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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 

 

ABSTRACT: 

The paper analyses the changes in regional development policy settings in Poland and Bulgaria 

ƭƛƴƪŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ¦ƴƛƻƴΩǎ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ CǳƴŘǎΦ  5ǊŀǿƛƴƎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ 

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. 
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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 Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŎǊŜŘƛǘŜŘ ŦƻǊ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ΨŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜΩ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŜŘ ǊŜƎƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ ŀ 

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 

ƛƴ ǘƘŜ  ΨƻƭŘΩ όŜΦƎΦ IƻƻƎƘŜΣ мффсΤ .ŀŎƘŜ ŀƴŘ WƻƴŜǎΣ нлл0 ; Adshead, 2005; Bache, 2004; Getimis and 

Grigoriadou, 2004; Marshall, 2005; Zerbinati, 2004ύ ŀƴŘ  ΨƴŜǿΩ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ όŜΦƎΦ !ƛǎǎŀƻǳƛΣ нллрΤ 

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 ς Poland and Bulgaria. The countries 

offer an interesting grounds for comparison because they share the legacy of the communist-era 

ΨŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎƳΣΩ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜ ǘƘŜȅ ŘƛŦŦŜǊ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƻŦ 

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 ς 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 ς 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 

ƳŀŘŜ ōȅ wƻōŜǊǘ [ŀŘǊŜŎƘ ƛƴ мффпΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ [ŀŘǊŜŎƘ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ Ψŀƴ ƛƴŎǊŜƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

reorienting the direction and shape of politics to the degree that EC political and economic dynamics 

become part of the national politics and policy-ƳŀƪƛƴƎΩ  όмффпΣ ǇΦ сфύΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘƛƳ 

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 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳΦ !ŎŎƻǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ƘƛƳΣ ŦƛǊǎǘ ƻŦ ŀƭƭΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǳǎŜŘ ƛƴ ŎƻƴƴŜŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ΨŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ of 

ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ōƻǳƴŘŀǊƛŜǎΩΦ {ǳŎƘ ŀ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ CƛŦǘƘ 9ƴƭŀǊƎŜƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 9¦Φ {ŜŎƻƴŘƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ 

ΨŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ŀǘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭΩΦ ¢ƘƛǊŘƭȅΣ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ǳǎŜŘ ŀǎ ΨŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ǇŜƴŜǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΩΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƛǎ ǘhe core usage of the term and covers adaptation of 

the lower levels of the multi-level European system, with regards to institutions, policy, patterns of 

ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ōŜƘŀǾƛƻǳǊΣ ŜǘŎΦ ¢ƘŜ ŦƻǊǘƘ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜǎ ΨŜȄǇƻǊǘƛƴƎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ 

ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩΦ ¢ƘŜ Ŧƛƴŀƭ ǳǎŀƎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƛǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ΨǇƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ ǳƴƛŦƛŎŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΩΦ 

Like the second definition, this one is about development of capacity at the EU level.    

LŦ ƻƴŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ ǎƛƳǇƭƛŦȅ hƭǎŜƴΩǎ ǘȅǇƻƭƻƎȅΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇŀƭ ŘƛǎǘƛƴŎǘƛon is between two understandings of 

Europeanization: 

 ¢ƘŜ ǘǊŀƴǎŦŜǊ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΣ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎΣ ǊǳƭŜǎΣ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀƴŘ ƴƻǊƳǎ ŦǊƻƳ Ψ9ǳǊƻǇŜΩ ǘƻ 

other jurisdictions (i.e. the member states and the candidate countries) 

 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 

ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǎǘŜǇ ƛǎ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŎƻƳǇŀǘƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ƻǊ ǘƘŜ ΨƎƻƻŘƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŦƛǘΩ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

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 ς 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 
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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 

ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŜǎŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǊŜƳŀƛƴŜŘ ΨǇƛŜŎŜƳŜŀƭΩΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴŜŘ ƻƴƭȅ 

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 

tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ƘŀǾŜ ƳŀŘŜ ŀ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇment of the regional 

policy, as illustrated by this comment by government official: 

ά¢ƘŜ ǿƘƻƭŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛǎ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǎƻƳŜǘƘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿΦ .ŜŦƻǊŜ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ǾŜǊȅ 

prominent thanks to the Structural Funds. It is now taken seriously thanks to these funds. This is a 

ƳŀƧƻǊ ǉǳŀƭƛǘŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǿƘŜƴ ƛǘ ŎƻƳŜǎ ǘƻ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΦέ1 

 

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 

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

as other SF-ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘŀǎƪǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ŎŀǊǊƛŜŘ ƻǳǘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ǎŜŎǘƻǊŀƭ aƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ƴŜǿ ΨaƛƴƛǎǘǊȅ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

{ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ CǳƴŘǎΩ ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ aƛƴƛǎǘǊƛŜǎΣ ŀǘǘǊŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻn of media and scrutiny of 

the opposition, which reflects the immense political importance of the EU funds in Poland.2 

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 II 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 

ÏÆ ÔÈÅ 3& ÏÎ ÉÎÖÅÓÔÍÅÎÔ ÐÒÏÊÅÃÔÓ ÓÔÉÍÕÌÁÔÉÎÇ ÉÎÔÅÒÎÁÌ ÄÅÍÁÎÄ ÂÅÃÁÍÅ Á ÖÉÔÁÌ ÐÁÒÔ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÇÏÖÅÒÎÍÅÎÔȭÓ 

plan to promote economic recovery.  
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(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 

ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƎƛǾŜƴ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀ ƎǊŜŀǘ ǾŀǊƛŜǘȅ ƻŦ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΣ ǊŀƴƎƛƴƎ 

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 
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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 

infƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŜƴƘŀƴŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ Ŧƛǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƴŜŜŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜΩǎ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΦ {ǳŎƘ 

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 

ǇƻƻƭƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎΩ ǊŜǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘƛǎŜ ƻǊ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǇƻƴǘŀƴŜƻǳǎƭȅ 

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: 

ά¢ƘŜ ƘǳƎŜƭȅ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ CǳƴŘǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ 

institutions was established, with more interaction betǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜƳ ώΧϐ Interdisciplinarity of the funds 

imposes greater cooperation between the ministries and with the regional authorities. Moreover, this 

also stimulated cooperation between different regiƻƴǎ ώΧϐ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜǎ ŀ ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ 

between these different institutions.έ3 

 

 

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) Börzel (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 

ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ Ǌŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƘƻƛŎŜ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ΨƳƛǎŦƛǘǎΩ ōŜtween 

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. 

hƴŜ Ŏŀƴ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŘƻƳŜǎǘƛŎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǊǊŀƴƎŜƳŜƴǘǎ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜŘ ŀ ΨƳƛǎŦƛǘΩ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǘƘƻǎŜ 

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 

the necessiǘȅ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ 

ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ōŜ ƎǊŀƴǘŜŘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ΨŎŀǊǊƻǘΩΣ ƛΦŜΦ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŦǳƴŘǎΦ 

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 

ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ōȅ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ƻǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ Ŏŀƴ ǊŜƳŀƛƴ ΨǎƘŀƭƭƻǿΣΩ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ǘƻ ǎƻƳŜ ŜȄǘŜƴǘΣ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ 

ŎƻǊǊƻōƻǊŀǘŜŘ ōȅ ƻǳǊ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎΦ CƻǊ ƛƴǎǘŀƴŎŜΣ ǿƘŜƴ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿŀǎ ŀƎŀƛƴǎǘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΣ ǘƘŜȅ 

reluctantly complied with it, which often iƳǇƭƛŜŘ ǇǳǊŜƭȅ ΨŦƻǊƳŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ǎǳǇŜǊŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ 

could be illustrated by the awkward functioning of the RSCs considered as façade institutions 

ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ ŀōƻǾŜΣ ǿƘƛŎƘΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘΣ ƘƛƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǎǿƛŦǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ 

absorptiƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {C ŀƴŘΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ǎǘŀƪŜƘƻƭŘŜǊǎΩ ǾƛŜǿǇƻƛƴǘΣ ŎǊŜŀǘŜŘ ŀ ΨŦŀƪŜΩ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǿƛǘƘƻǳǘ 

attributing any real power to the them. As a result, RSCs were discredited and eagerly abandoned in 

the 2007-2013 period.  
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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 

ǘƘŜ w{/ǎΣ ǎŜŜƴ ŀǎ ŀƴ ƻōǎǘŀŎƭŜ ǘƻ ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜ ŀōǎƻǊǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ΨƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊȅ ŜǾƛƭΩ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ 

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 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŜǎΩ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀƴd implementation procedures 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 

ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ Ǉǳǘ ŦƻǊǿŀǊŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ Ŧƛǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ 

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 

ŀƴŘ Ŧƛǘ ōŜǘǿŜŜƴ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǊǳƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǇǊŜŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎΦ   

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. 

Lƴ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ нллп-2006, such join projects were initially avoided 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 partneǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƭŜŀǊƴƛƴƎ ŦǊƻƳ ƻƴŜΩǎ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ŘŜǎǇƛǘŜ ǘƘŜ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ƭƛƳƛǘŜŘ 

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 

ŘŜƳƻƴǎǘǊŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ {C ŀƭǎƻ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ōŜƭƛŜŦǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘǎ ǘƻ 

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 Börzel 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-нллсύ ƛƳǇƻǎŜŘ ŦƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 
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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 

ōȅ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴ ǘƻ ǎƛŘŜƭƛƴŜ ǘƘŜƳ ŦǊƻƳ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {C ƛƴǘŜǊǾŜƴǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ нллп-

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 

ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ ŀǘǘŜƳǇǘ ǘƻ ǊŜǘŀƛƴ ƛǘǎ ƎŀǘŜ-keeping role, if not a reversal of the trend towards 

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 

ƛƴǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩǎ Ǉƻƛƴǘ ƻŦ ǾƛŜǿΣ ŜƳǇƻǿŜǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜƛǊ 

involvement in the administration of the SF, the regional authorities became veto players. 

 

Political culture 

¢ƘŜ ǇƻǎƛǘƛǾŜ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {C ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƻƴ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ŀŦŦŜŎǘŜŘ 

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.  

¢ƘŜǎŜ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ƴŜƎŀǘƛǾŜ ǇŜǊŎŜǇǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƘŀƭƭƻǿΩ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƘƻǊƛȊƻƴǘŀƭ 

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 prƻƧŜŎǘǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŦǳƴŘŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŎ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ 

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 

ǿŀǎ ŀƭǎƻ ǳƴŘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ΨŎƭŀƛƳŀƴǘΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ƻŦ Ƴŀƴȅ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀǊƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƳŜŘƛŀ ƘȅǇŜ 

ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ {C ŀǎ ŀ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ΨƎƻŘǎŜƴŘΩΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǎƛƳǇƭȅ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ΨǘŀƪŜƴΦΩ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǎǳƭǘŜŘ ƛƴ 

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 within thŜ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {C ƛǎ ǘƘŜ ΨǘǊŀŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΩ ƭƻǿ 

ƭŜǾŜƭ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΩ ǿŀƎŜǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ƛƴ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊƭȅ ǎǘǊƻƴƎ ǘǳǊƴƻǾŜǊ ƻŦ ǎǘŀŦŦΦ Lƴ ŦŀŎǘΣ ǘƘŜǊŜ ƛǎ 

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 assimilation of EU-ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ Ψǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΦΩ  

 

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

 

¢ƘŜ tƻƭƛǎƘ ŎŀǎŜΣ ŀǇǇŜŀǊǎ ǘƻ ŎƘƛƳŜ ǿƛǘƘ .ǊǳǎȊǘΩǎ ǘƘŜǎƛǎ ƻŦ  ΨŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅΩ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ 

9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ /ŜƴǘǊŀƭ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŎƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ άŜƳŜǊƎŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 

margins, implying local rule transformation within basically unchanged institution that does not 

challenge the dominant characteristƛŎǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƳƻŘŜ ƻŦ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜέ ό.ǊǳǎȊǘΣ нллуΣ ǇΦснлύΦ ¢ƘŜ {C 

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 for sub-ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ŀŎǘƛƻƴΦ  

 

wŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇŜǊǎƛǎǘŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƻƭŘ Ψǿŀȅǎ ƻŦ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴŀƴŎŜΣ ǘƘŜ ǇƛŎǘǳǊŜ 

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 

ŜƴǎƘǊƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇŀǊǘƴŜǊǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ {CΣ ƭŜŀŘƛƴƎ ǘƻ ΨǎƘŀƭƭƻǿΩ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ όŜΦƎΦ 

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 model4 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.  

!ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ ǇǊƻŎƭŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǎ ΨǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ŘŜƳƻŎǊŀǘƛŎ ǊǳƭŜΩΣ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǎƳ ƻƴƭȅ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

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.  

 

Like the otheǊ /99/ǎΣ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀ ǎǘŀǊǘŜŘ ƛǘǎ ΨǊŜǘǳǊƴ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ ŦŀƳƛƭȅΩ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎƭǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀƴ 

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 

ǘƘŀǘ ǿŀǎ ƴŜŜŘŜŘ ǿŀǎ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƴŜǿ ƭŜƎƛǎƭŀǘƛƻƴ όΨƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǉǳƛǎΩύΦ Lǘ ǿŀǎ 

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 ς 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 ς 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 

ŎŜƴǘǊŀƭ ƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀ ΨƎƻǾŜǊƴƳŜƴǘΩ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ƴƻǘ ŀ ǇǊƻōƭŜƳ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 

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 

ƭŜǾŜƭ ǇƻƭƛŎƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ΨǇƻƛƴǘǎ ǘƘŜƳ ƻǳǘΩ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 

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 

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭƛŜǊ ŎŀƴŘƛŘŀŎȅ ȅŜŀǊǎΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ǳǎǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜƎŀƴ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ΨƘŀǊƳƻƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴΩ 

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 

ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀƴ ΨƎƻƻŘƴŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŦƛǘΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ƻŦ ŀ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊ 9¦ 

process. 

 



 18 

 

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 

ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴ ƻƴŜ ƴŜŜŘǎ ǘƻ ŘŜŦƛƴŜ ǘƘŜ ΨƻƭŘ ǿŀȅ ƻŦ ŘƻƛƴƎ ǘƘƛƴƎǎΩΦ hōǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƛŦ ǘƘŜ ΨƻƭŘ ǿŀȅΩ ƛǎ ǘƻ ōŜ ŘŜŦƛƴŜŘ 

ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ǎƛƴƎƭŜ ǿƻǊŘΣ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘ ǿƻǳƭŘ ōŜ ΨŎŜƴǘǊŀƭƛǎƳΩΦ ¢ƘǊƻǳƎƘƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ Ǉŀǎǘ 131 years of the Bulgarian 

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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CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜŀƴ /ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŜŎƛǎƛƻƴΣ ƘƻǿŜǾŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ǿŜǊŜ ǎƛŘŜƭƛƴŜŘ 

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 

ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ƻǊ ΨŎƭŀƛƳŀƴǘΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜǎ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƭƻŎŀƭ ƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜ-accession period, the impact of 

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 

ǎŎƻǇŜ ŦƻǊ ŘƛŦŦǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ 9¦ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅΩǎ ǇǊƛƴŎƛǇƭŜǎ ŀƴŘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ǎǳŎƘ ŀǎ ŦƻǊƳǳƭŀǘƛƴƎ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-annual 

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 

ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳŀǘƛŎ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΣ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘ ǇǊŀŎǘƛŎŜǎΣ ŜǘŎΦ CƻƭƭƻǿƛƴƎ tƻƭŀƴŘΩǎ 

ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ŦƛƴŀƴŎƛŀƭ ΨŎŀǊǊƻǘΩ ǿŀǎ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƭƭ ƭƻŎŀƭ ŀǳǘƘƻǊƛǘƛŜǎ ŀǎ ǘƘŜ {C ōŜŎŀƳŜ ƳƻǊŜ ǿƛŘŜƭȅ 

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 

ŀŎǘƻǊǎΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎƛǾŜ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦǳǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƻƴ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘŀƭ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘǎΩ ƳŀƴŀƎŜƳŜƴǘΦ 

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 

Ƙŀǎ ƴƻǘ ōŜŜƴ ǊŜŦƻǊƳŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŘƳƛƴƛǎǘǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ {C ƛƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ŦƛǊǎǘ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳƳƛƴƎ ǇŜǊƛƻŘ ǿŀǎ 

centralized and involved creaǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ΨŀǊǘƛŦƛŎƛŀƭΩ ǎǘŀǘƛǎǘƛŎŀƭ b¦¢{ ǳƴƛǘǎΦ 

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 

/ƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ ǾƛŜǿ), in Poland there was 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 ōȅ ǘƘŜ ŀŦƻǊŜƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ǇŀǎǎƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ΨŎƭŀƛƳŀƴǘΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ Ŏŀƴ ǇǊŜǾŜƴǘ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ 

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 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŜǊŜ ΨŦƻǊƳŀƭΩ ŀƴŘ ΨǎƘŀƭƭƻǿΩ ƻǊ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ΨƭŀȅŜǊƛƴƎΩ ό.ǊǳǎȊǘΣ нллуύΣ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ 
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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, whƛŎƘ ōŜŎƻƳŜ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎƛƴƎƭȅ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ŀǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ΨƴƻǊƳŀƭΩ 

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-ƛƳǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƴƻǊƳǎ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ ǇŜǊŎŜƛǾŜŘ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘǎΦ Lƴ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ ƻŦ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΣ ŀǘ 

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 

ƳƻƳŜƴǘΣ ǘƘŜ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀƴ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛǎ ōŜǘǘŜǊ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ΨŎŀǊǊƻǘ ŀƴŘ 

ǎǘƛŎƪΩ ƳŜŎƘŀƴƛǎƳǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǊŜ-accession phase, and the need to swiftly absorb 

the allocated SF in the current period.  

In conclusion, the pre-ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴ ŀŘƧǳǎǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ 9¦ ŎƻƘŜǎƛƻƴ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ŀ ΨǎŜƛǎƳƛŎΩ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ 

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 

ΨŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ ŎƻƴǘƛƴǳƛǘȅΩ ό.ǊǳǎȊǘΣ нллуύΦ ¢Ƙŀǘ ǎŀƛŘΣ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ of territorial 

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.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 23 

References: 

Adshead, M., 2005. Europeanization and Changing Patterns of Governance in Ireland. Public Administration, 
83(1), pp. 159-178. 

Aïssaoui, H., 2005. L'élargissement européen au prisme des fonds structurels : vers une européanisation de la 

gestion publique du territoire de Pologne?, Politique européenne, 15, Winter, pp. 61-84. 

Bache, I., 2004. Multi-Level Governance and Regional Policy. In I., Bache, M., Flinders, eds. Multi-Level 

Governance. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

 Bache, I. 2008. Europeanization and Multi-level Governance: Cohesion Policy in the European Union and 

Britain, Lanham: Rowan & Littlefield.
 

Bachtler, J., Taylor, S., 2003. The Added Value of the Structural Funds: A Regional Perspective. IQ-Net Special 
Report, Glasgow: EPRC, University of Strathclyde. 

Bafoil, F., Lhomel, E., 2003. La préparation aux fonds structurels de l'UE, les exemples de la Pologne et de la 
Roumanie, Le Courrier des Pays de l'Est, 1033, pp. 28-38. 

Börzel, T. and Risse, T., 2003. When Europe Hits Home: Europeanization and Domestic Change,  In C. Radaelli 

and K. Featherstone, eds. The Politics of Europeanization. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Börzel, T., 2006. Deep Impact? Europeanization and Eastern Enlargement. In A., Kutter, V., Trappmann, eds. 
Das Erbe des Beitritts. Baden-Baden: Nomos. 

Bruszt, L., 2008. Multi-level Governance ς the Eastern Versions: Emerging Patterns of Regional Development 
Governance in the New Member States. Regional and Federal Studies, 18(5), pp. 607-627. 

Council of Ministers of Republic of Bulgaria 2002/2004. Ordinance 171 on the creation of a Coordination 

Council for the National Development Plan. 

Council of Ministers of Republic of Bulgaria 2007. National Strategic Referent Framework 2007-2013, available 

at www.eufunds.bg, last accessed January 2009. 

Cowles, M., G., Caporaso, J., Risse, M., T., eds. 2001. Europeanization and Domestic Change. Ithaca: Cornell 
University Press. 

5ŊōǊƻǿǎƪƛΣ aΦΣ нллуΦ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŀƭ CǳƴŘǎ ŀǎ ŀ ŘǊƛǾŜǊ ŦƻǊ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎƘŀƴƎŜ ƛƴ tƻƭŀnd. Europe Asia-Studies, 60(2), 
pp. 227-248. 

Dorosiev, R., Ganev, G., нллуΦ  .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΣ Ψ/ƻǳƴǘǊƛŜǎ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴΩ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǎŜǊƛŜǎΣ CǊŜŜŘƻƳ IƻǳǎŜ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΣ 

available at http://www.freedomhouse.hu/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=196 (Accessed 

May 2009). 

European Commission, 1997. Opinion of the European Commission on the Bulgarian application for 

membership, available at www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

European Commission, мфффΦ wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜssion, available at 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

European Commission, нлллΦ wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΣ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ŀǘ 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

European Commission, 2001. Regular report on .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎion, available at 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 



 24 

European Commission, нллнΦ wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎion, available at 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

European Commission, нллоΦ wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎion, available at 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

European Commission, нллпΦ wŜƎǳƭŀǊ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ƻƴ .ǳƭƎŀǊƛŀΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ 9¦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎion, available at 

www.evropa.bg (Accessed January 2008). 

Ferry, M., 2007. Comparing the Influence of Structural Funds Programmes on Regional Development 
Approaches in Western Scotland and Silesia: Adaptation or Assimilation?, European Journal of Spatial 
Development, 23, available at: http://www.nordregio.se/EJSD/refereed23.pdf (Accessed February 2009). 

Ferry, M., McMaster, I., 2005. Implementing Structural Funds in Polish and Czech Regions: Convergence, 
Variation, Empowerment?. Regional and Federal Studies. 15(1), p.19-29. 

Goetz, K., 2005. The New Member States and the EU: Responding to Europe. In S., Bulmer, C., Lequesne, eds. 
The Member States of the European Union. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hibou, B., Bafoil, F., 2003. Les administrations publiques et les modes de gouvernement à l'épreuve de 
l'européanisation : une comparaison Europe du Sud, Europe de l'Est, Les Etudes du CERI, 102, available at : 
http://www.ceri-sciences-po.org/publica/etude/etude102.pdf (Accessed December 2008). 

Hooghe, L. , Marks, G., eds. 2004. Contrasting Visions of Multi-level governance in Multi-level Governance. 

Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Hooghe, L., ed. 1996. Cohesion Policy and European Integration: Building Multi-Level Governance, Oxford: 

Oxford University Press. 

Hughes, J., Sasse, G., Gordon, C., 2004. Europeanization and Regionalization in the EU's Enlargement to Central 
and Eastern Europe: The Myth of Conditionality. London: Palgrave. 

YǳƴŜǾŀΣ aΦ нллтΦ ˩͍ͪͦͨ͊ ͤ͊ ˥͙͔ͪ͊͗͒͊ͤͭ ώ9ǳǊƻǇŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘƛȊŜƴǎϐΣ in Bulgarian Ministry of Regional 

Development and Public Works. Sofia: Colibri Publishing House.  

Ladrech, R., 1994. The Europeanization of Domestic Politics and Institutions: The Case of France. Journal of 
Common Market Studies, 31(1), pp. 69-88. 

McMaster, I., Bachtler, J., 2005. Implementing Structural Funds in the New Member States: Ten Policy 
ChallengesΦ {ǳō wƻǎŀ {ŜƳƛƴŀǊ ΨwƻǳƴŘǘŀōƭŜ ƻƴ .ŜƴŎƘƳŀǊƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ¢Ŝƴ bŜǿ aŜƳōŜǊ {ǘŀǘŜǎΩΣ {ŎƻǘǘƛǎƘ 9ȄŜŎǳǘƛǾŜ 
EU Office, 12th of October 2005. 

Law on Regional Development, National Assembly of Republic of Bulgaria 1999, 2004, 2008.  

Operational Program Regional Development 2007-2013, available at www.eufunds.bg (Accessed January 

2009). 

Pridham, G., нллуΦ ¢ƘŜ 9¦Ωǎ tƻƭƛǘƛŎŀƭ /ƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ tƻǎǘ-Accession Tendencies: Comparisons from Slovakia 
and Latvia. Journal of Common Market Studies, 46(2), pp. 365-387. 

Risse, T., Cowles, M., Caporaso, J., 2001. Europeanization and Domestic change. In Cowles M. G., Caporaso J., 

Risse T., eds.  Europeanization and Domestic Change: Transforming Europe. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University 

Press. 

Schimmelfennig, F., Sedelmeier, U., eds. 2005. The Europeanization of Central and Eastern Europe. Ithaca, NY: 
Cornell University Press. 



 25 

Sedelmeier, U., 2006. Pre-accession Conditionality and Post-accession Compliance in the New Member States: 
A Research Note. In W., Sadurski, J., Ziller, K., Zurek, eds. Apres Enlargment. Legal and Political Responses in 
Central and Eastern Europe, Florence: European University Institute.  

Swianiewicz, P., Lackowska, M., 2007. Cohesion Policy Making in Polish Regions: Creeping Decentralisation. 
Report prepared for the SOCCOH Project. available at: 
http://wwww.lse.ac.uk/collections/ESOCLab/Documents/Past%20SOCCOH%20Presented%20Papers/lisbon%2
0paper%20POLAND.pdf (Accessed December 2008). 
 


