-2013 their importance was
further increased with the partial regionalization of SF management. On the contrary, in Bulgaria
there were no domestic pressures for decentralization, hence the centralized administrative system
KFa y2i 0SSy NBFT2NX¥SR YR GKS FTRYAYAAUGNI GAZ2Y 27
centralized and involvedcreall A 2y 2F WIE NIAFAOAILIEQ adlGdAadAOrt bl ¢

Regarding the institutions mediating Europeanization, in both countries the central governments
were the key players enabling and coordinating adjustment to the EU cohesion policy framework.
That said, in Poland one can also consider the regional authorities as institutions mediating change
at the regional level, especially in the context of regionalization of SF administration in 2007-2013
period.

Moreover, both in Bulgaria and Poland (just like in other CEE countries) there is a limited number of
veto players. However, unlike in Bulgaria, characterized by a relative political stability and consensus
on keeping the status quo in terms of territorial organization of the country (in line with the
/I 2YYA &a A)RiyrPaland tibfe Sas a harsh political debate on the administrative reforms the
context of preparations for accession with the opposition left wing and peasant parties refusing
decentralization. Moreover, the newly created regional authorities in Poland actually became veto
players at some point as they opposed centralization of the SF administration system imposed upon
them by the government and the Commission. Throughout the first programming period they
argued and lobbied for a greater decentralization and regionalization of the SF management as well
as limiting the degree of interference of the government in formulation and management of the
Regional Operating Programmes in 2007-2013 period.

Regarding political and organizational culture affecting Europeanization, both countries suffered
from a similar lack of capacity at the local level and among the non-state actors, both lacking skills,
human and financial resources. Local officials and non-state actors in both countries are also
characterized & GKS | F2NBYSY(dA2ySR LI aaA0BS FyR WOfFAYL
beneficiaries from applying for structural funding or hinders the quality of submitted projects as the
concern for their potential impact on the regional/local development is often neglected. This casts
doubts over the purposeful and strategic use of the SF. We lack exact data from Bulgaria, however,
in Poland the adoption of SF-related norms and practices is further mitigated by the pervasive
politicization and clientelism within the sub-national administration, lack of trust hindering
cooperation between actors involved in SF implementation and traditionally low level of wages in
the public administration conducive to high turnover of experienced officials, which tend to migrate
towards the private sector.

Finally, our findings indicate the existence of both rational and sociological mechanisms of
Europeanization in the Polish case. In the pre-accession period and the early years after accession
one could observe mostly interest-driven adjustments, which could fit into external-incentives
model, stimulated by the conditionality and the perspective of access to the SF. As a result, these
AYAGAL f I Redza i YSy i a s SNB YF2NXIFEQ |yR YaKIff2g
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introduction of new institutions and ways of doing things without changing the pre-existing mode of

governance (e.g. introduction of elements of multi-level governance with the partnership principle

without eliminating the predominant centralization tendencies). However, after the launch of the SF

programmes, with the growing experience and the number of actors involved in these programmes,

one could observe gradual internalization of the SF-related norms, such as multi-annual

programming or partnership, whA OK 0S5S02YS Ay ONBI aAy3f e LISNOSA @S
practices. However, it was also observed that these sociological mechanisms of Europeanization

tended to follow an initial rationalist cost/benefit calculation and be conditional upon the fit

between the EU-A YLI2 NISR y2N¥Xa FyR (GKS |OG2NEQ LISNOSAGSE
present it is probably too early for the sociological mechanisms to take place, nevertheless, the

Polish experience would suggest that with time they might as well come to the fore. For the
Y2YSyildz GKS RS@St2LYSyd 2F (GKS . dzZ 3FNAFYy NBIA2Y
A0A01Q YSOKIYAAYA 0l & SaRessoyphaseaydRhk edd 2oywifflyabdodb Ay (0 K €
the allocated SF in the current period.

In conclusion, thepre-t O0SaaAz2y | R2dzaldyYSyda G2 GKS 9! O2KSaAi:
both countries: new policy was introduced, new institutions were created to implement it, which

also involved increased coordination between institutions at different levels of administration as

well as unprecedented involvement of various actors in policy formulation challenging the pre-

existing centralized and exclusive mode of governance. However, these novel institutions and

practices introduced with the EU cohesion policy have not fundamentally undermined the pre-

existing mode of governance and balance of power between the actors, which could be qualified as
WOKIFy3aS Ay O2ylAydAadGeQ 6. NHAT G wnnyobtdrritdidk | G &+ A
administration, the degree of change induced by the EU cohesion policy appears to be greater in

Poland where a more decentralized system of management of the SF created additional channels for

participation of regional, local and non-state actors in formulation and implementation of the SF

programmes and the elected regional authorities played an important role in mediating the process

of Europeanization. The involvement of a variety of regional actors in formulation and management

of the ROPs in Poland is likely to favour wider diffusion and internalization of norms and practices

promoted by the SF. By contrast, in Bulgaria, where the regional authorities are absent, the

partnership principle imposed introduction of elements of multi-level governance and creation of

channels for input from various actors, albeit characterized by a strong vertical dimension with clear

predominance of the central government, and extremely weak horizontal dimension, which is

limiting the scope for changes at the sub-national level.
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