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Ladies and Gentlemen,
On its path towards innovativeness, the Polish economy has successfully completed one of the key stages,
namely the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years
2004-2006 (SOP ICE). With the European Union’s Structural Funds, the implementation of the Programme
became an unprecedented opportunity for enterprise development in Poland. Funded projects have
enabled many beneficiaries to see a hike in the growth of their companies, strengthen their competitive
advantages and achieve success on the Single European Market and global markets. The programme
responded to the huge demand for investment capital in companies and has provided expert support
that has enabled businesses to implement many innovative ideas. The Polish Agency for Enterprise
Development provided the beneficiaries with a total of over three billion zloty for the implementation of
such projects in 2004-2009. Over 5 500 enterprises have benefited from investment funding and expert
consultancy. They have carried out various activities related to the broader development of the company,
increasing exports, introducing innovations and new technologies and obtaining funding.
In the context of the ongoing Innovative Economy Operational Programme 2007-2013, it is worth analysing
the effects of our existing activities. Therefore we naturally ask whether we are using the opportunities and
whether the programmes actually increase competitiveness and innovativeness of Polish enterprises. The
evaluation gave us all the answers. With a wide range of research techniques and expertise, it helped gather
knowledge about the effectiveness of the invested funds (ex post) and provided on-going assistance for
the PARP in making strategic decisions maximizing the effects of the support granted.
The publication which we have the pleasure to present you with contains interesting expert analyses
and the main results we obtained from the evaluation process - primarily from Measure 2.1 (Support for
consultancy), 2.3 and 2.2.1 of the SOP ICE (Grants for investment purposes). A number of conclusions and
recommendations of the evaluation studies carried out in an objective manner allow us to look at the
effects observed over time in enterprises benefiting from the grant even in conditions of an international
economic crisis. It would be worthwhile if the experience that we have managed to gather was used to
improve new EU programmes to foster entrepreneurship and innovation.
The evaluation results presented in the publication are particularly relevant in the context of Europe 2020
and the beginning of the programming process for development activities within the Cohesion Policy after
2013. The results show that the support given to entrepreneurs has significantly changed their economic
reality. Therefore, it is very rewarding for me to see that it is not just the amount of grants awarded through
PARP that are a testimony to our work, but above all, the measurable results and impact of funding which
can be observed in the beneficiaries’ economic indicators.

Bożena Lublińska-Kasprzak
President of Polish Agency for Enterprise Development



Ladies and Gentlemen,
We would like to present you with a publication summarising selected results of the Measures under
the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises - the first
entrepreneurship support programme on such a large scale implemented in Poland after 1989 and funded
by the European Union’s Structural Funds. It was a programme implemented in a very volatile economic
reality: it was launched in the period of rapid growth just after the Polish accession to the EU and completed
during the global economic crisis, initially while the zloty was gradually strengthening and accompanied
by a rapidly declining euro/zloty exchange rate in the last period.
In spite of changing circumstances and despite the fact that everyone, including Polish public institutions
and beneficiaries, was learning how to use EU funds, we can say today that the implementation of the
SOP ICE was successful, both at the micro level measurable by modernization activities, revenue growth or
export growth of individual enterprises benefiting from the Programme, as well as at the macro level, i.e.
by creating favourable conditions for business, especially professional business environment institutions
providing specialized services for enterprises.
Implementation of the SOP ICE and other EU-funded programmes has also brought undoubted benefits
to the quality of management in the Polish public sector. One of them is the widespread use of evaluations.
The publication that we are placing in your hands today is based on the results of evaluation studies carried
out throughout the implementation of the SOP ICE looking at the effects and impacts of projects. With
independent evaluation studies, it is possible to implement the principle of evidence-based policy. Owing
to the evaluation we are aware what activities produce the greatest effects and which ones have an effect
only seemingly. We learn what were the success factors for actions, as well as what constituted a barrier
to achieving the expected results. This knowledge enables fully efficient use of public funds by targeting
support where (according to studies carried out) it is most needed and in a form considered as most effective
in the light of research. In this way, the conclusions of the first studies on the SOP ICE evaluation helped
us to give a final shape to the ongoing Innovative Economy Operational Programme. The comprehensive
findings of the evaluation will be used to create instruments of support for entrepreneurship developed
under the next EU budget for 2014-2020.
I would like to encourage you to read the chapters of this publication hoping that its content will be of
interest to you and useful in your areas of expertise.

Marcin Łata
Director of Managing Department for
Competitiveness and Innovation Programmes
Ministry of Regional Development



Introduction
The implementation of the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of
Enterprises (SOP ICE) ended in 2009 – the first comprehensive programme aiming at the improvement of
economic competitiveness, which was implemented in Poland under European Union Structural Funds.
Without any doubt, the activities that support the innovativeness of enterprises – both in terms of direct
grant schemes targeted at companies, as well as indirect instruments, involving specialised institutions
providing various services (including pro-innovative services) for business – played an important role in the
programme. The conclusions concerning the effectiveness and the efficiency of the tools which were used
and the knowledge of the mechanisms in terms of their functioning are very important in the context of
implementing the Operational Programme Innovative Economy for the years 2007-2013 (OP IE) in Poland
and planning, after 2013, the future supporting activities in this area.
In the perspective 2004-2006 of implementing European funds, considerable attention was paid to the instruments
of direct support to businesses, implemented on the basis of non-repayable grants. In the context of the on-going
heated debate in the EU on the legitimacy of this form of support, especially for innovative projects, it is worth
looking closely at the results of the conducted evaluations of these instruments and using the experience from the
previous programming period for the successful development of innovativeness of the economy.
This publication attempts at a summary of results and direct effects of Measures 2.1, 2.3 and 2.2.1 of SOP
ICE. The presented conclusions were based on the evaluation research conducted by the Polish Agency
for Enterprise Development (PARP) in 2007-2010. They concern the effectiveness of the two main axes
of programme support, implemented by the Agency – non-repayable grants for investments and
consultancy services for businesses. The publication contains also articles written by experts specialising in
the evaluation of business support programmes.
The volume opens with an article by Tomasz Kula, which presents the main assumptions, the scale of the
undertaken actions and the effects of the entire Programme. The study is a synthetic summary of the whole
process of SOP ICE implementation, based on the accumulated knowledge from the evaluation research
and monitoring of the Programme, coordinated by the Managing Department for Competitiveness and
Innovation Programmes of the Ministry of Regional Development.
The article by Piotr Tamowicz, PhD, entitled “Support for investment and consultancy to enterprises under
the SOP ICE – recapitulation attempt”, contains a synthesis of the major conclusions and recommendations,
formulated in the evaluations carried out by PARP. It presents a condensed assessment of the investment
and advisory instruments implemented under SOP ICE and economic results obtained by the beneficiaries,
as well as takes into account a broader perspective in interpreting the findings of Programme evaluation in
the context of the challenges for business support and innovation which await us in the future.
In the next chapter, Seweryn Krupnik, PhD – in an article entitled “Investment grants for enterprises programme theory evaluation” – presents the perspective of key stakeholders in terms of mechanisms of
intervention and the role of the media, as important factors affecting the efficient implementation of the
objectives of the Programme (in particular in the area of innovation).
The fourth chapter of the publication entitled ”Financial engineering instruments - an unconventional
source of financing innovative projects of the SME sector in Poland. Advantages in comparison with grant



financing schemes”, prepared by Maciej Gajewski, PhD and Jan Szczucki, presents the hitherto experience
and opportunities to support innovativeness of Polish enterprises, on the basis of various types of nonsubvention financial instruments.
Subsequent chapters of the publication summarize the most important evaluation results of the Measures
2.1, 2.3 and 2.2.1 of the SOP ICE. The structure of the chapters presents at the outset a short description
of the support instrument with a summary of its implementation and the profile of beneficiaries and the
implemented projects. Then the most important observations are presented together with the results of
the support, identified in the evaluation process.
A significant part of the discussed results relates to the “Assessment of the results of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 of
the SOP ICE after 18 months”. It was based on the studies conducted by PARP in the years 2007-2010 with
the use of the technology Computer Assisted Web Interviewing among the subsidized firms. The results
of such evaluation provide, inter alia, the knowledge about the economic condition of the beneficiaries
of the Programme in the context of the global economic crisis. They constituted a specific “barometer of
the beneficiary”, presenting data on the results of co-financed enterprises in the relevant socio-economic
context on a daily (on-going) and systematic (18 months after the project settlement) basis. The analysis
of the trends in terms of achieving the desired level of results by different groups of beneficiaries under
certain external conditions is essential for assessing the effectiveness of support as a whole, which has
been illustrated in the subsequent chapters of the publication.
The most important effects in terms of innovativeness, obtained as a result of the implementation of the
Submeasure 2.2.1 SOP ICE, are presented in the next chapter. The ex-post evaluation of the instrument,
carried out by external experts, has identified a number of strong factors influencing the effectiveness
of the grant supporting innovativeness of the enterprises, and has indicated also some significant
dysfunctionalities in this area, reduction of which should be considered in the future. The conclusions from
the evaluation of the Submeasure 2.2.1, the object of which was to support the competitiveness of the
product and technology among the companies making new investments, are of particular importance
for the effective implementation of this type of instruments in Poland under the Operational Programme
Innovative Economy for 2007-2013.
The last chapter contains an impact evaluation of direct subsidies to the enterprises from the SME sector,
prepared by Rafał Trzciński. The article presents the estimates of impact of public support, separated from
the influence of other factors unrelated to the Programme. In the conducted analyses, the propensity score
matching technique was used, as well as the data from the Central Statistical Office reports.
We very much hope that the publication we are handing on will be a unique source of knowledge,
especially in the field of supporting innovation of enterprieses in Poland. The in-depth analyses of the
empirical data relating to the effects of the support granted and expert assessments, which you can
find in this publication, seem particularly important. We also believe that reading this publication will be
interesting for you and that it will inspire you to discuss the issue of shaping the future public programmes
supporting the innovativeness of the economy.

Jacek Pokorski
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PART I

1. Sectoral Operational Programme
Improvement of the Competitiveness of
Enterprises, years 2004-2006: Assumptions,
scale, outcomes
Poland joined the European Union on 1 May 2004 along with nine other countries. From that day on, as
a Member State Poland could begin using the EU Structural Funds within a scope that had been prenegotiated. Since the Polish accession to the EU took place during the period of the Multiannual Financial
Framework (2000-2006), the negotiations determined that Poland would be allocated Structural Funds to
the amount of EUR 8,275.8 million in the period 2004-2006.
In accordance with Community law, Structural Funds are distributed under operational programmes
developed for the entire duration of the Multiannual Financial Framework. Programmes for Poland
were thus prepared for a shortened, less than a three-year-long 2004-2006 programming period. Seven
operational programmes were prepared (5 sectoral programmes, one integrated regional programme and
one management support programme):
• Sectoral Operational Programme Restructuring and Modernisation of the Food Sector and Rural
Development 2004-2006
• Sectoral Operational Programme Fisheries and Fish Processing
• Sectoral Operational Programme Human Resources Development
• Sectoral Operational Programme Transport
• Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises
• Integrated Regional Operational Programme
• Operational Programme Technical Assistance.
Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises (SOP ICE) was the
third largest operational programme with the allocation of Structural Funds of EUR 1,251.1 million and
the national co-financing rate of EUR 463.7 million. All European funds under the SOP ICE came from the
European Regional Development Fund.
The SOP ICE was launched in the second half of 2004 and following approval by the European Commission
on 29 June 2004, the function of the SOP ICE Managing Authority was performed by the Minister of
Economy and Labour / Minister of Economy until the end of 2005, and from 2006 onwards by the Minister
of Regional Development. The n+2 principle for Structural Funds stipulated that the implementation of
the programme was to be completed by 2008. However, in the context of the global economic crisis, the
European Commission had agreed to incur expenses under the programme until the end of June 2009.
The objective of the Programme was to improve the competitive position of enterprises trading in
Poland under the Single European Market. The implementation of the Programme was to strengthen
the competitiveness of Polish economy which stands for a long-term ability to cope with international


The largest was the Integrated Regional Operational Programme allocated with the Structural Funds of EUR 2 968.5
million (plus EUR 1,115.5 million of national funds).
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competition (domestic, EU and in third countries), as well as efficient adaptation to the changing external
conditions and achieving sustainable economic growth.
Two priorities were identified from within the SOP ICE grouping two different support instruments:
• Priority I: Development of entrepreneurship and innovation by strengthening business environment
institutions
• Priority II: Direct support for enterprises.
Under Priority I, five Measures were implemented with most being aimed at supporting enterprises
through the development of the broader business environment:
• Measure 1.1 supported the implementation of investments necessary for the proper functioning
of the business environment (in particular members of the National System of Services for Small
and Medium-sized Enterprises);
• Measure 1.2 capitalized micro-loan funds, guarantee funds and seed capital funds;
• Measure 1.3 consisting of the provision of modern infrastructure for entrepreneurs to carry on
business in industrial parks, science and technology parks and technology incubators;
• Measure 1.4 implemented projects related to the expansion of R & D infrastructure (including
the purchase of specialized equipment for laboratories) as well as targeted projects (for applied
research and development work directly applicable in business practice);
• Measure 1.5 helped to implement projects for the development of a system of public on-line
services (e-government).
Priority I Measures were expected to increase the supply of high quality business services (including
e-government ) to strengthen cooperation between the R&D sphere and the economy, increase the
application of research findings in business, facilitate business access to capital, and consequently improve
the conditions for business activities in Poland.
Under the SOP ICE Priority II, four Measures were implemented aimed at direct support for enterprises.
• Measure 2.1 co-financed the procurement of specialised consultancy support for small and
medium-sized enterprises;
• Measure 2.2 supporting business investment in innovative ventures and private sector participation
in trade fairs and exhibitions abroad;
• Measure 2.3 which implemented investment projects for small and medium-sized enterprises;
• Measure 2.4. enabled the implementation of projects related to the alignment of enterprises with
environmental protection requirements.
Priority II measures were to result in an improved product and technology offer of enterprises (especially
SMEs) and to increase opportunities for international cooperation, and consequently better adapt
companies to compete on the Single European Market.
Additionally, the programme also provides for Priory III Technical Assistance to ensure high quality and
consistency of measures used to implement the SOP ICE. Under this Priority, four measures were implemented
which were targeted at those responsible for the programme implementation. Their objectives included
funding for jobs and enhancing the skills of personnel involved in the management and implementation of
the SOP ICE (3.1), the provision of necessary computer and office equipment for the implementing system
bodies (3.2) awareness-raising and promotional activities (3.3) and evaluation of the Programme (3.4).
As part of the SOP ICE, nearly 50,000 applications for co-financing were submitted throughout the period
of its implementation. More than 34,000 applications were formally correct, including 32,607 under
Priority II. A call for proposals was launched in February 1, 2004 (Submeasure 2.2.1) and ended on 15 April
2009 (Measure 1.5). For the majority of measures, the call was held in closed application rounds with the
exception of Submeasures 1.4.1, 1.4.4 and Submeasure 2.2.2 where a continuous mode was used until the
exhaustion of funds.

The following were found most attractive by Priority I beneficiaries:
• Submeasure 1.4.2- 250 submitted applications for co-financing, including 245 formally correct
ones;
• Submeasure 1.4.3- 217 submitted applications for co-financing (including 245 formally correct
ones).
For Priority II, the rating of Measures enjoying the greatest interest among the beneficiaries applying for
funding is as follows:
• Measure 2.3 – 21,677 submitted applications for co-financing (including 15,019 formally correct
ones);
• Submeasure 2.2.2- 15,266 submitted applications for co-financing (10,189).
• Submeasure 2.2.1- 5,145 submitted applications for co-financing (3,311),
• Submeasure 2.1- 5,081 submitted applications for co-financing (3,731).
In total, the Programme implemented 15,155 projects with a total value of eligible expenditures of PLN
14,566,942,101.01 with funding totalling PLN 6,654,052,667.07 (including PLN 4,909,874,373.51 from the European
Regional Development Fund), which represents 103.2% of the ERDF contribution to the Programme, including:
• under Priority I, 551 projects were implemented with a total value of eligible expenditure at PLN
3,181,614,992.96 with funding totalling 2,564,386,897.13 (including PLN 2,029,711,810.89 from the
ERDF), which is 105.5% of the ERDF contribution to the implementation of Priority I;
• under Priority II, 14,322 projects were implemented with a total value of eligible expenditure of PLN
11,282,939,603.13 and with funding totalling PLN 3,987,279,342.48 (including PLN 2, 803,576,003.73
from the ERDF), which represents 101.6% of the ERDF contribution to Priority II.
Figure 1. SOP ICE - value of co-financing agreements and payments cumulatively (PLN)

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.







The funding amount does not include the resources of local self-governments and other extra-budgetary public
funds which are an own contribution by the beneficiaries under Measure 1.3. However, it does include the State
budget resources representing the contribution of the beneficiaries under Measure 1.5.
The use of funds in excess of 100% of the Programme budget was linked to changes in the EUR-PLN exchange rates
during the implementation of the SOP ICE. The currency used in co-financing agreements was PLN, while EUR was
used in payments between Poland and the European Commission.
Under Priority III, Technical assistance 282 projects were implemented with a total value of eligible expenditure at
PLN 102,387,504.92 and funding totalling PLN 102,386,427.46 (including PLN 76,586,558.89 from the ERDF), which is
100.2% of the ERDF resources for the provision of technical assistance;
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The above chart shows that the highest dynamics in signing co-financing agreements under the SOP ICE
were achieved in 2005 and 2006, while the highest rate of payments was noted in 2007 and 2008.
Figure 2. SOP ICE budget allocation by Priorities

Source: Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years 2004-2006.
41% of the Programme budget was allocated for the implementation of Priority I, 57% of the budget for
the implementation of Priority II, and 2% for Technical Assistance. Out of all the Measures implemented
under the SOP ICE (excluding Technical Assistance), the largest amount of funds was allocated for the
implementation of Measure 2.2 (with 93% of the Measure’s funds being earmarked for Measure 2.2.1) and
Measure 2.3, and least funding was allocated for the implementation of Measure 2.1 and Measure 1.1. The
measures with the largest budget were targeted at direct support for investments in enterprises and the
measures with the smallest budget were aimed at the procurement of consultancy services by enterprises
and improved service offerings of business environment institutions.
Figure 3. ERDF budget for Measures (EUR thousand)

Source: Programme Complement to the SOP ICE - 2004-2006.
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The charts below illustrate the use of the budget in each Measure.
Figure 4. Use of budget in each Measure (ERDF, PLN thousand)

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.
Figure 5. Use of budget in each Measure (ERDF %)

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.
As a result of significant fluctuations in PLN/EUR exchange rates (especially in the final period of the
implementation of the programme) as well as overcontracting resources in some Measures, the final
projects exceeded the allocation of resources available for their implementation in most Measures. The
highest level of budget use (more than 111%) was noted for Measure 3.4. while the lowest (99.5%) for
Measure 3.4.



Overcontracting refers to having liabilities in excess of the budget of the Programme. Such action is taken when the
bodies implementing the programme estimate that the projects have created significant savings in relation to the
funding amounts as defined in the agreements with the beneficiaries. Overcontracting is the rational absorption of
the Programme budget enabling the planning for the savings created.
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The average value of a project implemented in the framework of the Programme was PLN 961,197 with
the average amount of funding for the project at PLN 446,714 (including PLN 323,977 from the ERDF). The
average values of projects varied considerably between the Measures: from PLN 19,240,333 in Measure
1.5 to PLN 54,991 in Measure 2.1 (average amount of eligible expenditure in Measure 1.5 was nearly 350
times higher than in Measure 2.1). With regards to the average amount of funding, the variation across the
Measures was even greater (some were nearly 700 times higher).
Variation in the average value of projects between the Measures are illustrated by the charts below.
Figure 6. Average project value - eligible expenditure (PLN thousand)

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.

Figure 7. Average project value - ERDF funding (PLN thousand)

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.

A summary of the Programme’s results
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The data obtained with the help of econometric models suggest that since the first year of Polish
membership in the European Union, the Structural Funds have caused a faster growth rate of the Gross
Domestic Product. In 2004-2005, this impact was not really noticeable at the macroeconomic level,
but increased significantly in 2006-2009 . The results of evaluation studies, carried out using MaMoR3,

EuImpactMod and Hermin models indicate that the additional GDP growth which can be attributed to the
funds was at 0-0,1 % in 2004, 0.3-0.6 % in 2007 and 0-0.5 % in 2008.
According to the calculations carried out using the EUImpactMod II model, the economic growth rate in
2009 was 0.7% higher than would be the case if Poland had not benefited from the Structural Funds. This
means that in the context of 2009 economic crisis, support from the Structural Funds generated 50% of
the growth recorded. If we take into account the cumulative effects from the period 2004-2008, it can be
estimated that the Polish GDP in 2009 was 1.7% higher than would be the case in the absence of support
from the Structural Funds.
As a result of the evaluation studies conducted in the period 2008-2009, a significant impact of the SOP ICE
impact was noted for the labour market and innovation in enterprises.
Based on the studies requested by the Ministry of Regional Development, we can see that the SOP ICE was
effective in terms of creating jobs. This was mainly evidenced by the estimates for job creation rates among
the direct and indirect beneficiaries of the Programme. The number of new permanent jobs created directly
within the enterprises (beneficiaries) as a result of the implementation of projects supported under the
SOP ICE is estimated at around 50,000. If we take into account the loss of 3,200 permanent jobs, direct net
growth rate of new permanent jobs was at approximately 47,000. In addition, we should add further 30,000
jobs that are an indirect consequence of the implementation of the programme (these jobs have been
created by entrepreneurs who have used the services of institutions implementing SOP ICE projects).
The next evaluation concluded that industrial parks and science and technology parks are a particularly
effective tool for job creation. At the time of the evaluation, more than 9,000 people worked for the parks
and incubators analysed with target employment estimated at nearly 18,000.
The results of evaluation studies are also confirmed by the monitoring data on jobs created as a direct
result of the support. According to monitoring data, the number of jobs created as a result of the SOP ICE
support is 62,499.









Source: Cyclic studies on the impact of structural funds on the Polish economy are carried out by the Ministry of
Regional Development using three economic models and these are conducted by three independent research
centres: Wrocław Regional Development Agency (HERMIN model), the Gdańsk Institute for Market Economics and
Prevision (MaMoR model) as well as the Institute for Structural Research (EuImpactMod model).
The report on an evaluation study entitled “Impact of the implementation of the Sectoral Operational Programme
Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years 2004-2006 on the employment growth in the enterprise
sector” (Polish: Wpływ realizacji Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw,
lata 2004-2006 na wzrost zatrudnienia w sektorze przedsiębiorstw) made on behalf of the Ministry of Regional
Development by InfoAudit Sp. o.o., Europejskie Centrum Consultingu Sp. z o. o. and Grzegorz Tryc.
The report on an evaluation study entitled: “Evaluation of the results of support to industrial parks, science and technology parks and technology incubators under Measure 1.3 Creation of favourable conditions for enterprise development” (Polish Ocena rezultatów wsparcia parków przemysłowych, parków naukowo-technologicznych oraz inkubatorów technologicznych w ramach działania 1.3 Tworzenie korzystnych warunków dla rozwoju firm), made on behalf
of the Ministry of Regional Development by Policy & Action Group Uniconsult Sp. z o. o.
This number refers to the monitoring data for Measures 1.1, 1.3, 1.4, 1.5 and 2.2. For Measure 2.3 data were taken from
the ongoing evaluation of projects by the PARP (“Evaluation of the results achieved by the SOP ICE Measure 2.3 after
18 months” (Polish: Ocena rezultatów Działania 2.3 SPO WKP po 18 miesiącach), and for Measure 1.2 estimates based
on another evaluation study. For Measures 2.1 and 2.4 no monitoring of jobs was done.
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Figure 8. Jobs created as a result of the implementation of the SOP ICE

Source: Final report on the implementation of the SOP ICE, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2010.

The evaluation studies on innovation in the SOP ICE enterprises-beneficiaries have revealed variations
in the nature of the innovations implemented as part of individual Measures. Under Measure 2.3, the
innovations mostly had the dimension of a national scale novelty (50%), and a significant percentage of
innovations were limited to the level of the company- beneficiary of support (35%). As regards Submeasure
2.2.1, innovations at the national scale (60%) prevailed, but the share of worldwide-scale innovations was
also significant (22%). Innovations of a smaller impact (company-level) were indentified far less frequently.
Among the companies that have introduced innovations, most have introduced product (64%) and
procedural (55%) ones. In addition, the majority of entities using the Programme’s support pointed to the
substantial increase in core economic indicators for companies (sales, profitability etc.)10. Throughout the
period of its implementation, the SOP ICE enjoyed considerable interest, especially in respect of activities
relating to support for investment, which can be evidenced by the large number and significant value of
applications for co-financing submitted under the Submeasure 2.2.1 and 2.3. The resources available were
able to provide support for the implementation of only a small portion of very good investment projects
(in particular those submitted under Submeasure 2.2.1 by small and medium-sized enterprises in the last
application round ended in January 2007.)11. This means that businesses in Poland are seeking funds for
new investment, in particular for investments of high innovative potential, and use different routes to
strengthen their competitiveness, especially in the context of the Single European Market. Interest of
10

11
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Report on an evaluation study entitled “Impact of the implementation of the Sectoral Operational Programme
Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years 2004-2006 on the employment growth in the enterprise
sector” (Polish: Wpływ realizacji Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw, lata 20042006 na wzrost zatrudnienia w sektorze przedsiębiorstw) made on behalf of the Ministry of Regional Development by
InfoAudit Sp. o.o., Europejskie Centrum Consultingu Sp. z o. o.
Despite successive transfers of funds to this Submeasure and applying the overcontracting mechanism, only those
projects that have earned more than 75% points in the thematic appraisal were able to receive funding.

entrepreneurs in the offered opportunities for implementing projects within the framework of the SOP ICE
shows that the demand for this type of support instruments is very large, and the Programme is responding
properly to the needs of the Polish economy. SOP ICE evaluation studies also showed the importance of
support granted under the Programme for business environment institutions. In 2009, the funding from
the SOP ICE represented about 35% of the capital of the entire loan funds sector in Poland, and the total
capital gain from the supported funds during the implementation period of the programme was 146%.
The total value of active loans in mid-2009 was 3.5 times higher than in mid-2004. In the case of loan
guarantee funds, the SOP ICE funding represented 60% of the sector’s capital, and the total capital gain
from the supported funds during the period of implementation of the Programme was at 294%. The value
of the guarantees granted in 2008 was 7 times higher than in 2004, while the number of sureties increased
4.5 times. The above data clearly show that the implementation of Measure 1.2 substantially contributed
to filling the existing gap in the market due to the restricted access of small and medium-sized enterprises
to external funding. The growth in the capital of loan and guarantee funds also resulted in a considerable
increase in their activity. Both types of funds recapitalized in the SOP ICE had a significant impact on
expanding growth prospects for enterprises (mainly micro and small-sized), which use their services and
this contributed, among others, to the creation of many new jobs (according to estimates carried out as
part of an evaluation study, enterprises benefiting from loans funded under the SOP ICE created a total of
11,800 jobs while those using sureties totalled 10,74012 approximately. Evaluations of the SOP ICE support
for industrial parks, science and technology parks and technology incubators clearly indicates that the parks
and incubators are a tool of effective support for young developing companies. Most businesses located in
parks and incubators are developing dynamically, but this concerns in particular the parks and technology
incubators. More than 50% of the representatives of the companies located in parks and incubators have
stated that the companies they represented are undergoing significant expansion. According to the
representatives of those companies, their location in the park/incubator contributed to improving their
competitive position13. Evaluation studies on the support under the SOP ICE for the science and research
sphere also reveal a significant added value of assistance provided to the scientific community. The primary
outcome of the support was to improve conditions for conducting research and development activities.
The vast majority of laboratories created or upgraded thanks to the SOP ICE meets international standards
helping them to effectively compete with similar centres abroad. With the support of the Programme,
research units have increased the intensity of cooperation with business and also the number of their
contractors, revenue and market share increased. Experience with the implementation of projects within
the framework of the SOP ICE further contributed to increasing the efficiency of management in research
units14. Significant outcomes of the Programme can also be observed in the area of the environment. The
12

13

14

The report on an evaluation study entitled “Evaluating the validity and outcomes of the implementation of Measure 1.2
of the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises” (Polish: Ewaluacja trafności
i efektów realizacji działania 1.2 Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw) made on
behalf of the Ministry of Regional Development by Policy & Action Group Uniconsult Sp. z o.o.
Report on an evaluation study entitled “Evaluating results of support for industrial parks, science and technology
parks and technology incubators under Measure 1.3 Creating favourable conditions for the development of
enterprises” (Ocena rezultatów wsparcia parków przemysłowych, parków naukowo-technologicznych oraz inkubatorów
technologicznych w ramach działania 1.3 Tworzenie korzystnych warunków dla rozwoju firm) made on behalf of the
Ministry of Regional Development by Policy and Action Group Uniconsult Sp. z o.o.
Report on an evaluation study entitled: “The effects of support to the Research and Development sphere in the
Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises in the context of the launch of
the Operational Programme Innovative Economy” (Polish: Efekty wsparcia sfery badawczo-rozwojowej w Sektorowym
Programie Operacyjnym Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw w kontekście rozpoczęcia realizacji Programu
Operacyjnego Innowacyjna Gospodarka) made on behalf of the Ministry of Regional Development by “Re-Source”, a
research and consultancy studio, and the UAM Foundation.
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table below shows the major “environmental effects” achieved through the implementation of projects
under Measure 2.4.
Table 1. Environmental effects of the SOP ICE Measure 2.4
Type of environmental effects
Unit of measure
Value of effects achieved
Reducing SO2 emissions
Mg/year
4,113.42
Reducing dust emissions
Mg/year
4,043.13
Reducing CO emissions
Mg/year
2,766.43
Reducing NOx emissions
Mg/year
2,326.56
Reducing CO2 emissions
Mg/year
290,205.10
Reducing of industrial and hazardous waste
Mg/year
1,856,237.88
Volume of waste water treated
m3/year
11,927,287.50
Water consumption savings
m3/year
932, 393.20
Completed waste water treatment plants
pcs.
53
Integrated licences issued
pcs.
141
Source: The data presented come from the Final Report on the implementation of the SOP ICE.
The material results of the SOP ICE implementation can be described with the following indicators15:
• 74 business environment institutions redeveloped their infrastructure and the institutions
supported introduced 425 new services for businesses as a result;
• 662,850 businesses members of the National System of Services for SMEs benefited from those
services and 2,979 businesses used the services of 39 member institutions of the National
Innovation Network;
• 53 loan funds supported by the SOP ICE granted loans to 14,136 enterprises (almost 3 times more
than expected) to a total of EUR 199 million. 39 loan guarantee funds supported under the SOP ICE
have provided guarantees to 13,449 enterprises (more than 6 times more than expected) to a total
of EUR 161.7 million. This indicates a very strong interest in the offer of both type of funds among
enterprises of the SME sector (this was due to, inter alia, more attractive terms of financing for
companies than those offered by banks, as well as flexible forms of collateral loans, individual client
support, and the rules for granting support tailored to the socio-economic needs of the region);
• 6 seed capital funds supported have made 50 investments in enterprises to a total of EUR 24.80
million;
• Investment and consultancy activities were carried out in 27 parks, 17 science and technology
parks and 19 technology incubators. 1,103 enterprises have undertaken activities in the above
entities. With the support of parks and incubators, 361 new enterprises have been created;
• 107 targeted projects were implemented to conduct applied research and development activities
which are directly applicable in business practice;
• 134 specialized research laboratories were upgraded and built and their services were used by
2,181 enterprises;
• 22 projects were implemented on digitalisation in the government resulting in 118 public online
services being made available;
• 2,158 of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises benefited from the support for the procurement
of specialized consultancy services; 401 enterprises have implemented new technologies as a
result of the projects implemented; 2,158 strategy papers were drafted for enterprises (including
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The data presented come from the Final Report on the implementation of the SOP ICE.

•

•

•

•
•
•

development strategies, market analyses, feasibility studies etc.) and 1,284 enterprises obtained
new certificates;
3,226 investment projects were implemented in enterprises (including 3,194 in micro, small and
medium-sized enterprises). Implementation of these projects contributed to the creation of nearly
27,000 new jobs;
7,461 projects were supported relating to the participation of Polish enterprises in fairs and
exhibitions abroad as well as 1,239 projects on participation in trade missions; Polish companies
have signed a total of 1,363 foreign trade contracts as a result of the implementation of these
projects;
240 companies deployed solutions to reduce the negative impact of business activities on the
environment (e.g. in the reduction of emissions, management of water and sewage, waste
management and the application of energy-efficient technologies). As a result, 199 installations in
enterprises obtained integrated licences, those required by the Water Law Act and others;
2,191 launched new products to the market;
2,557 enterprises have signed import or export agreements with foreign partners;
A significant financial leverage effect was noted in implementing Measures relating to the direct
support for enterprises: support from public funds has generated private investment of EUR 2,162.8
million which is almost twice more than assumed in the programming documents.

The Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises was the first
such comprehensive support programme for enterprise development implemented in Poland. The scale of
funding under the Programme by far exceeded all previous instruments to support entrepreneurship which
were implemented after 1990, both nationally and EU-funded (e.g. Phare pre-accession programmes). A
unique feature of the Programme was its well diversified portfolio of instruments available for potential
beneficiaries ranging from capital support via specialized funds through grants for the procurement
of consultancy services and research and development work to grants for innovative investments. The
programme has also contributed to stirring up and building business environment institutions, which are
professional centres providing various services for enterprises (consultancy, financial, leasing, technology
transfer etc.).
By analysing all the output and outcome indicators for monitoring the SOP ICE, we may notice that their
values are high or very high, indicating the achievement of the objectives established in the Programme.
The fact that the output and outcome indicators for Priority I Measures were considerably exceeded
confirms the high effectiveness of the support granted and the extensive interest among business in the
services offered by business environment institutions. The Priority II Measures also enjoyed great interest
which proves that there is a high demand among small and medium-sized enterprises for financial support,
in particular for implementing investment processes.
It should be noted that the experience with the implementation of the SOP ICE, in particular the conclusions
of the studies carried out in the evaluation, is currently used in the implementation of the Operational
Programme Innovative Economy for the period 2007-2013. With a budget nearly 8-times greater than
that of the SOP ICE, this Programme focuses primarily on strengthening innovation in enterprises. It is
assumed that its implementation will contribute to the building of a knowledge-based economy in
Poland, using as far as possible the latest advances of science and technology for ensuring sustained
and sustainable development. Effective use of resources available under the OP IE, also based on the
experience of implementing the SOP ICE, should become one of the key factors conducive to enhancing
the competitiveness of Polish enterprises in the EU.
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2. Support for investment and consultancy to
enterprises under the SOP ICE – recapitulation
attempt
Following the first experience with the State aid instruments being implemented with the modest funds
of pre-accession programmes (PHARE and SAPARD)16, the domestic micro-economic policy gained an
important ally in the form of Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of
Enterprises (SOP ICE). By providing funds (EUR 1.7 billion) that exceed several times the value of previous
programmes, SOP ICE became the key instrument supporting the enterprise modernisation processes. In
addition, with ca. 29% of the total amount of support to enterprises, it has become the largest (in terms of
value) channel to supply grants for enterprises among all the Operational Programmes in that programming period (IROP, SOP HRD, SOP Rural Development, SOP Fisheries).
The direct support to enterprises for investment and consultancy (under Priority II)17 remains at the heart
of the SOP ICE structure - over 46% of the entire public funds allocation was earmarked for this area (55%
when taking into account private funds as well). Respectively, 0.8%, 23.6% and 22% of the total value of
public funds collected under the programme was earmarked for individual Measures of this type (Measure
2.1 – “Improvement of competitiveness of SMEs through advice”, Sub-measure 2.2.1 – “Support for enterprises undertaking new investments”, Measure 2.3 – “Improvement of competitiveness of SMEs through
investments”) under Priority II18.
The possibility to considerably reduce the costs of investment or consultancy generated great interest
among entrepreneurs. The value of the expressed demand for support exceeded the earmarked envelope
several times (e.g. under Measure 2.2 by 795%). In 2007-2009, the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development conducted several evaluations through which valuable analytical material was collected, allowing for
the evaluation of the most popular grant support instruments (Measures 2.1, 2.2.1 and 2.3 under SOP ICE).
A synthesis of conclusions, recommendations and observed regularities is presented below.

Rational structure of submitted projects
Both the support for consultancy and the investment grants provided the possibility of diverse thematic
structuring of submitted projects. Measure 2.1 offered support in the field of seven various consultancy
services (e.g. consultancy in the area of quality, obtaining external financing) whereas investment grants
made it possible to finance all or selected elements of the modernisation investment process (e.g. purchase of machinery, investments in buildings). The projects’ structure by type indicates a very reasonable
behaviour of entrepreneurs. Although most projects under Measure 2.1 involved consultancy pertaining to
16

17

18

Support for the enterprise sector under the Phare programme in 2000-2003 amounted to ca. EUR 100 million (the
amount spent as of 2006) and under the SAPARD programme (job creation within rural areas) equalled EUR 212 million (cf. the Operational Programme Innovative Economy, 2007-2013, Warsaw October 2007, p. 53).
Save for Measure 2.4, which supports investments in environmental protection, but in the form of soft loan interest
rate subsidies and Sub-measure 2.2.2, which provides support for internationalisation of enterprises.
Complement to SOP ICE, 2004-2006, Warsaw, June 2009, p. 139.
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quality (64%), most funds were earmarked for consultancy in the area of innovations and new technologies
(35% of the value of disbursed grants) and the principles of running a company on the Single European
Market (30%). Beyond doubt, the latter categories of consultancy services produced the highest value
added for the beneficiaries and had a significant impact on the improvement of the competitiveness of
enterprises (“large” and “very large” impact of projects in the field of innovations and new technologies on
the improvement of the competitiveness of enterprises was indicated by 55% of beneficiaries whereas in
the case of consultancy in the area of quality it was 43%19).
What is more, in the following (thirteen) competition rounds (from September 2004 to September 2006),
the number of projects related to quality consultancy decreased by 22 pp (from 68% to 46%)20 while the
percentage of projects in the area of innovations and principles of business activity within the EU markets
increased from 29% to 50%. Similar rationality in the structure of submitted projects can be observed in the
behaviour of investment grants’ beneficiaries. Sub-measure 2.2.1 was predominated by projects consisting
in diversification of the products and extension of the production base (from 60% to 72% of beneficiaries
indicating the implementation of such investment) through the purchase (leasing) of machinery, IT equipment and process lines (32%-85%).
75% of projects implemented under Measure 2.3 consisted in modernisation which finally lead to a significant change in a product or manufacturing process, and only every sixth project was strictly innovative
(consisted in implementation and commercialisation of innovative technologies and products). Interest in
investments involving cubature structures (and hence not directly production-related) was clearly limited
(regulatory restrictions also played a certain role in hampering the excessive demand for such expenditure). Such a characteristic of implemented investment projects fully corresponds to the structure of expenditure on innovative activity reported in the GUS statistics, which for many years have been predominated
by the outlays on machinery and technical devices (in 2003-2008 the percentage of such investments
ranged from 63% to 58% of the total expenditure21).
Three conclusions can be drawn from those evaluation results. First, beneficiaries’ (applicants’) behaviour
was rational, as the entrepreneurs needed to follow the market trends. Market requirements and structure
of Measures (Sub-measures) represented the complementary factors in the protection against the use of
support for purposes that are not useful for improving competitiveness.
Second, when market trends are followed, concerns and doubts may be raised among the SOP ICE authors
whether the beneficiaries have done (i.e. implemented the investment) what they were to to do (or planned
to do), even without support. Undoubtedly, among the entrepreneurs that received co-financing there
was a group of “absolute opportunists”, who treated State aid as a free, non-returnable loan. However, even
in case of such reasoning, it is highly probable that the implemented investments could be one generation
more advanced in terms of technology as the technology made the investments in fact cheaper (by the
19

20

21
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In the case of projects in the field of quality improvement, the beneficiaries also indicated that: “a specific branch does
not attach importance to the obtained certificates since they are often a standard, and hence it does not have major
impact on the competitiveness” (cf. Evaluation of results of the SOP ICE Measure 2.1 and 2.3 after 18 months. Final
Report, PARP, Warsaw 2010, p. 64).
It should be borne in mind that the demand for projects in the field of quality in Measure 2.1 was satisfied to a great
extent by the previous programmes that assured co-financing of similar services (e.g. Introduction to Quality Phare
2000 and Phare 2002; Grant Schemes for obtaining a certificate – 3 editions of ISO 2001, 2002 and 2003 – financed
by domestic funds). In consequence, Measure 2.1 under the SOP ICE complemented the support for certification
awarded in the previous years.
However, there is a downwards trend for the percentage of this expenditure. Nonetheless, a considerable increase
was noticeable in the case of staff training connected with the innovative actions and expenditure on marketing for
new and improved products; the percentage of expenditure on R&D remained at the level of 8%-11% (cf. Science and
technology in Poland 2008 [Polish: Nauka i technika w Polsce w 2008 roku], GUS, Warsaw 2010, p. 177; Science and
technology in Poland 2007 [Polish: Nauka i technika w Polsce w 2007 roku], GUS, Warsaw 2009, p. 140).

value of support). In case of other beneficiaries, the social added value derived from the support could
in fact be relatively high, yet diverse. The results of evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 are symptomatic in
this respect. They indicate that the greatest benefits in the area of modernising the machinery stock and
increasing the production capacities were obtained by the smallest enterprises and those entities that
were implementing largest projects in relation to the resources they had at that time. The case studies
quoted in the study are exceptionally meaningful: Cesmex, Fast-Fol, Pakfol or Smay.
Third, the natural distribution of thematic projects preferences can provide a justification to postulate a
clear change in emphasis in the subsequent Operational Programmes: preferring the consultancy in the
area of innovations and technologies at the expense of departure from support for other consultancy
services and clearly strengthening the support in the area of investments in modern productive assets
and research and development (R&D). The probability that higher demand in the field of R&D will emerge
in the future is indicated, for instance, by some projects supported under Sub-measure 2.2.1, where
modernisation investments covered such elements as the construction or extension of R&D resources. In
as many as 83 cases thereunder (ca. 28% of surveyed enterprises), establishment of a laboratory or research
and development (construction and research) section constituted an integral part of the project. It should
be pointed out that some of these laboratories were also involved in the development of the technology
implemented under the projects. Therefore, in the future these assets will generate the demand that
should be adequately addressed in the next generation of Operational Programmes.
It should be stressed that many of the matters touched upon in this study (support targeting) were addressed
in the Operational Programme Innovative Economy 2007-2013, which covers a number of Measures
oriented at problems related to R&D (e.g. Measures 1.4-4.1, 4.2 of the OP IE) or advanced consultancy (e.g.
3.3.2, 5.4.1). Apart from a slightly different support targeting (as compared to SOP ICE), significant changes
in the instrumentation emerged: e.g. technological credit (Measure 4.3 of the OP IE), capital support (3.1,
3.2). Changes in the support instruments also emerged at the level of regional programmes, where the
idea of replacing direct grant with returnable support (JEREMIE mechanism) was becoming more and
more popular. These are precisely the changes postulated by the authors of the evaluation under Submeasure 2.2.1: direct support limited to exceptional situations and not treated as a mass-use instrument
(it should be available mainly for micro- and small enterprises, apply to major projects in relative terms, i.e.
large ones from the point of view of assets of a given company), and the main focus should be put on the
financial engineering instruments (returnable support), including capital instruments.

Balancing the access
All the evaluations in question provide a relatively consistent picture of the spatial distribution of
beneficiaries. Irrespective of Measure type (consultancy or investment support), most beneficiaries came
from highly urbanised and industrialised regions: Mazowsze, Wielkopolska, Śląsk, Małopolska. As suggested
by the evaluators of Sub-measure 2.2.1, such a distribution may stem from the actual spatial differentiation
or entrepreneurship resources and business activity of individual voivodeships22. Furthermore, the observed
disparities between these distributions can in fact originate from the sectoral structure and enterprise size:
high percentage of industrial processing in the largest and most urbanised regions and predominance of
very small service and commercial entities in the peripheral regions. The former are vitally interested in
support for material investments, the latter ‑ more actively use consultancy (in reality 47% of beneficiaries
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The Pearson correlation coefficient for the share of a given region in the national GDP and in the number of economic
entities and the value of granted support amounted to 0.6-0.8 (cf. Effects in the area of innovativeness – study of the
impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Submeasure 2.2.1. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2009, p. 33).
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under Measure 2.1 are enterprises from the services and trade sector whereas in Measure 2.3 there were
barely 16% of such companies). The authors of reports on evaluation of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 are right to
notice that in the future the promotion and information campaigns for support instruments of this type
should be focused on peripheral regions and disregard metropolitan and developed areas.
Evaluation results provide grounds to postulate a correction of another type. Support for investments
is allocated mainly to small and medium-sized enterprises from the industrial processing sector (within
Sub-measure 2.2.1, small and medium-sized enterprises represented 90% of all beneficiaries and within
Measure 2.3 – 91%; in the latter Measure, 89% of the value of disbursed grants was allocated for industrial
processing; 95% of grants were received by small and medium-sized enterprises). Although, in objective
terms, investment needs of micro-enterprises (in particular the service and commercial ones) are much
smaller than those of industrial ones (which might partially explain these disparities), the problem of
displacing micro-enterprises (service and commercial ones) from the share in Operational Programmes is,
with no doubt, quite visible there23. It was very well presented in the analysis of applicants’ and beneficiaries’
distribution: the evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 indicates that micro-enterprises were two times less
effective in acquisition of funds than the medium-sized ones24. Increase in the number of applications
submitted by micro- and small enterprises, resulting from simplified rules for access to support under
Measure 2.3 which were introduced in the fourth application round (e.g. the number of annexes necessary
at the application stage was reduced, some tasks were shifted to Regional Financing Institutions, the
rules for project implementation were simplified), can be a proof that not only the promotion should be
differentiated, but also the conditions for access should be simplified, mainly from the point of view of
micro-enterprises25. Considering the “opening” of the future Operational Programmes to micro-enterprises,
it should be kept in mind – which is distinctly emphasised by evaluation results – that the deadweight
effect level pertained to this group of enterprises to the smallest degree26.

Efficient system for managing Measures
The issue of simplifying access for smaller entities is closely connected with the problem of the time of
application examination, funds transfer and corrections in the business plans. These matters were most often
23
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It is a much broader phenomenon and problem found also in other countries. An OECD report points to it and
indicates that in general, industrial enterprises have superior bargaining power in relation to service and commercial companies, and hence innovativeness-supporting programmes often prefer (meaning – not on purpose) the
processing sectors (cf. OECD: Promoting innovation in services, OECD, 14 October 2005, p. 44). It should be objectively
pointed out that some micro-enterprises (i.e. the enterprises that have operated not longer than 36 months and that
have not based their activity on the use of new technologies) were shifted on purpose from the SOP ICE to the Integrated Regional Operational Programme (IROP) as being more adjusted to the specific of these entities. According to
the reporting data, ca. 2,600 micro-enterprises were supported under the IROP and the co-financing value amounted
to PLN 177 million.
Effects in the area of innovativeness – study of the impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Submeasure
2.2.1. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2009, p. 32.
Comments about the application effectiveness are also contained in an evaluation report: Absorption level for small
and medium-sized enterprises for the funds under the SOP ICE 2004-2006, Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2007, pp. 11-13.
Report on evaluation of Submeasure 2.2.1 (p. 126) indicates several exemplary provisions that could discriminate
minor companies, although there are no formal exclusions for this target group, including: award of additional points
for ISO certificates (and it is known that it is small and medium-sized enterprises that have such certificates), establishment of an R&D laboratory (typical of medium-sized enterprises).
29% of micro- and small enterprises using Measure 2.2.1 have concluded that without support their project would
not be implemented (cf. Effects in the area of innovativeness – study of the impact of projects implemented under
the SOP ICE Submeasure 2.2.1. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2009, p. 60; Examination of the net effects of the projects
supporting the growth in competitiveness of enterprises. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2009, pp. 132 and 135).

indicated by the surveyed entrepreneurs as significant obstacles to the implementation of Measures 2.2.1 and
2.3. Putting aside the also signalled difficulty (multiplicity) of formal requirements imposed on the applicants
and subsequently on the beneficiaries – which is hard to weigh unambiguously due to the subjectivity
of assessments (and natural human unwillingness to deal with formalities) – the source of dissatisfaction
on the side of entrepreneurs lies in a strong discord between the nature of business and the nature of
administrative processes. Business requires very accurate timing – incorporation of a project in a specific
cycle in the investments and in the economy – and is additionally subject to various risks (e.g. competitionrelated activities, situation on international markets). On the other hand, administrative processes require
that legal and organisational procedures are strictly observed. The responsibility of both sides differs too:
violation of business plans can result e.g. in failure to achieve the assumed revenue, profits (and will generally
not entail personal responsibility) whereas the infringement of administrative and legal procedures involves
disciplinary responsibility and, in extreme cases, penal responsibility as well. In consequence of these differing
philosophies, there is a serious dilemma faced by all Operational Programmes, in particular the ones oriented
directly towards the entrepreneurs: justified demand by the business (notably the smaller one, which has
a small margin of financial flexibility for operations) to have the applications examined quickly, the funds
disbursed fast (the matter of liquidity) and the quick response to the request to correct project assumptions
(due to objective changes on the market) and, simultaneously, the requirement for administration to
thoroughly and carefully scrutinise all the actions taken by beneficiaries.
All evaluations unanimously recommend to simplify the procedures and formalities, reduce the time of
application examination as much as possible and facilitate the settlement process (e.g. in Measure 2.3.
the duration of the period between registering an application for co-financing and signing an agreement
amounted to eight months on average, with the project lifetime – from registration of an application
through the implementation of the complete investment to the settlement of the last payment – lasting
one year and nine months on average; hence, the examination of an application took ca. 38% of the project
lifetime)27. However, it is important for these actions to go further – which means that logistics and efficiency
of the entire system should also undergo assessment and improvements. The regional distribution of the
number of beneficiaries under Measure 2.3, the value of support and project (and application) processing
time can indicate certain problems with efficiency of the assessment system. For instance, the average
time from application registration to agreement signing in the Świętokrzyskie and Opolskie Voivodeships,
where the number of implemented projects was the lowest (2.3% and 2.8% of all projects, respectively)
and where lowest support was provided (ca. PLN 38 million and PLN 35 million), amounted on average to
7.7 and 7.2 months. On the other hand, this duration in the Mazowieckie and Wielkopolskie Voivodeships,
where the number of beneficiaries and support was the highest (13% and 12% of all projects ca. PLN
203 million and PLN 181 million of disbursed grants, respectively), was only slightly longer: 8.3 and 8.0
months. It is hard to unambiguously interpret these figures, nevertheless, there is a problem, at least from
the point of view of entrepreneurs for whom investment timing is of major importance.

Professional beneficiaries
The conducted evaluations covered the phenomenon of multiple use of available State aid by the
beneficiaries. In case of Measure 2.3, over one fifth of beneficiaries used investment grants more than once,
and approximately 6% of companies used them at least three times - on average, the entrepreneurs signed
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It should be pointed out that the duration of application examination (excluding the duration of assessment alone)
was also determined by the quality of submitted applications and the scope of data to be added that the applicants
were to produce themselves (which inevitably suspended the process of examining the application).
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1.3 co-financing agreements under Measure 2.3, with clearly more agreements signed by medium-sized
enterprises rather than the micro-enterprises. On the other hand, 55% of surveyed beneficiaries of Submeasure 2.2.1 indicated that they have previously used aid funds. Such cases were observed in Measure
2.1 much more rarely (10% of beneficiaries settled more than one agreement).
These results can be interpreted as evidence of particular Measures’ attractiveness. However, there is a risk
that State aid can be treated in extreme cases at most as a cheap source of financing investments (e.g. as
compared with a bank loan). In consequence, we will have to deal with displacement of competition that
does not use public funds from the market. A relatively high number of beneficiaries who declare that
they are able to fully implement a project if support is not awarded (after 18 months following the project
settlement under Measure 2.3 such opinion was expressed by 19% of entrepreneurs) can indicate that
such a risk is not purely theoretical.
However, the evaluations in question differ slightly in the method of addressing this problem. One of the
reports postulates a top-down (“regulatory”) approach and introduction of more restrictive limitations
concerning the total number of submitted projects and grant amounts awarded to a single enterprise under
a given support programme28. The second report is slightly more “liberal” and indicates the need to apply
more careful scrutiny of projects, so that support is awarded not to the ones that have ambitious plans and
own resources sufficient to finance them (or unrestricted access to the bank market), but to those who only
have plans29. This report also contains several operational hints, e.g. the fact that dividend was paid to the
shareholders in the years before submitting an application for co-financing should hinder the access to
support; when assessing an application, it is the results achieved so far by the applicant (instead of forecasts)
that should be analysed more carefully, so as to limit the support granted to enterprises that have access
to loans and generate cash; support should cover “major” projects in relation to the resources in possession
of an enterprise (value of assets or sales). On the basis of this bottom-up approach, one can conclude that
evaluators do not perceive the issue of multiple use of support too dogmatically in their evaluations. It seems
that it is worth making such situations (multiple use) admissible in order for the support to translate into high
value added for the economy. Of course, it requires that it is defined which value added is in question: high
job creation rate or technical and technological progress. If the latter is chosen, the simplest solution would
consist in sectoral indication (concentration) of enterprises that are allowed to apply for multiple support.

Observed changes
The projects under implementation and the received consultancy or investment support were consistent
with specific development lines of individual enterprises. The collected data indicate that, in principle,
most beneficiaries increased their nominal values of basic economic parameters after project completion,
although these changes often indicated considerable differences. An increase in the revenue from sales
was recorded at a relatively similar level. In the case of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, it was a 10% growth
(on average, nominally this growth amounted to PLN 1.3 million per enterprise), in the case of Measure 2.3:
12% (on average, nominally PLN 2.3 million per enterprise), and in the case of Sub-measure 2.2.1: 11%30.
In the latter Sub-measure, the most dynamic growth was present in the revenue of micro-enterprises,
the companies from the sector of services and trade (+15%) and industrial companies (+35%). Increase in
export sales was slightly higher among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (+15%) than Measure 2.1 (+12%),
however, the situation in the area of import was contrary to that of export (+11% as compared to +20%)
28
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Cf. Evaluation of results of the SOP ICE Measure 2.1 and 2.3 after 18 months. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2010 .
Cf. Effects in the area of innovativeness – study of the impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Submeasure
2.2.1. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw 2009.
Growth recorded in 2009 as compared to the previous year.

mainly – as could be guessed – due to much higher percentage of commercial companies, which are
typically more often oriented towards import among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1.
Employment indicators behaved in a similar way. An increase ranging from 11% to 13% was observed in
this category in all Measures. In the nominal dimension, this meant creation of approximately 9,000 new
jobs for Measure 2.1 beneficiaries and 19,000 for Measure 2.3. There was a much higher differentiation in
the case of investment activity. The beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 increased their investment outlays in the
course of a period lasting a dozen or so months after project settlement on average by 28% (nominally
by PLN 0.15 million), with the largest increase taking place in the enterprises from the commerce and
services sector (38%) and in the medium-sized enterprises (32%). On the other hand, there was a regress
in the investments of Measure 2.3 beneficiaries. Expenditure on investment dropped on average by 17%
(nominally by PLN 0.2 million) in relation to the preceding year, and the decrease in the case of microenterprises turned out to be even larger (-27%).
The evaluators suggest that we could have witnessed the “shift” effect here – the investments from the
future were postponed – owing to the possibility of making the value of support lower – to the present
time (meaning acceleration). It would be much more advantageous if it was the “creation” effect, meaning
the continued investment, its increase by the value of saved own funds. At the same time, we cannot
unambiguously conclude that such an effect has/would have not occurred since the reasoning is hindered
by the general economy’s slowdown caused by the 2008 financial crisis31. The companies are able to limit
their investment since they have implemented the plan “a year in advance” (the effect of transitional
investment saturation), or they have suspended investments since they were not sure as to the future
shape of the contract portfolio. The investments could have also been restricted by an urgent need to
reduce the loan debt level (in the face of the crisis). Asked about the way they use the funds obtained from
the refund, the beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 usually indicated (75%) precisely the need to repay their
liabilities (usually indicated by the beneficiaries of large support – above PLN 1 million). Actually, it results
from the “Study of net effects of projects supporting the enterprises’ competitiveness growth” that loan
liabilities of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 increased to a greater extent than in the case of reference
groups. What is the cause thereof is hard to identify: is it still the aftermath of the debts related to project
implementation or is it a source of financing for the inventory for the implemented projects? Beyond
doubt, an increase in these debts could have slightly hindered the new investments32.
Apart from the measurable changes in the basic economic parameters, it is necessary to point out that a
number of “softer” outcomes also emerged. Most beneficiaries indicated that the implemented projects
influenced the development of their enterprise (e.g. in Measure 2.3 – 98% such responses), competitiveness
(96%) and in particular modernisation of technology and improvement in occupational health and safety
(in Measure 2.3 – 91% and 77% of beneficiaries respectively indicated that these aspects of enterprise
operation were affected most by the implemented investment projects), improvement in the quality and
efficiency of management (79% indications of this aspect in the case of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1). In
general, virtually all beneficiaries found the use of support to be a profitable undertaking.
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Actually, the symptoms of economic slowdown were to be seen several quarters earlier. The chart contained in the
report on the evaluation of Measure 2.3 (p. 111), we can see the initial slight increase in outlays followed (from the
half of 2008 onwards) by a strong fall thereof and stabilisation on a low level. It is hence possible that the initial creation effect was extinguished quickly (or postponed) because of the crisis and uncertainty about the development of
the situation (cf. Evaluation of results of the SOP ICE Measure 2.1 and 2.3 after 18 months. Final report, PARP, Warsaw
2010).
Cf. Study of net effects of projects supporting the enterprises’ competitiveness growth. Final report, PARP, Warsaw
2009.
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On the trail of innovativeness
Projects under implementation – notably the investment-related ones – could not be without effect
on the innovativeness of beneficiaries. In the opinion of 91% of the surveyed entrepreneurs benefiting
from Measure 2.3, such effect was present, and the impact of projects in this respect can be considered
important (69% of beneficiaries indicated high and very high impact of investment on the innovativeness
of enterprises). Due to obvious reasons, the scale of positive evaluations in this regard among the Measure
2.1 beneficiaries (support for advice) had to be lower (51% of respondents indicated that their project was
of importance for increase in innovativeness of their enterprise, and 44% found such importance to be
high or very high)33.
The report on Sub-measure 2.2.1 approached the analysis of the innovativeness34 matter a bit more
insightfully, and the case studies drawn up therein allowed for several interesting observations to
be formulated in this respect. “Growth” in innovativeness achieved under the projects assuming the
implementation of a new technology and covered by support under Sub-measure 2.2.1 was mostly of local,
regional and, at most, nation-wide importance. Despite the following results – 64% of surveyed beneficiaries
declared that the implemented technology was of unique importance (was new) at the level of the EU
market, and 47% indicated the uniqueness on a global scale – it can be considered impressive, which
should be also emphasised, that this statistical, positive picture is slightly at odds with other observations.
As indicated by the evaluators, it is beyond doubt that – although the purchased machinery was in most
cases a novelty on the Polish market (81% of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 indicated that the acquired
assets were known in Poland for a period shorter than one year) – the processing technologies actually
applied in them were known for many years (e.g. laser cutting, electrical machining, flexographic print,
etc.). Making their lives easier to some extent, the beneficiaries put the equality sign between technology
and a given machine model. Therefore the innovativeness of the projects under implementation often
consisted not in using something completely unknown in the country as well (a new material processing
technology, e.g. in the form of documentation and industrial property rights), but in importing the latest
models of machinery (devices) or setting them as an “original”, new production line. This leads straight
to the thesis included in the report that the acquisition of support was, first of all, an integral part of the
process of modernising production resources and limited growth in the beneficiaries’ potential instead of
incremental development.
Furthermore, the evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 determined that the preference for organic development
was promoted by the enigmatic method to define the object of assistance (innovative technology), which
made it possible to purchase new machinery based on “old” technologies set in a “new” and “unprecedented”
production (technology) line system. At the same time, as duly pointed out by the evaluation authors,
extending and complicating the definition of innovativeness in order to force value added can be
technically not feasible and counterproductive indeed, but the one-size-fits-all approach used so far is
equally difficult to accept (and will be a source of opportunist behaviours by applicants who are able to
adjust the project to be submitted to the assessment criteria without changes in the devices’ technology
level). Further, the problem of defining the innovativeness of the investment subject directly entails the
issue of evaluating such innovativeness. According to the evaluators of Sub-measure 2.2.1, the mechanism
used for submitting the relevant opinions by applicants about the innovativeness was advantageous in
terms of “logics”, but it resulted in large information asymmetry to the detriment of persons responsible for
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Cf. Evaluation of results of the SOP ICE Measure 2.1 and 2.3 after 18 months. Final report, PARP, Warsaw 2010.
It was substantiated by the object of support, aimed in this case at increasing the innovativeness of enterprises.

application evaluation35. It is necessary to streamline such an evaluation process by minimising the impact
of applicants on its results36.

Effects of support
The assessment of the extent to which the received support contributed to changes observed at the
beneficiaries’ is an exceptionally difficult task (not only due to methodological reasons). The report on
“Study of net effects of projects supporting the enterprises’ competitiveness growth” attempts to shed
light on these issues by comparing the dynamics of individual variables with the values obtained by the
reference group37. However, the presented data give a varied picture that is difficult to interpret.
It can be, undoubtedly, concluded from the presented data that the population of Measure 2.1 beneficiaries
featured a considerably larger – when compared to the reference group – dynamics of categories such as net
revenue (43.3% as compared to 29.3% in the control group; nominal average effect PLN +2.9 million), export sales
(63% as compared to 38%; nominal average effect PLN +0.6 million), investment outlays (85% as compared to
48.4%; nominal average effect PLN +0.5 million) or employment (29% as compared to 21%; nominal average effect
+5 FTE38). It was not the case with the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3. The reference group achieved virtually the same
growth rate for revenue from sales. On the other hand, the beneficiaries more rapidly increased employment (34%
as compared to 20%; nominal average effect +14 FTE) and investment outlays (96% as compared to 75%; nominal
average effect PLN +0.6 million). It may be a cause for serious concerns that an increase in production capacities
of beneficiaries (in consequence of project implementation) translates into growth in revenues, but it does not
translate into growth in profitability. The cost of operational activity of the beneficiaries of both Measure 2.1 and
Measure 2.3 were rising at the same rate as the revenues (the fact that an identical situation took place in the control
group can constitute some kind of justification). However, the remuneration among the cost items of beneficiaries
was rising much faster, which, as a rule, can be explained by higher employment growth rate. Nonetheless, it would
be disadvantageous if the revenue effects of implemented projects were consumed by salaries (at the expense
of e.g. accumulation). It is also surprising that the entities from the reference group for Measure 2.3 achieved the
same sales growth rate as the beneficiaries, but with a much lower employment growth rate. In practice, it means
increased labour productivity (despite absence of support)39.
The quoted data indicate that the changes observed at the beneficiaries are of diverse nature, they have
varying scale and area of impact. The study of net effects indicates the occurrence of certain development
edges among the beneficiaries of support, as compared to the reference groups. Due to the relatively short
time since the project completion, it is also probable that not all the effects were fully revealed. Therefore
it seems substantiated to continue to analyse the net effects in order to fully grasp and estimate them, as
well as to more precisely control the impact on results of other independent variables (such as e.g. the
investments made in the previous period, changes in management positions, changes in action strategies)
whose collection can be, undoubtedly, difficult and labour-intensive.
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In theory, it is possible for an applicant to submit from among all the contracted expert reports only the ones that will
be advantageous for them and to disregard the other.
Cf. Effects in the area of innovativeness – study of the impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Submeasure
2.2.1 the SOP ICE. Final report, PARP, Warsaw 2009.
The reference (control) group consisted of a population of the so-called ineffective applicants that was statistically
adjusted by PARP (on the basis of Propensity Score Matching technique), i.e. the enterprises that applied for support
under a given SOP ICE Measure but did not receive such support (Cf. Chapter: Objectives, scope and methodology
of evaluation).
The so-called full time equivalent.
Cf. Examination of net effects of the projects supporting the growth in competitiveness of enterprises. Final Report,
PARP, Warsaw 2009.
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Sustainability of effects (conditions and challenges)
The authors of the report on “Study of net effects of projects supporting the enterprises’ competitiveness
growth” seem to have too easily resigned from the evaluation of the prospects for the support effects’
sustainability. The assessment of prospects for sustainability is certainly hard (at least due to the financial
crisis), but it is of exceptional value when it is being implemented ex ante instead of ex post. All the more
that the results of evaluation of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 and the evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 provide a
number of (partial) observations allowing for opportunities’ and threats’ analysis. The primary factor that
has negative impact on the sustainability of project effects is constituted by the financial crisis, which
covered almost the entire EU economy in 2009 and 2010. The evaluations in question signal slow decrease
in revenue growth rate in this respect (this decrease was slightly more severe for the beneficiaries of
Measure 2.1 than 2.3; in the first half of 2010 the former ones have experienced a decrease in revenue
by 5%, whereas the decrease in the case of enterprises implementing investment projects amounted
to 2%) and restriction of investment activity. Restrained revenues are also accompanied by another
unfavourable phenomenon – increase in costs. Both for the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 and 2.3, the costs
increased to a greater extent than in the reference groups (although for beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 this
increase was only slightly larger – 49% as compared to 47%)40. It is particularly worrying that the cost of
salaries increased substantially, which beyond doubt results from increase in employment (indirectly or
directly in reference to the project under implementation). Hence there are two “forces” undermining the
sustainability of effects: the possibility of revenue expansion comes across the barrier of crisis-related and
unsafe economic condition, and the current enterprise position (liquidity, profitability) is weakened by
costs’ increase, which might be an inevitable result of the implemented project (increased depreciation in
the case of investments and increased employment).
Is this situation a serious threat to sustainability? Paradoxically, it may turn out that it is not at all. The
report on evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 mentions the “dispersion” effect, meaning the implementation
(under this Sub-measure) of a number of small projects (from the point of view of the enterprises). This
effect is considered disadvantageous by the report authors from the point of view of obtained social value
added and the emergence of synergy effects. However, it might be an advantage for the sustainability
of the projects. The implementation of small projects – in particular the investment ones – means after
all a small growth e.g. in the cost of depreciation or the financial costs arising from a bank loan. Beyond
doubt, (relatively) small projects have negative sides as well, since they do not provide an opportunity for
a developmental leap. However, in the current situation, the threat may consist in incremental increase in
costs rather than in inability of increasing the revenue (from the new investment). In addition, given the
fact that support covered relatively strong enterprises (numerous beneficiaries were able to implement
their projects without support – as indicated by their declarations in the evaluations carried out a dozen
months later or so, as well as from the analysis of hard financial data41), the prospects for sustainability of
effects in the beneficiary population as a whole seem to be at least satisfactory.
It should be pointed out that the undoubtedly hardest situation in the area of sustainability may be
experienced by micro-enterprises (which are a minority of the SOP ICE beneficiaries) as the enterprises
that have the least assets suitable for capitalisation in a difficult situation. On the other hand, the entities
40
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Cf. ibidem.
As part of case studies drawn up in the evaluation of Submeasure 2.2.1, the reports of management boards of cofinanced enterprises and financial reports recorded in the National Court Register were used, as well as the report
promulgated in Monitor Polski B [Official Gazette of the Republic of Poland] (Cf. Effects in the area of innovativeness
– study of the impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Submeasure 2.2.1. Final Report, PARP, Warsaw
2009).

implementing major projects in relative terms (e.g. Pakfol or Smay described in the report), which also were
not very numerous, will have to prove additional managerial skills apart from solving the problem of costs’
growth (depreciation), e.g. when entering new markets.
It must be said that the matter of effects’ sustainability should be dealt with extraordinarily carefully. Should,
for instance, a strategic change take place in the future in the areas of support allocation, and should it
be oriented towards micro-enterprises to a greater extent, and should major projects in relative terms
be preferred (concentration of support), then the risk of breaking the sustainability in a larger group of
beneficiaries (in case of economic slowdown) could rapidly increase.
SOP ICE is history now. The programme made it possible to launch the first substantial stream of financial
supply for the SME sector, the R&D area and for Business Environment Institutions. At the same time, it was
the first proving ground, making it possible to test various organisational configurations, instruments and
forms of support under structural funds. The evaluations in question produced a very fascinating picture.
The support contributed to the implementation of an enormous number of very diverse and interesting
projects. Each of them was justified in the current or strategic needs of the enterprises and allowed for a
specific area of activity to be corrected (quality, occupational health and safety, technology). We should
have no illusions – the possibility of obtaining grant support gave rise to opportunism of applicants, and
the success in the application process could be often decided by the quality of an application and not the
quality of a project. These general findings give rise to a number of postulates for the future Operational
Programmes oriented at enterprises and their environment. It seems necessary to considerably increase
the usefulness of grant instruments for supporting innovativeness by means of more accurate selection of
the target groups and the material scope of projects under implementation42. It should be clearly indicated
where grant schemes should end and returnable support begin (however not necessarily commercial). Such
reasoning and determination of limits has already taken place under the OP IE (e.g. subsidised incubation
+ capital support; technological credit). The re-definition, if any, of grant assistance will most probably
cause its importance to fall, but the social usefulness might increase (support will be allocated to entities
operating in the area of the so-called market failure). It should be also pointed out that concentration of
support can bring much better effects in the field of innovation and employment.
Less space for grant schemes will automatically mean the need for large diversity of quasi-commercial,
returnable instruments. Just like grants prevailed in the SOP ICE, the subsequent Operational Programmes
will open the era of public instruments for financial engineering. Loan and guarantee funds, JEREMIE
mechanism, seed funds, the National Capital Fund are the first elements of such a system. It should be
further developed, mutually harmonised (synchronised), and the detected dysfunctionalities eliminated. It
may turn out that financial engineering will be harder and more demanding than the time of grants.
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Such a postulate was also observed in the report on ex post evaluation entitled: “Assessment of the impact of Cohesion Policy on the growth of competitiveness and innovativeness of Polish enterprises and economy” (Ministry of
Regional Development, Warsaw, September 2010).
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3. Investment grants for enterprises –
programme theory evaluation
This article is based on the Programme theory Evaluation of Measure 2.3 SOP ICE. Programme theory
evaluation stresses the importance of the study of opinions of main stakeholders regarding the functioning
of the intervention: their vision of cause and effect relationships that make up the programme foundation43.
The aim of the research project was to identify Programme theories of key stakeholders. Originally we
expected to examine three theories: those contained in documentations of the Programme, policy
makers and beneficiaries. During the project implementation, decision makers and beneficiaries relatively
frequently quoted the media, so the scope of the study was extended to the analysis of the Programme
theory communicated in the media (newspaper articles devoted to subsidies). Means of identifying each
of the theories are presented in Diagram 144.
Diagram 1. Means of identifying the four programme theories.
theory contained in programme documents
• analysis of Programme documentation
theory of decision makers
• 10 in-depth interviews
theory of beneficiaries
• 17 in-depth interviews
theory communicated in the media
• content analysis of 605 newspaper articles that described investment grants in the
period 2004-April 2009 (”Gazeta Wyborcza”, ”Rzeczpospolita”, ”Gazeta Prawna”, ”Puls
Biznesu”)
Source: own materials.
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Cf. Sidani, S., Sechrest, L. Putting Program Theory into Operation, [in:] ,,American Journal of Evaluation”,1999, 20 (2).
Basically, further research in this area is possible, e.g. taking into account theories of Programme entrepreneurs who
unsuccessfully applied for grants, theories of socio-economic partners, etc.
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By comparing analysed programme theories with each other, and relying on external data, where
appropriate, we presented hypotheses concerning the mechanism of operation of the intervention45.
This article aims to present the main results of the study, with emphasis on the description of the effects of
interventions and factors affecting its social usefulness. This article’s main focus is on the most important
conclusions, broken down by key elements of each public intervention:
• problem/reason for intervention;
• resources that were critical from the standpoint of its effectiveness;
• effects of interventions, including net effects;
• contextual factors affecting its course;
• criteria that stakeholders used in the evaluation of the intervention.

Reason for intervention
Review of opinions on the reasons which led to the implementation of Measure 2.3, will show the differences
in perspectives of stakeholders. According to the records contained in the official documentation of the
Programme, a problem that was to be solved by a grant scheme was low competitiveness of the economy,
resulting from low levels of investment outlays of enterprises, linked in turn with the lack of capital for
investment in the economy. The grants were suppose to increase investment outlays in firms, and thus
the competitiveness of the economy.
Policy-makers, during interviews, drew attention to two additional reasons for choosing this form of support.
First, when designing Measure 2.3, the most important social problem was high unemployment. Investment
grants were therefore seen as a tool to foster job creation. Secondly, this form of support to businesses, leads
to a directly observable effects (purchased machinery), and thus is much more popular (media).
It is worth comparing the Programme theory contained in the official programme documentation and
hypotheses articulated by policy-makers, with the views of beneficiaries in this regard. In the opinion of
companies benefiting from the support under Measure 2.3, the most important factors that hinder their
operation and reduce competitiveness include: “bureaucracy” (lack of stability in the legal environment,
impact of politics on the economy, disapproval and bureaucracy of public institutions), “capital” (first of all
problems of liquidity, much less frequently the trouble in raising capital for investments), reducing the free
market (monopolies, state enterprises, high “entry barriers”), problems with finding suitable staff, cultural
factors inhibiting the development of innovation46 or insecurity, as a fundamental trait of economic
activity.
It should be emphasized that bureaucratic barriers were most frequently mentioned by the beneficiaries.
However problems in acquiring capital for investments - the main reason for support under Measure 2.3,
defined in the programme documentation – was indicated relatively seldom. Similar conclusions are
drawn from the analysis of business opinions in nation-wide surveys. They show that lack of access to
investment capital is one of the less important reasons for not taking investments by entrepreneurs. More
important are, e.g. unstable conditions of management.
Beneficiaries were also asked about the reasons which, in their opinion, were at the root of Measure 2.3. The
responses of entrepreneurs can be divided into three basic reasons:
45
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A detailed description of the project results is given in another publication (Krupnik, S. “Działanie prorozwojowe? Studium Działania 2.3 SPO WKP z wykorzystaniem ewaluacji opartej na teorii programu i analizy efektu netto” [A pro-development activity? Study of Measure 2.3 SOP ICE using theory-based evaluation and analysis of the net effect], Tischner
European University, Kraków 2008) http://www.wse.krakow.pl/pl/Wykorzystanie_ewaluacji_opartej_/ do_pobrania).
Cf. “Audyt semiotyczny innowacyjności” [Semiotic audit of innovation], Semiotic Solutions Polska s.c. for PARP, Warsaw
2011 (http://badania.parp.gov.pl/index/more/10554)

• socio-economic;
The grants in the opinion of beneficiaries were to support country’s development by increasing
employment and improving the situation of companies.
• redistributive;
In this perspective, the grants are seen by businesses as a counterweight to the difficult situation of
Polish SMEs. They emphasized that smaller firms are “regarded as worse by the public administration.”
Grants in the mind of the respondents are a way to compensate for bad treatment. Moreover,
Measure 2.3 was for many beneficiaries an element to level playing field in competition with
other entities. Entrepreneurs emphasised during interviews that previously only large enterprises
received various privileges and government grants. Often, they also pointed out that this type
of grants are offered to companies in Western Europe and if Polish SMEs are to have a chance to
compete with them, they need public support.
• related to spending of funds by businesses;
Interviewed entrepreneurs referred to the threat of spending European funds granted to Poland.
They pointed out that some of the projects implemented by the public administration can be delayed
and result in a failure to spend money. In this context, the allocation of funds for entrepreneurs
guarantees the performance in this area (“entrepreneurs know how to spend money”).
In summary, stakeholders presented diverse opinions on the causes of the implementation of
Measure 2.3. If, according to the theory defined in programme documentation, the reason was
the lack of capital for investments, the policy makers also pointed to unemployment, and the
entrepreneurs themselves to the sense of justice and efficiency of spending.
It is also worth mentioning that in the Programme theory articulated by the media, relatively little
space was devoted to the reason for the intervention. A total of only 9% of newspaper articles
mentioned any problems (including lack of funds for investment, unemployment and little
innovation in the economy) that required public intervention, which could be seen as the main
reason for the mobilisation of investment grants in Measure 2.3. Relatively rare information in the
media may indicate the small importance attached to this issue by journalists.

Critical resources
A key resource in public development programmes, in addition to the funds, is the procedure of ensuring
selection of proper projects for co-financing. “Proper projects” are such that ensure implementation of the
objectives of the programme. As one can read in the recommendations of the ex ante evaluation of SOP
ICE, it is important to select the most innovative projects and projects focused on the implementation of the
latest technology, i.e. the most competitive ones47.
A comprehensive analysis of the evaluation and selection procedures for projects under Measure 2.3 was
hindered for various reasons. But even looking at the criteria for assessing the merits of applications for cofinancing contained in the programme documentation, indicates the potential for improving the selection
mechanism.
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Uzupełnienie Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw, lata 2004-2006”
[Programme Complement to the SOP ICE - 2004-2006], Annex to the Ordinance of the Minister of Economy and
Labour of 6 August 2004 (Dz. U. No 197, item 2023), 2004, p.35.
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Formal appraisal of projects took place before substantive appraisal. Only 69% (15,019) of 21,737
applications for co-financing48 made it through that stage. The fact that every third investment project was
rejected for formal reasons seems to be disturbing. Indeed, many projects could contain very innovative
ideas, aimed at implementing the latest technologies.
At the stage of substantive appraisal, the applicant could receive a maximum of 10 points for the innovation
of the project. (international innovation; in the country - 6 pts., in the region - 3 pts.). The same number
of points the entrepreneur could obtain inter alia, for a high own contribution or declared employment
growth above 10%. In turn, an applicant could get more points by presenting the expected benefits for the
company, which will result from the project (improving OHS and increasing international competitiveness
- 25 points in total).49. This relatively low weight of innovation50 expressed in the criteria for evaluation of
applications, reflects the previously described diversity of goals supported by grants (focus on how to
increase competitiveness and reduce unemployment). This multiplicity of goals seems to be universal
for European investment grants51. Also reports on evaluation studies concerning SOP ICE, conducted on
behalf of the Ministry of Regional Development, confirm the sub-optimal effectiveness of selecting the
most innovative projects52.
Most decision-makers, who were interviewed, confirmed that such criteria lowered the importance of
innovation in the evaluation of applications. However, they often defended this approach by claiming that
too strict conditions for obtaining grants could prevent the use of such support. We could be dealing with
the tension between the necessary rigor of selection of innovative projects resulting from the Programme
goals and the mitigation of these rigors at the level of operating selection of projects. Postulated rigor
in the selection of projects results from the assumption that only those projects which are characterized
by the highest innovation will have a bearing on the competitiveness of the economy. In turn, a more
inclusive approach results from the pressure of public opinion and organizations representing businesses,
to allow for allocation of all funds of the Programme.
Beneficiaries often said that in their opinion, the projects formally tailored to the expectations expressed in
the programme documentation win more often than innovative projects. Entrepreneurs also mentioned
48
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Cf. Raport z wdrażania Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost konkurencyjności Przedsiębiorstw w roku 2007
[Report on the implementation of the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of
Enterprises in 2007].
„Regulamin pracy Grupy Roboczej ds. Oceny Projektów w ramach SPO WKP Działanie 2.3(dotyczący I, II i III rundy
aplikacyjnej)” [Rules of the Working Group for the Evaluation of Projects under SOP ICE Measure 2.3 (for I, II and III
application round)] http://www.parp.gov.pl/index/index/275
At the end of the Measure, the weight of innovation increased to 25%, but this change was never used in
practice, due to the exhaustion of available funds („Wpływ realizacji Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost
Konkurencyjności Przedsiębiorstw, lata 2004- 2006 na poziom innowacyjności polskich przedsiębiorstw” [The impact
of the implementation of the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises,
2004-2006 on the level of innovativeness of Polish enterprises], PAG Uniconsult, 2008; „Raport Ocena wpływu funduszy
strukturalnych na zwiększenie konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw” [Impact Assessment Report of the Structural Funds
on the increase in competitiveness of enterprises], PSDB, Warsaw 2008).
Cf. Gabriele D., Zamarian M., Zaninotto E., “Assessing the Economic Impact of Public Industrial Policies”, Department of
Computer and Management Sciences, University of Trento, Italy in its series ROCK Working Papers with number 039, 2006.
„Wpływ realizacji Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost Konkurencyjności Przedsiębiorstw, lata 2004- 2006
na poziom innowacyjności polskich przedsiębiorstw” [The impact of the implementation of the Sectoral Operational
Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, 2004-2006 on the level of innovativeness of Polish
enterprises], PAG Uniconsult, 2008; „Raport Ocena wpływu funduszy strukturalnych na zwiększenie konkurencyjności
przedsiębiorstw” [Impact Assessment Report of the Structural Funds on the increase in competitiveness of
enterprises], PSDB, Warsaw 2008; „Analiza systemu wyboru projektów w Sektorowym Programie Operacyjnym Wzrost
konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw, lata 2004-2006, [Analysis of the project selection system in the Sectoral Operational
Programme Improvement of the competitiveness of enterprises] SMG/ KRC Poland Media and the European Centre
for Financial Consultancy, Warsaw, 2007.

characteristics of companies, for which it is easier to get a grant: larger entities with greater resources and
better access to information. Doubt and ambiguity of selection process, expressed by the entrepreneurs,
are best reflected in the following statement of an applicant who has successfully applied for a grant:
..there was this point “would the investment be implemented if we did not get a grant”, and of course we wrote
that it would, but we fear that this would cause the application to be rejected, that they say - ah, these guys
have the money, we will not give them, we’ll give to someone else. Only on the other hand, one could think that
anyone could write that it wouldn’t, and what’s the point of that. If I write that it would, just because someone
can read it and see that the man wrote something else.
This example shows that entrepreneurs often do not understand the mechanism of selection of projects
and the reasons why some applications are selected and not others53. Such a phenomenon should be
considered to be undesirable, because it primarily reduces the quality of submitted applications and
may also spread a negative image of such programs among the recipients of support (target group) or
perpetuate simplified and unfounded judgments regarding the mechanism of their functioning.
Opinions of stakeholders and a preliminary analysis of the system for evaluation and selection of projects in
Measure 2.3 show that at the cost of selecting the most innovative projects, support may be granted to the
most competitive companies. This follows from the fact that the relatively most competitive companies
are able to apply for grants that most effectively, i.e. to mobilize their resources to be able to adapt to the
requirements of preparing applications. Due to the objectives and scope of this study, it was not possible
to determine the scale of this phenomenon. However, one can notice it in other, similar programs54.
Presented results indicate how big is the challenge, in instruments offering - particularly popular among
businesses - non-repayable investment grants, to create an appropriate system for project selection. As
indicated by the results of other studies, the challenge is also present in other Operational Programmes,
currently being implemented under the EU’s financial perspective for 2007-201355. The problem of
designing the most optimal selection system for innovative projects should be subject to an in-depth
study of the intervention, immediately preceding its launch (ex ante).

Effects
Three basic categories of positive outcomes can be identified based on the opinions of entrepreneurs:
increase in the scale of activity, productivity growth and behavioral additionality56
53
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To a large extent this is connected with the fact of a widespread use of external advisers who helped the companies
to prepare application forms and frequently collaborated with the beneficiaries also during the project and for its
settlement. According to the declarations of the beneficiaries, about 72% of applications for co-financing were
prepared in cooperation with consulting companies. (Cf. „Raport końcowy z badania: Analiza systemu wyboru
projektów w Sektorowym Programie Operacyjnym Wzrost konkurencyjności przedsiębiorstw, lata 2004-2006” [Final
report of the study: The analysis of project selection system in the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement
of the competitiveness of enterprises], 2004-2006, SMG/ KRC Poland Media and the European Centre for Financial
Consultancy, Warsaw 2007.)
Cf. Bergstrom F., “Characteristics of Government Supported Firms”, SSE/EFI Working Paper Series in Economics and
Finance, No. 83, 1998; Venetoklis T., ,,Impact of Business Subsidies on Growth of ﬁrms – preliminary evidence from
ﬁnnish panel data”, Government Institute for Economic Research, Helsinki 2000.
Cf. Keler, K, Krupnik, S Skórska, P, Strzebońska, A. „Metaewaluacja badań dotyczących oceny kryteriów wyboru
projektów w programach operacyjnych współfinansowanych z funduszy europejskich w Polsce w perspektywie 20072013” [Metaevaluation of studies on the assessment of criteria for project selection in the operational programmes
co-financed by European funds in Poland in 2007-2013], Evaluation and Analysis Centre for Public Policy at the
Jagiellonian University, Kraków, 2011; The report’s authors recommend a number of activities that can contribute to
improving the functioning of the selection of projects including: analysis of applications rejected at the level of formal
appraisal or appraisal simulations of applications.
OECD, ,Government R&D Funding and Company Behaviour. Measuring behavioural additionality, 2006.
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The increase in the scale of activity stems from the purchase of machinery, growth of employment and
capital injection as part of refunding investment costs. Increased productivity is in turn due to state-ofthe-art machinery, gaining new skills needed to use it and enhancing the quality of production. As regards
behaviour additionality, there is increased trend of strategic thinking in the enterprise, better preparation
for the absorption of EU funds in the future and an interest in other forms of support and image benefits.
The positive effects identified by entrepreneurs are summarized in Diagram 2.
Diagram 2. Positive effects for increased competitiveness of enterprises (opinions by Measure 2.3 beneficiaries).
inreased competitiveness

scale of activity

new machinery

productivity

state of the art machinery

behaviour additionality

strategic thinking

new personnel

new skills

using support in the
future

more capital

higher quality of
production

images benefits

Source: own elaboration
Save the costs, the enterprises sampled did not generally point to other negative effects of participation in
the Programme. The exceptions were the delays in payment, which risked causing a loss of liquidity and,
with the scoring used, they “imposed” employment growth (increasing the number of full-time jobs was
often unnecessary from the point of view of the needs of companies).
However, it is a question not only of the gross effect of the intervention (i.e. observed changes in
enterprises), but also of its net effect (comparing the situation after receiving support with a hypothetical
situation where the enterprises would not have used it). When asked about whether or not they would
have bought the machinery without the grant, most of the beneficiaries responded affirmatively. However,
they added that they would have probably bought it later and it would be of lower quality. Similar results
were obtained in the evaluation of the current Measure 2.3 implemented by PARP57. When asked about
whether the activities covered by the grant would have been carried out had the company not received a
57

42

“Assessing instruments of direct support for enterprises. A summary of the results from evaluations of selected SOP
ICE Measures”, Pokorski, J. (eds.), PARP, Warsaw 2010. (Polish: Ocena instrumentów wsparcia bezpośredniego przedsiębiorstw. Podsumowanie wyników ewaluacji wybranych Działań SPO WKP)

grant, 70% of the beneficiaries responded that these would be implemented at a later date, and 69% said
“yes” but those activities would have been carried out to a lesser extent58.
The net effect is higher for an increased scale of activity, in particular an increase in employment and
capital. Had the grant not been awarded, the entrepreneurs would not have had to employ new staff only
to achieve the values set for indicators in a project. The relatively largest net effect should be expected for
an increase in the capital - this will be the amount of the grant less the cost of obtaining it.
Based on these results, hypotheses were put forward that have been verified by means of quantitative
studies:
1. The effect of the grant will be a relatively small (compared to other effects) productivity
growth. This is due to the fact that the majority of applicants would have implemented the
prepared investments anyway (though without the grant this would have been to a lesser extent
and later)59.
2. Greater net effects will be observed for a new behaviour additionality and increased scale of
activity in an enterprise. For these two effects, we should expect significant differences between
the beneficiaries and entrepreneurs who did not receive a grant. The fact of being awarded a
grant translates directly into the growth of capital and employment (this item was rated at the
stage of reviewing the application). Although these are positive effects, they have less priority than
productivity growth from the point of view of Measure 2.3 intervention objectives.
The results of the PARP’s analysis of the Measure 2.3 net effects support the hypothesis concerning
increased scale of activity. In terms of net sales, the average effect of Measure 2.3 was recorded at 0.5%.
(48.1% for the group of beneficiaries against 47.6% for the control group60). In the case of employment,
the grants have increased its average level by 13.4 %. (34.1% for the beneficiaries, 20.5% for the control
group). In terms of operating costs, the grants have caused an increase of 2.8%. (49.7% for the group of
beneficiaries, against 46.9% for the control group) - including an increase in wage costs by 15.5% (74.5%
for the group of beneficiaries, 59% for the control group)61. These data confirm a significant increase in the
scale of activity by the beneficiaries, both in terms of staff numbers and operating costs. At the same time,
we cannot speak of a significant increase in the productivity of subsidized enterprises in this period. It
should be noted, however, that in the case of investment grants, potential effects are much more delayed
in time, than the effects of, e.g., reimbursed consulting or training services. It cannot be ruled out that the
expected increase in the productivity of enterprises supported under the SOP ICE will happen over the
years few years.
From the standpoint of evaluating the effectiveness of interventions, in addition to analysing its positive effects,
it is essential to estimate the costs (negative unintended effects). We should, however, first look at the types of
Programme funding sources that the beneficiaries, decision-makers and journalists pointed at. Circulation of
funds related to the financing of investment grants under Measure 2.3 is presented in a simplified manner in
Diagram 3. When generating revenues from the economy, a state needs to transfer some of those revenues to
the EU budget. However, the grants for enterprises financed both from the EU and national budget are then to
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8% stated that they would not have been implemented at all; 13% responded that the implementation would
have happened within the same time limit; 1% said it would have happen before and 8% had difficulty responding
(N=1922) (Ibid.).
Cf. ibid.
Change in the value of the indicator relative to the base year. The reference group was selected from the population
of unsuccessful applicants, i.e. from among the companies that sought a grant under Measure 2.3, but finally did not
receive it.
Pokorski, op. cit.
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some extent reimbursed by the beneficiaries in the form of taxes. It is worth noting that during the interviews
policy makers and beneficiaries alike spoke primarily about financing EU grants despite the fact that Measure 2.3
is also directly and indirectly (through the EU budget) financed from national funds.
Ignoring the domestic sources of financing in the theories of key stakeholders is important for the
perception of the entire programme. The subsequent parts of this work will examine how the dominant
feeling noted in this study that grants that are funded exclusively from external sources affects their overall
view by the beneficiaries (reduced sense of importance of concern for their effective spending).
Diagram 3. Simplified model of grant funds’ circulation
Budget (UE)

Budget (Poland)
		

Economy (including
all enterprises)

Bodies responsible for
allocation of EU funds

Beneficiaries

Key:
– Flow which is always present in the Programme’s theories
– Flow mentioned from time to time only
Source: Krupnik, op. cit., p.49
Similar conclusions can be drawn from an analysis of the current theory of the Programme in newspaper articles.
Transfer of funds to the beneficiaries was the most frequently touched upon issue (62% of the articles analysed
referred to it) followed by financing EU grants (29%). The share of the Polish budget in the financing of the
Programme was mentioned in 6% of the articles only. Other flows were only ever referred to sporadically.
Figure 9. Incidence of issues related to the circulation of grant resources (N=605)
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Source: own elaboration

After the presentation of how according to the theory by beneficiaries, policy makers and the
theories contained in newspaper articles, financial flows of public funds for grants are seen, categories
of measures which are rarely mentioned will be described, namely the costs of the implementation.
Diagram 4 presents their basic categories in a simplified manner. At the outset, we should distinguish
between the public administration costs from the costs borne by entrepreneurs. The former category
includes costs of tax collection, which were inter alia used to fund grants, the costs of intermediation in
the flow of funds and those of the implementation of grants, as well as opportunity costs associated with
the effects of other public activities in whose implementation administrative staff might be involved, had
they not been engaged in the grant programme. From the entrepreneurs side it is noteworthy to look at
the cost of preparing an application (for all applicants - including those who ultimately did not receive
funding) and the costs borne by beneficiaries (associated with the performance of a support agreement,
maintaining appropriate documentation for the project and any costs associated of annexing agreements,
entrepreneur’s involvement in the processes of reporting, control and evaluation of the project). For both
groups of applicants, we can also speak about opportunity costs or the effects of the activities for which
the entrepreneur would have allocated the resources in the absence of a grant programme..
Diagram 4. Costs of Measure 2.3

Costs
Public
administration costs

tax collection

intermediation and
implementation of grants

opportunity
costs

costs of entrepreneurs

preparing an
application

agreements,
annexes,
reporting

opportunity
costs

Source: Krupnik, op. cit., p.42
There is no data to make estimates of all the above mentioned costs in the Programme. However, this is
possible for the costs of preparing an application. In one of the evaluations carried out for the Ministry
of Regional Development, the costs of preparing an application for funding of the SOP-ICE62 Priority II
Measures were estimated at more than PLN 7 thousand for applications prepared individually, and to
62

Final report of the study: An analysis of the project selection system in the Sectoral Operational Programme
Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years 2004-2006,” SMG / KRC Poland Media and the European
Centre of Financial Consultancy, Warsaw, 2007. Estimates based on the CATI survey results on a sample of 200
companies. Due to the methodology of the study, there is a large margin of possible estimate error.
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nearly PLN 18 thousand- if an entrepreneur used the services of a consulting firm63. At the same time, in
accordance with the declarations of the beneficiaries, about 72% of grant applications were prepared in
collaboration with a consulting company. The table below shows an attempt to estimate the total cost
of preparing applications under Measure 2.3. These costs amounted to over PLN 325 million. It is worth
noting that this amount represents approximately 22% of the total value of grants (PLN 1.5 billion). This
high cost of preparing an application is largely due to a very large number of applications for co-financing
that have not resulted in signing a grant agreement under Measure 2.3.
Table 2. Estimating the cost of preparing applications for co-financing under Measure 2.3

Average cost of preparing
an application
Estimated share of a given
company category among
applicants
Number of a given category
of applicants
Estimated total cost of
preparing applications

Applications prepared

Applications

individually

with consultancy firms

prepared TOTAL

PLN 7 591

PLN 17 821

X

28%

72%

100%

6 086

15 651

21 737

PLN 46 201 559

PLN 278 910 055

PLN 325 111 614

Source: Krupnik, op. cit., p.43

It should be emphasized again that the data are estimates (illustrative). However, they show an important
context for the analysis of the effectiveness of the grants at the level of various indicators (e.g. the cost
of creating one job). No account of the contextual costs can lead to similar distortions as in the case of
interpreting the observed changes (gross effect) as a result of the Programme (net).

Contextual factors
Also worth noting are two important contextual factors relevant for the intervention of Measures 2.3: the
phase of the business cycle of the Polish economy at the time of the Programme’s implementation and the
role of the media. Indeed, when interventions were planned, unemployment in Poland fluctuated around
20% and was seen as a key challenge for national public policies. Efforts were made to counteract this
phenomenon by any means, also using European funds (including Measure 2.3 SOP ICE). This undoubtedly
influenced the determination of a relatively large weight in the evaluation of projects for the growth of
employment in applicants’ enterprises.
The influence of the media mentioned above requires a more thorough evaluation. The results of content
analysis of newspaper articles indicate that the subsidies were seen (communicated to the public) primarily
as a flowing stream of funds from Brussels. It is worth noting that the media often used the comparison of
EU funds to water (see Table 2). As social anthropologists point out, this “naturalization” reduces the level of
reflection on the usefulness of public policy.64
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Due to the skewness of the distribution, a median was used as the average value. The corresponding arithmetic
means were: PLN 8 thousand and PLN 18 thousand.
See: Douglas M., „How Institutions Think”, Syracuse University Press, Syracuse 1986.

Table 3. Examples of comparing EU grants to a water stream used in newspaper articles
Activity
transfer of funds

Word used
flow

Example
„EUR 55 m has flowed to Poland”, „Gazeta Wyborcza”, 27 July 2004, A
Company in the European Union
problems with
frozen
„On 10 March we informed that (…) support as part of Measure 4.4
the transfer of funds
under the Innovative Economy Operational Programme was frozen „- „
Puls Biznesu „, 25 March 2008, Companies, go after EU money!
introduction of funds to injection
„How we will use them and how this cash injection will change Poland,
business/economy
depends only on us, and in particular on our entrepreneurs and officials.”
rain
-”Puls Biznesu”, 29 September 2008, Autumn rain of EU money
demand for funds
like a fish in water „Businesses need capital as fish need water”„Puls Biznesu”, 19 May 2004,
Consultants are waiting for companies in the regions.
absorption of funds
absorption
„It is difficult to imagine an amount, which the Polish entrepreneurs
would not be able to absorb in the form of investment grants” – „Puls
Biznesu”, 8 December 2004, the EU does not support investments only.

Source: own elaboration

In this approach, the most important thing is that the grants should be awarded. What is important is the
amount of funds paid, and not the effectiveness of their provision. It is often highlighted in the media
that if you cannot spend these funds, they will need to be returned to “Brussels”. In this context, public
administration was presented as a dam blocking the flow of these resources.
Such media message may play a dual role. Firstly, it may strengthen the pressure on the spending rate in
public institutions. Secondly, it may reduce public pressure on the effectiveness of their use.

Evaluation criteria
Criteria by which different stakeholders evaluate the intervention are important, as they may indirectly
affect their actual actions. While the theory contained in the Programme documentation used classic
evaluation criteria (relevance, effectiveness, efficiency, usability and durability), the criteria used by the key
stakeholders were characterized by much greater diversity.
While evaluating the Programme, the beneficiaries compared it other activities of public institutions . This
comparison resulted in Measure 2.3 being regarded as the best form of spending money by the State.
It was emphasized that such measures provide a more efficient use of resources than other forms of
assistance to enterprises (e.g. training).
Another factor influencing the evaluation of the Programme was the source of funding. Of great importance
for this positive assessment was that it was co-financed from external sources. When asked about whether
the Programme should be continued if it was financed only from national resources, the Respondents
were divided. Some gave an affirmative answer, while others were of a different opinion stating that the
money would come from the pocket of Polish taxpayers.
The last of the evaluation criteria used by the beneficiaries was fairness. Beneficiaries surveyed believed
that the grants are a form of compensation to them for the fact that large enterprises (especially stateowned) and foreign investment were supported before. In their opinion, the programme was thus a form
of equalization of opportunities.
Similarly, a variety of evaluation criteria were used by decision makers. From their point of view, important
aspects of Measure 2.3 which meant that the support should be seen in positive terms are: media-friendliness
(support brings spectacular and “tangible” effects), ease of implementation and control (institutions do not
have problems with the release of money, because this form of support is very attractive for entrepreneurs),
comparison with other forms of assistance (decision-makers, who expressed doubt as to the effectiveness
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of various forms of support stated that it is better than just give the money to entrepreneurs), redistribution
(support often followed the logic of redistribution between richer EU countries and Poland).
This multiplicity of the criteria should be seen negatively. From the point of view of ensuring optimal
intervention effects, evaluation criteria used by the beneficiaries and the media should be as similar as
possible to the classic ones. Formulation and dissemination among these stakeholder groups of many
different approaches to evaluate an intervention may be associated with spending pressure exerted on
public administration.
Policymakers also have used different variations of the classic evaluation criteria, sometimes distorting
them. For example, relevance was often expressed by the attractiveness of the Programme for beneficiaries
(their preferences rather than their needs were taken into account). Effectiveness, in turn, was defined
through the prism of gross effects. The presented results also reveal relative ambiguity of the classical
evaluation criteria for decision-makers. The observed phenomenon should be judged negatively due to
the fact that it can reduce the efficiency of spending public funds.
On the other hand, in media messages attention was mainly drawn to the patency of financial resources
flow and the resulting number and ambiguity of rules (procedures), conditioning the use of grants by
enterprises.
Comparing the evaluation criteria used in the theory contained in Programme documents with those
found in other theories (the Programme’s theory communicated in the media and theories of beneficiaries
and policy-makers), it can be concluded that while the traditional evaluation criteria relate to the logic of
public investment (resources are used to produce a particular effect), the criteria used by entrepreneurs
and present in the theory of the Programme communicated in the media relate to the redistribution of
resources. Criteria for decision-makers seem to be the result of other theories of the Programme. We can
identify both classic evaluation criteria as well as those related to the redistribution nature of the grant in
them.
Diagram 5. Evaluation criteria for interventions in different theories of the Programme
Theory in programinng
documents
• relevance
• effectiveness
• public efficiency
(benefits/costs)
• usefulness
• durability

Beneficiarles theory
• funding source
(external, internal)
• effectiveness at
enterprise level and
relative effectiveness
(comparing with
othertypes of spending
money)
• fairness
(equal opportunties,
remuneration)

Decision-makers theory
•
•
•
•
•
•

media-friendliness
ease of spending funds
outcome-level effects
usefulness
durability
funding source
(external, internal)
• relative effectivness
(comparing with
othertypes of spending
money)
• fairness
(equal opportunties)

Media communication
theory
• pace of spending funds
• number of regulations
on grants
• effects at outcome-level

Source: own elaboration based on Krupnik, op. cit, p. 55.
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It is worth noting that the perception of grants in redistributive terms can reduce the pressure on the use
of the classical criteria for evaluating the programme. A particularly important role is played by the media
here. The identified manner of presenting grants in newspaper articles is driven primarily by two factors. The
language of European funds (including evaluation reports) is much more complicated than the language
of newspaper articles. The authors of programming documents, promotional materials and evaluation

reports tend to use technical (scientific) language as if the recipients were scientists and not laypersons
interested in the subject65. Therefore, with a message worded like this it is not only difficult to reach the
potential recipients of the programme, but also the journalists. Both the programme assumptions as well
as the effects of interventions (evaluation results) due to their jargon and also ‘nuanced’ conclusions are not
a sufficiently attractive topic for journalists and media recipients. This in turn leads to a reduced number of
issues relating to the idea of the Programme and its effects in the messages conveyed by the media.

Summary
For each intervention, different groups of stakeholders often have different goals that they are trying to
accomplish. In order to successfully use a variety of interests to achieve the objectives of the Programme
(e.g. Measure 2.3), the related social context of their intervention must be identified and explored. This
enables a proper seating of public support in the existing social mechanisms (e.g. in market relations).
The results of this study indicate the elements that are crucial to the effectiveness and usefulness of each
programme whose aim will be to increase innovation and competitiveness of enterprises. The results
indicate the ambiguity of interpretation of the causes of interventions - from the perspective of key
stakeholders of Measure 2.3, the intervention occurred for various reasons (often contradictory). In future
more attention needs to be paid to clear communication of problems addressed by the intervention and
the selection of appropriate communication channels. A considerable role in this context is played by the
media. The key issue is the use of communication channels and the preferred language of the journalists
and media used in their messages. The activities of this type will permit a better understanding of the
environment of public administration and journalists 66 (and through them it will be possible to reach to
the public properly - including businesses and taxpayers).
The study results clearly showed a tension between a rigour in the selection of innovation projects and
the level of use of funds as perceived by stakeholders. It seems that the Polish experience to date, showing
a high level of absorption of EU funds in the financial perspective 2004-2006 encourage greater rigour in
selecting projects in the future, i.e. to support projects which are characterized by a large potential impact
on the innovativeness of Polish economy. Another challenge will be to ensure appropriate procedures for
selecting this type of projects. It is worth paying even more attention to the effectiveness of the selection
of projects by providing opportunities for adequate “learning” (improvement), based on the results of
targeted evaluation studies.67
Analysis of the effects of the interventions revealed that apart from positive effects, we can see significant
transaction costs of Measure 2.3 (preparation of proposals, their evaluation and selection, concluding and
monitoring the execution of contracts). The necessity of high costs may discourage less competitive firms
from applying for grants. This behaviour may in turn lead to supporting most competitive enterprises
at the expense of those for whom support could bring relatively greatest effects. High transaction costs
65
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See: Maziarz M., Piekot T., Poprawa M., Zarzeczny G., Evaluation language (in:) “Evaluation at Strategic level of
governance”, 2011, PARP, http://www.parp.gov.pl/index/ more/22858 date 14 November 2011); Miodek J. and others
“How to write about European Funds?” (Jak pisać o Funduszach Europejskich?), Ministry of Regional Development,
14 November 2011) ;
See: Miodek J.et al. “How to write about European Funds?” (Polish: Jak pisać o Funduszach Europejskich), Ministry of
Regional Development, 2010
See Keler, K., Krupnik, S., Skórska P, Strzebońska, A. “Metaevaluation of studies on the evaluation criteria for project
selection in the operational programmes co-financed by European funds in Poland in the perspective 20072013” (Polish: Metaewaluacja badań dotyczących oceny kryteriów wyboru projektów w programach operacyjnych
współfinansowanych z funduszy europejskich w Polsce w perspektywie 2007-2013), Centre for Evaluation and Analysis of
Public Policy at the Jagiellonian University, Kraków, 2011.
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may reduce the effectiveness of intervention due to the higher cost of producing results and also reduce
its effectiveness by deterring potential applicants whose projects could be highly rated in terms of the
objectives of the Programme.
Diagram 6. Most important conclusions by key categories of public interventions

• ambiguous interpretations of reasons for intervention
problem

critical
resources

• rigour in selecting innovative projects vs. funds absorption
• innovative project selection procedures

• role of transaction costs
effects

contextual
factors

evaluation
criteria

• communication
• business cycle

• redistribution aspects

Source: own elaboration
Finally, we should also look at the perception of this type of intervention in terms of redistribution as
funds that in the view of entrepreneurs “belong to them”. Undoubtedly, it could weaken efforts to
improve the efficiency and utility of their use. Redistributive action is seen differently than an action
which pursued investment objectives. In the case of redistribution, it is perceived positively when money
is spent (distributed) as soon as possible. However in the case of investment activities, their perception
depends on the classical evaluation criteria (including cross references of the problems addressed, costs
and the effects of the intervention). Minimizing the public’s view of this type of intervention in terms of
redistribution should foster the achievement of its objectives as defined in the programming documents.
To achieve this, proper communication and cooperation between public administration and the media is
necessary.
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4. Financial engineering instruments
– an unconventional source of financing
innovative projects of the SME sector in Poland.
Advantages in comparison with grant financing
schemes.
Introduction
In this article the authors summarize the Polish experience in the promotion of financial engineering instruments using European Union funding. The aim of developing the financial engineering is to facilitate
access for micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) to external sources of financing. Analyses
concerned the period from 2004, when accession took place, and it became possible to use the EU structural funds. Measures to support financial engineering instruments were initiated in Poland already in the
first period when EU Structural Funds were made available, i.e. 2004-2006. They are also continuing in the
current financial perspective for 2007-2013.
Processes to support financial engineering will be analysed, among others, in the context of their role in facilitating access to finance innovative activities of SMEs, due to the fact that innovation is now a key element
in improving the competitiveness of companies and entire economies and the SME sector and the efficiency
of its operation is a driving force for economic development68. Financial engineering instruments, seen as an
unconventional source of financing, are also analysed in comparison with the traditional instrument - still
dominant in the field of EU structural funding, targeted at SMEs (including Poland) - which are the grants.

Essential conditions for development of financial engineering instruments
Access to finance is crucial for the operation and development of every entrepreneur. Running a business
is inextricably linked with the need to gain access to financing sources, then obtaining the funds from
these sources, and ultimately their appropriate management. The practice of financial markets, however,
shows that the availability of financial resources is subject to certain restrictions. This phenomenon applies
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The SME sector plays a particularly important role also in Poland. It employs nearly 10 million people, and nearly 2
million are self-employed. This sector produces about half of the Polish GDP. Cf. “Raport o stanie sektora małych i
średnich przedsiębiorstw w Polsce w latach 2008-2009” [Report on SMEs in Poland in 2008-2009], PARP, Warsaw 2010,
Part I, p. 28 et al.
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in particular to certain groups within the broader category of operators forming a sector of micro, small
and medium-sized enterprises, which feel the existence of the so-called funding gap the most69.
The severity of the barriers in accessing funding varies depending on many factors. The important factors
concern primarily the developmental stage of company, its size, current and projected economic standing,
availability and reliability of the information characterizing the situation of the entrepreneur, as well as
the reported level of financial needs, in conjunction with industry specificity and developmental stage
of companies70. Characteristically, the barrier in access to funding decreases with the increasing volume
of business and stabilisation of its market position. Its influence is much stronger in the case of entrepreneurs in the early stages of development and of minor sizes71. Although it would be unfounded to state
general inability to raise capital from external sources, in the practice of economic life there are numerous
examples of discrimination in this regard. This concerns in particular the sphere of innovation activity of
enterprises, which is associated - traditionally – with a high risk, which reinforces the importance of barriers
to access financing. In Polish conditions, the problem is the relatively difficult access to external financing,
which may include bank financing to carry out innovative activities. The main obstacle is the inability to
secure the loan. This applies especially to smaller businesses that are unable to provide satisfactory security
for the bank72. All this results in the inability to meet most financial needs in a timely manner and at the necessary level required for the developmental stage and the specificity of the company. Consequently, the
entrepreneurs cannot fully exploit their potential for development, which can have direct adverse effect
on the economic situation of the region and the country in which they operate.
This context creates the basis for public intervention. Its goal is to eliminate factors that limit the availability
of external sources of financing for economic activity and their adverse consequences for the economy,
particularly in the field of development based on innovation.
Instruments of intervention consists of two main groups of tools, which include, on the one hand, the traditional investment grant schemes, targeted in the form of direct and non-repayable grants to SMEs - on
the other hand – so called financial engineering instruments. The latter are indirect, in the sense that the
ultimate beneficiaries of their operation, carried out among others on the basis of public support gained
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In Poland, the financial gap is analysed by regions. Recently there were three important studies on this topic: „JEREMIE
- Joint European Resources For Micro-to-medium Enterprises SME Access to Finance in Eastern Poland Regions, Evaluation Study”, European Investment Fund, 2008 r.; Tamowicz P. „Analiza luki finansowej w województwie pomorskim w
zakresie dostępu przedsiębiorców do zwrotnych instrumentów finansowych w kontekście realizacji Działania 1.3 Pozadotacyjne instrumenty wsparcia MŚP w ramach RPO dla województwa pomorskiego na lata 2007-2013 w drodze inicjatywy JEREMIE” [Analysis of the financial gap in Pomorskie Voivodeship in the access of entrepreneurs to repayable
financial instruments in the context of the implementation of Measure 1.3. Non-grant instruments to support SMEs in
the Pomorskie Voivodeship ROP for 2007-2013 through JEREMIE], Gdańsk, 2008; „Ekspertyza dotycząca uwarunkowań
społeczno-gospodarczych oraz systemu prawno-instytucjonalnego wdrażania instrumentów inżynierii finansowej w
Polsce Wschodniej” [Expert opinion on the socio-economic conditions and the legal and institutional implementation of financial engineering instruments in Eastern Poland], PAG Uniconsult, Warsaw 2010. All these studies pointed
to the occurrence of this phenomenon, but it focuses mainly in the field of micro and small enterprises and projects
in the early stages of the development cycle.
Wider panorama of barriers and restrictions on development in the light of the role and importance of the SME sector
is presented (for example) in Skowronek-Mielczarek A. „Małe i średnie przedsiębiorstwa – źródła finansowania” [Small
and medium-sized enterprises - the source of funding], CH Beck, Warsaw, 2007 (Chapter 1).
Wagenvoort R. „Are finance constraints hindering the growth of SMEs In Europe?”, European Investment Bank Papers,
Vol. 7/2, 2003, p. 45.
Latoszek E., Proczek M. „Instrumenty UE wspierające wzrost innowacyjności polskich MSP. Implikacje dla PO Innowacyjna Gospodarka” [EU instruments supporting the growth of innovativeness of Polish SMEs. Implications for the OP
Innovative Economy] [in:] „Polska w Unii Europejskiej – doświadczenia i wyzwania” [Poland in the European Union
- experiences and challenges], Problemy Zarządzania, vol. 8, No. 1 (27), WZUW, Warsaw, September 2010, p. 137.

by different types of financing institutions, are entrepreneurs (using the financial offer of those institutions
- called financial intermediaries)73.
In Poland, the activities aimed at the elimination of barriers in access to financing from external sources
were implemented at a much wider scale than ever before, during the first period of use of structural funds
after accession to the EU, under the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, 2006-2008 (SOP-ICE). Measure 1.2 „Improvement of accessibility to external financing
of enterprises’ investments” played a crucial role in the Programme, in developing financial engineering. Its
essence was to raise the level of capitalization of the three types of financial engineering instruments: (I)
loan funds (Sub-measure 1.2.1), (ii) guarantee funds (Sub-measure 1.2.2) and (iii) seed capital funds (Submeasure 1.2.3). It should be noted that the processes to support financial engineering are also present
in the current range of public support measures. In the current programming period of European funds
in Poland, such activities are implemented under the Operational Programme Innovative Economy (OP
IE), the Operational Programme Development of Eastern Poland (OP DEP) and 16 Regional Operational
Programmes (ROP). The mechanism to support financial intermediaries is also implemented under the
JEREMIE Initiative.

Objectives and scope to support financial engineering instruments developed in Poland on the basis of public support
Foreign instruments in the field of external financing
Two Sub-measures under the Measure 1.2 SOP ICE related to support for two types of financial engineering
instruments, developing in Poland for several years, namely the loan and guarantee funds. The aim of this
intervention was to strengthen the mechanisms which activate sources of business financing in different
manners. The first of these (loan funds) aimed at development of loan capacity of funds, functioning as direct
providers of debt financing. This source was complementary to the traditional loan financing. The essence
of the second mechanism (guarantee funds) was to strengthen the ability of firms to secure transactions of
debt financing acquisition, offered by the banking sector. In this case it was about creating conditions for the
mobilisation of financial resources present in the banking sector, provided for business by banks in the form
of economy loans. Currently it is estimated that capitalization processes of both types of funds implemented
under SOP ICE, caused not only quantitative but also qualitative development of these financial engineering
instruments. This position is well warranted by the data presented below, showing the effects of support.
As a result of implementation of Sub-measure 1.2.1, 39 capitalised loan funds absorbed support of nearly
PLN 344 million. In the case of 29 guarantee funds, their guarantee equity increased almost threefold - to the
amount of approximately PLN 560 million. The amount of support given to these entities under the Program
amounted to more than PLN 366 million. Referring to the results of evaluation research on Measure 1.2 SOP
ICE74, one should note a number of positive effects of that capitalisation, in particular in the form of increased
activity of funds (both as to their number, as well as the value of loans and guarantees), leading to the effective involvement of raised funds75. In the case of guarantee funds, at the end of 2008 the equity multiplier reached a level of 150% of funds’ equity, unprecedented in the Polish system of these institutions76. Both groups
73

74

75
76

See Gajewski M. „Publiczne mechanizmy wsparcia mikro, małych i średnich przedsiębiorstw” [Public mechanisms to
support micro, small and medium-sized enterprises] [in:] S. Piątek, I. Postuła „Prawo gospodarcze publiczne” [Public
Commercial Law], Wydawnictwo Naukowe WZUW, Warsaw 2009, p. 111-112.
„Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE”, PAG Uniconsult Sp. z o.o. for
the Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2009.
Ibid., pp. 23 and 31.
Capital multiplier is generally defined as the value of liabilities arising from given guarantees to the size of the guarantee fund’s capital.
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of funds recorded increases in the average value of loans and guarantees, indicating transactions of a larger
value in financing the SME sector. Both groups of supported financing institutions also had a positive impact
on job creation in companies, estimated - respectively for both types of institutions – at nearly 22 thousand
and over 27 thousand jobs. All these results exceeded the changes observed in the group of individuals who
were not beneficiaries of the Programme. It justifies the general conclusion about high relevance, effectiveness and efficiency of the support.
Table 4. Selected indicators, characterising activities of loan funds during the implementation of SOP ICE
(in PLN thousand).
Sum of loan
equity

Value of
loans

Number of
loans

Average
value of loan

(historical - since the beginning of funds’
operations)

Actual loan equity
commitment
Value of active loans /
current equity (at the
end of period)

Loan funds - beneficiaries of support in Sub-measure 1.2.1 of SOP ICE
30.06.2004
30.06.2006
30.06.2008
2008/2004

293 872
443 259
671 159
228%

520 454
836 014
1 376 315
264%

15 188
22 227
32 617
215%

34.3
37.6
42.2
123%

48.3%
63.6%
75.1%
+26.8 p. points

All loan funds
30.06.2004
455 298
1 231 918
88 390
13.9
62.9%
30.06.2006
630 779
1 781 351
121 442
14.7
65.2%
30.06.2008
888 501
2 626 757
162 073
16.2
76.9%
2008/2004
195%
213%
183%
117%
14.0%
Source: “Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE /.../, pp. 24-25
(selected data).
Table 5. Selected indicators, characterising activities of guarantee funds during the implementation of
SOP ICE (in PLN thousand).
Sum of
guarantee
equity
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Value of
guarantees

Number of
guarantees

Average
value of
guarantee

Actual guarantee equity
commitment

Value of active guarantees
/ current equity (at the end
of period)
Guarantee funds - beneficiaries of support in Sub-measure 1.2.2 of SOP ICE
31.12.2004
141 597
307 547
4 831
63.7
84.9%
31.12.2006
397 126
878 018
11 690
75.1
100.1%
31.12.2008
557 810
2 166 712
21 980
98.6
147.1%
2008/2004
394%
705%
455%
155%
+62.2 p. points
All guarantee funds
31.12.2004
186 664
878 018
11 690
57.5
75.7%
31.12.2006
443 027
443 027
14 674
68.9
95.2%
31.12.2008
606 612
2 338 707
25 248
92.6
142.4%
2008/2004
325%
266%
216%
161%
+66.7 p. points
Source: “Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE /.../, pp. 32-33
(selected data).
(historical - since the beginning of funds’
operations)

Changes in the equity and activities of loan and guarantee funds have been also introduced after completion of SOP ICE. Today we can say that this Programme created the base, forming a solid justification
for the continuation of support, aimed at further improving the operational capacity of the funds. In light
of ongoing changes and their scale, one can consider that until the capitalisation conducted on the basis
of structural measures, the functioning of both groups of funds was in a pilot stage77. Despite this initially
small scale, both the guarantees and the loans of various types of funds, were evaluated positively by
entrepreneurs (ultimate recipients of SOP ICE support). They pointed to the limited procedural and evidentiary burdens associated with the process of obtaining loans, and to their generally low cost. In the case of
guarantees, entrepreneurs emphasized the positive effects stemming from the possibility of obtaining security by following simple procedures of guarantee funds and at an acceptable cost. The primary benefits
resulting from obtaining guarantees and loans were: increase in turnover, increased liquidity of enterprises
and - generally - a positive impact on growth. In the case guarantee recipients, the growth in credibility for
the banking sector is additionally highlighted78.
In the 2007-2013 financial perspective the support for improvement of the operational capacity of loan
and guarantee funds has been concentrated in ROPs79 and the JEREMIE initiative, implemented at different levels in six Polish voivodeships80. In turn, under the OP DEP, two transactions were concluded for
re-guaranteeing portfolios of regional guarantee funds in Warmińsko-Mazurskie and Podkarpackie Voivodeships.
Available statistics indicate that the momentum is maintained to involve incremental capitalisation and
the accompanying operational capacity of the funds. According to recently published data81, the total
equity of guarantee funds at the end of 2010 reached more than PLN 955 million. At the same time the
number of guarantees granted in 2010 exceeded the threshold of 7 thousand, being about 9% higher
than in 2009. The value of these guarantees stood at about PLN 869 million and was ca. 9.5% higher than in
the previous year. As for the loan funds, their market capitalization at the end of 2010 amounted to nearly
PLN 1,615 million – over 68% higher than in the previous year. In this case, a very serious increase in equity
in 2010 have not yet translated into the expected, increased effects in the present value of loan portfolio
- more than half of the loan equity at the end of 2010 was still not involved82.
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This is shown by data on capitalization and on activity. After 2004, both capitalization and the number and value of
loans/guarantees, show a very dynamic growth. For example, in a group of guarantee funds in the period of 20042006, there was a doubling of the number of guarantees in a stable number of funds. This was the result of the use of
additional capitalisation and low output states. In 2010, the guarantee funds have given more than seven thousand
guarantees, which accounted for more than three times the guarantees given at the end of 2004 (prior to capitalization from the SOP ICE). Cf. www.ksfp.org.pl - number of guarantees granted annually by all funds – an with regard to
loans, the reports on the activities of loan funds: www.psfp.org.pl
„Evaluation of the relevance /…/”, op. cit, pp. 62 and 65.
For example, in one of the competitions (first half of 2010) under the Regional Operational Programme for Podkarpackie Voivodeship 2007-2013, Measure 1.1 Scheme A, transferred support to 5 loan funds and 2 guarantee funds
was approximately PLN 63 million.
These are: Dolnośląskie, Kujawsko-Pomorskie, Pomorskie, Wielkopolskie, Zachodniopomorskie and Łódzkie Voivodeships.
See „Raport o stanie funduszy poręczeniowych w Polsce – stan na dzień 31.12.2010 r.” [Report on the state of guarantee funds in Poland - as of 31.12.2010], National Association of Guarantee Funds, PAG Uniconsult Sp. z o.o., Warsaw
2011, pp. 3-4.
This situation is however justified by the scale of increase in operational capability and its gradual use in the first phase
of involving new resources. Cf. „Diagnoza stanu funduszy pożyczkowych w Polsce na 31.12.2010 r.” [Diagnosis of loan
funds in Poland as of 31 December 2010], Polish Association of Loan Funds , Warsaw 2011, p. 6.
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Other instruments in the field of external financing
Group of financial engineering instruments consists of the so called venture capital / private equity funds (VC/
PE83), which are providers of the share capital. As part of the SOP ICE, with the support of Sub-measure 1.2.3, six
funds of VC class were formed that specialized in financing seed stages development of companies. Public support granted under Sub-measure 1.2.3 was clearly smaller than in the other two Sub-measures and amounted
to just over PLN 56.5 million. Total capitalisation of these entities, including public input and own funds of the
owners of funds, amounted to about PLN 113 million84. In relation to this type of financial engineering instruments, it was a pilot Programme. Its goal was to test the validity and manner of implementing interventions in
private capital mobilisation, for investments, for the very early phases of development of enterprises. It is worth
noting that the presence of such funds on the Polish market was previously virtually imperceptible85. The Programme was therefore a source of financing, activating a completely new type of financial engineering.
According to the reports on the implementation of Sub-measure 1.2.3 SOP ICE as of 31 December 2008, the
group of these funds made 47 investments, totalling almost PLN 105 million. The average value of capital
input reached about PLN 2.2 million, but with a relatively large variation between individual projects. Some
of the funds’ portfolios included investments with a value from PLN 300 thousand to PLN 3 million86.
Results of Sub-measure 1.2.3 should be considered as highly positive, bearing in mind its pilot nature. The
Programme was able to effectively lead to the formation of seed capital funds, which were very difficult
to access earlier. Noteworthy is also a very early involvement of support under the funds, indicating the
accurate adjustment of their offer to the needs of the SME sector. The Programme, taking into account the
specificity of seed investments, did not provide any territorial restrictions on the funds’ investment objectives. Their activity was open to investments from the whole country.
Support measures for the development of financial engineering instruments for investment purposes are
implemented in Poland also in the current financial perspective of EU funds for 2007-2013, based on the
three instruments that make up the third priority axis of the Innovative Economy Programme. These are:
Measures 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3. of OP IE.
Measure 3.1 “Initiating innovative activities” is to support investment instruments, similar in functioning
to seed capital funds. In this case, support was granted under competition procedure to different types
of business environment institutions (hereinafter, with regard to implementation of this Measure, we call
them investment incubators). It included projects related to exploration and evaluation of innovative ideas
of potential entrepreneurs (initiators), preparatory works aimed at creating new business based on the
identified idea (so called pre-incubation) and capital investments in the newly formed company (worth up
to EUR 200 thousand – under condition of less than 50% involvement of the supporting institution - the
investment incubator – in the created company).
The second of the Measures under OP IE (3.2), is the source of financing for the National Capital Fund87
(NCF), which provides financial support to capital funds that invest in companies, especially in innovative
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“Private Equity” (PE) means the acquisition of shares in companies not quoted on the regulated public markets, with
the intention of subsequent resale of shares at a profit. Funds formulate their own investment policies, which often favour certain industries and focus on investing in companies in advanced cycles of development process. The concept
of „Venture Capital” (VC) reflects the variation of the „Private Equity”, meaning a policy of investing in companies that
are in the early stages of development (See ppea.org.pl - website of the Polish Private Equity Association).
„Evaluation of the relevance /…/”, op. cit, p. 37.
See market statistics of VC/PE, contained in the report of the European Venture Capital Association, presenting the
data for the period 2005-2006, i.e. before starting the first seed capital funds in the Sub-measure 1.2.3 of SOP ICE,
„Central and Eastern Europe Statistics 2006 - An EVCA Special Paper „, EVCA 2007, p. 6.
„Evaluation of the relevance /…/”, op. cit.
Operational details of the activities of the National Capital Fund are regulated by the Act of 4 March 2005 on the
National Capital Fund, Dz. U. of 2005, No. 57, item 491, as amended.

ones or those conducting research and development activities. So far, the transfer mechanism for support
is based primarily on taking up or acquiring shares in investment funds, although it is worth noting that
the statutory solutions also provide other forms of capitalisation88.
NCF, acting as a specialised investment mechanism, invests in other capital funds, assuming the position of “fund of funds”. Its role is to provide capital, which is then invested by beneficiaries - other capital
funds (VC/PE) - in companies (final recipients of NCF support). NCF activities, carried out based on funds
in Measure 3.2 OP IE, lead to the creation of new sources of supply of investment capital for companies89
interested in obtaining external equity financing.
Last of the Measures in the third priority axis of OP IE (Measure 3.3) has two distinct goals. They are:
(I) activation of the market of private investors by creating favourable conditions for cooperation (i.e.
cooperation platforms), realized by investors with entrepreneurs seeking investment capital for implementation of innovative projects (Measure 3.3.1), and (ii) support to SMEs in raising the equity capital
- primarily through the services associated with the preparation of materials and analyses necessary to
obtain an external investor (Measure 3.3.2). The first of the Sub-measures focuses on promoting alternative sources of financing (equity capital), created inter alia, by the so-called business angels, and also
seeks to popularise this source among entrepreneurs and initiators of innovative ventures. While the
second focuses on financing consultancy needed in the process of attracting investors by companies
with low initial capitalisation (in practice, it mainly concerned assistance in entering the alternative Polish trading market NewConnect).

Interaction in the sphere of innovation
Evaluation of results of supported financial engineering instruments in the sphere of innovation development of enterprises is a relatively complex task. The difficulties arise primarily from the fact that the
problem of innovation is not only associated with the availability of capital. Although the availability of
funding sources is important, but there are a number of other economic and social factors that promote or
inhibit pro-innovative business targeting90. The shape of economic policy and approaches to foster innovation, implemented in its framework, are of particular importance91. However, using the results of previous
evaluation work relating to the activities carried out to support the development of financial engineering
instruments, one can point to some distinctive elements that make up the broader assessment.
Analysis of the results of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE leads to the conclusion that the influence of loan and guarantee funds is limited in facilitating access to external financing, directly in the sphere of innovative activity.
Graphs presented below show the characteristics of clients of both types of funds, using loans and guarantees provided by the funds as a result of capitalisation under SOP ICE. As is apparent from the data, loans
and guarantees only slightly concerned enterprises engaged in innovation activities.
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Catalogue of these forms contains Article 11.1 of the Act on the NCF, for example, it allows for the purchase of investment certificates, bonds, convertible bonds, warrants or transfer of non-returnable benefits to cover part of the costs
incurred by the fund for the preparation of investment and portfolio monitoring.
Cf. Tamowicz P. „Zapotrzebowanie mikro-, małych i średnich przedsiębiorstw (MSP) na finansowanie kapitałem Private
equity / venture capital (PE/VC)”[Demand of micro, small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) for financing with
Private equity/venture capital (PE/VC)], expert opinion prepared for the Ministry of Economy, Gdańsk, 2007.
Mazurek Kucharska B., Laskowska-Rutkowska A. Wojtczak-Turek A. „Społeczne determinanty innowacyjności
przedsiębiorstw” [Social determinants of business innovation] in: Żołnierski A (ed.) „Innowacyjność 2008”, Polish Agency for Enterprise Development, Warsaw 2008, p. 93 et al.
See B. Arogyaswamy, Nowak. A „Innowacje społeczne i technologiczne: perspektywy i strategie” [Social and Technological Innovation: Perspectives and Strategies] in: „Przedsiębiorczość technologiczna” [Technological Entrepreneurship], Problemy zarządzania, vol. 7, No. 2 (24), WZUW, Warsaw 2009, p. 13 et al.
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Figure 10. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement that your company:
• Clients of loan funds (SOP ICE):

Source: “Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE /.../, p. 51
Only few customers declared conduct of innovative operations, functioning in the areas of high-technology or maintaining cooperation with the science sector and research and development units.
Figure 11. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement that your company:
• Clients of guarantee funds (SOP ICE):

Source: “Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE /.../, p. 56
The reported targeting of loan and guarantee funds, however, has its justification. First, it should be noted
that the Programme for capitalisation of funds (Sub-measures 1.2.1 and 1.2.2) was not originally focused on
issues of support for innovation - it was not a competition criterion for distribution of support, which then
would target its involvement in the group of companies and enterprises that could be classified as innovative92. As a consequence, the operating mechanism of the funds had no properly formalised elements,
which would force verifying the level of innovation of supported projects or the criteria that include specific
92
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See „Wpływ realizacji Sektorowego Programu Operacyjnego Wzrost Konkurencyjności Przedsiębiorstw, lata 20042006 na poziom innowacyjności polskich przedsiębiorstw” [Impact of the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises, years 2004-2006 on the level of innovativeness of Polish enterprises], PAG
Uniconsult Sp. z o.o. for the Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2008, pp. 5, 29, 88-89.

preferences during the decision-making process leading to the granting or refusal of financing agreement
(loan or guarantee). Such solutions were actually very rare. Namely, in the course of the evaluation of Measure 1.2, only two exceptions were identified (one guarantee fund and one loan fund), which constituted
an attempt to take account of innovation aspects in appraisals of applications for loans or guarantees93.
In this context, the shares among the clients of innovative companies, reflect the overall distribution of
pro-innovation activities in the SME sector, which is improving, but still remains only at a moderate level94.
It is worth noting that according to fund managers, in the case of financing companies considered as
innovative, the scale of innovation of supported projects concerned mainly the level of the company, and
much less the national level95. This led this group of respondents to formulate a more general assessment
that much of the financed projects had no significant effect on the level of innovation in final recipients of
financial support (borrowers or guarantee recipients). Opinions of funds representatives on low weight of
innovation in the selection process for future customer of capital injection are confirmed in the position
of funds’ customers.
Secondly, the above solution must be regarded as appropriate. It is decided by the overall level of capitalisation, with which we dealt in both systems (loan and guarantee) when launching Measure 1.2 SOP ICE.
Capitalisation of a very large group of funds (a total of up to tens of units), was very slight, one can even say
insignificant in view of the needs of the SME sector. The Programme was a tool to raise the overall capitalisation of the system rather than its precise segmentation. Simply, it was too early back then.
Thirdly, it should be stressed that in opinions of many commentators, the intervention of SOP ICE had a
relatively modest impact on innovation across the economy, although the Programme had impact in the
field of innovation in each of its beneficiaries96. Overall, however, critical mass was not reached, which
would cause the effects of interventions in this field in the macro scale. Programme measures were aimed
primarily at measures to increase competitiveness of enterprises97 by improving the economics of their
operation.
The ultimate result of support by loan and guarantee funds under SOP ICE was the increase in operational
capacity of these units within the existing concept of their operations, i.e. offering financial instruments
of a general nature, not dedicated to a specific segment of potential customers. Of course, this pattern of
operations did not preclude the financing of innovative projects. But it did not create special preferences
in this regard.
Similar considerations relates to the third of the analysed financial engineering instruments, i.e. seed capital funds (Sub-measure 1.2.3). However, in this case, the innovative aspect was reflected much stronger,
despite the absence of formal (programming) requirements.
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Both cases considered the preparation of special products to meet specific innovative projects (greater amount of
the guarantee/loan, extended financing, preference in commission level, specific system of payments of principal
and/or interest on the loan, adaptation of guarantee product to the conditions offered in technology credits, based
on the then existing solutions of the Act of 30 May 2008 on certain forms of support for innovation activities (Dz.U.
2008.116.730, in its part concerning the technological credit). Ibid., p. 88.
See Latoszek E., Proczek M. „Instrumenty UE wspierające wzrost innowacyjności /…/” [EU instruments to support innovation growth /.../], op. cit., pp. 152-155 and Wojnicka E.., Klimczak P. „Procesy innowacyjne w sektorze MSP w Polsce
i regionach” [Innovation processes in the SME sector in Poland and regions] [in:] Żołnierski A (ed.) „Innowacyjność
2008”, PARP, Warsaw 2008, p. 7 et al.
Ibid. p. 34.
Ibid. pp. 5-6.
Latoszek E., Proczek M., op. cit., p. 138.
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Figure 12. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the statement that your company:
• Customers of seed capital investment funds (SOP ICE):

Source: “Evaluation of the relevance and effects of the implementation of Measure 1.2 SOP ICE /.../, p. 51
However, such a focus of capitalised seed funds, was the result of a different operating mechanism, typical
for this type of instruments. It was based on the assumption of generating substantial income from the
investments, resulting from the medium or long-term growth in the market value of the investment object. On a highly competitive market, the pressure on the profitability of investments automatically enforces
their focus on projects with the highest possible degree of innovation. It is mainly these types of projects
that raise reasonable grounds to expect above-average returns on invested capital98. In this regard, the
policies of individual funds play a crucial role. Although the supported projects are highly risky, which is
determined by the time shifted distribution of costs and revenues, but ultimately the ex ante evaluation
of the development potential of the investment objective - a company in which shares are acquired – is
of crucial importance. Moreover, the very essence of this kind of financial engineering instrument accepts
taking highly risky ventures. However, in principle, it is not a characteristic of the other two instruments
(loan and guarantee funds), which offer debt financing or access to such financing. In both cases, the “above-average” investment risk plays a much more restrictive role, which is perfectly justified.
Referring the current situation to the settlements made under SOP ICE, one should note the presence
of a similar situation in the regional programmes to support loan and guarantee funds. Innovation is still
not exposed therein, which perpetuates the targeting of financing in general - for purposes related to
economic activity. A similar situation is in the case of instruments for improving the operational capacity
made available under the JEREMIE Initiative or the re-guarantee instrument, in OP DEP. However, it seems
that we cannot formulate negative conclusions on that basis. The approach may mean in fact the indicated, flexibility of support programmes. It does not exclude the possibility of diversifying specific loan and
guarantee products, leaving the funds with the decision in this respect. Any product positioning remains
with the funds and it is possible that over time certain operational solutions will appear, including ones
which greater accentuate the problems of innovation. Leaving the freedom to make decisions to the funds
is also a kind of a shock absorber, allowing appropriate targeting of loan and guarantee offers according
to the objectives and the operating specificity of funds and the situation in their economic environment.
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It is worth quoting what one of the members of the fund management: „/ ... / Companies [in the investment portfolio
of the fund represented by the respondent] are innovative, because we set ourselves the objective of investing in innovative projects, as only such projects bring the highest return” („Evaluation of the relevance / ... /”, op. cit., p. 79).

Consequently, this allows for a flexible development of product offer, according to the strategic needs of
client groups served by the specific fund. However, given the need to promote innovation in the Polish
economy, it is worth considering, as part of subsequent public intervention, the introduction of mechanisms which would motivate stronger mainstreaming of innovation issues in the operations of the funds.
They could take the form of preferences in the evaluation of funds’ applications, submitted to raise additional capitalisation. Note, however, that such solutions will lead to specific changes in the functioning of the
funds. For example, they will entail increase in operating costs, and - in particular, the risk. These elements
should therefore also be included in the new support programmes.
However, it is worth noting that changes are already visible in the functioning of the funds financed under
SOP ICE. They manifest themselves primarily in product offers with higher unit value (permitted in the rules
of each fund). Clearly, this provides the ability to support the needs of enterprises on a scale larger than
before (for example, funds raised under SOP ICE, during the implementation of the Programme, had to be
involved in micro loans with a maximum value of PLN 120 thousand; currently, a significant portion of loan
funds offers financing at a much larger scale, reaching up to several hundred thousand PLN99). This also
leads to increasing capacity of the possible financing of innovative projects, especially concerning cost
generating technological and product innovations100.
Particularly interesting action in support of financial engineering instruments, implemented within OP
IE, is Measure 3.1. It consists in supporting the processes of pre-incubation of companies with their initial
capitalisation. Implementation of the Measure was initiated in 2008 and it is now continued through the
implementation of co-financed projects. It should be noted that in the programming documents, the
purpose of this instrument is defined as an increase in the number of companies operating on the basis of
innovative solutions101. A unique feature in this case is the focus of co-financed projects on the creation of
new (innovative) enterprises. Ultimately, therefore, funds in Measure 3.1 are supporting business ventures,
ranging from the earliest stages of development (seed and launch stages), i.e. the phases where the availability of financing is most limited.
Evaluation of Measure 3.1 indicated that the operation of investment incubators focused on initiating and
capitalising business ventures of companies, which undertake activities in the fields of modern services
and high technology102. Majority of them are projects that can be classified as innovative. In terms of promoting innovation, Measure 3.1 is assessed as effective. Also, as was the case with seed funds recapitalised
under SOP ICE, the focus of projects on innovative areas results from the mechanisms corresponding to
the essence of financing projects in the early stages of development. The main goal of intervention is to
transform the idea into a specific business model, and then - on this basis – to develop the company. The
end result should be a divestment, i.e. the sale of company’s shares owned by the incubator to the outside
However, this may give rise to consequences in terms of competing with the credit offer. So far, it seems that this
phenomenon is not a major threat to the banking sector. This does not mean that as the operational capacity of the
funds improves it would not happen. Thus, it is an important issue to position the loan offer to enable identification
of areas for cooperation and its establishment with the banking sector, thereby complementing the market niches,
less or completely unsupported by the banks.
100
A clear and thorough response to directions of impact of the current offer of guarantee funds on innovation is at
present very difficult, due to the lack or scarcity of research materials. However, in conditions of freedom left to the
recipients of support (in both types of funds), it is a matter worthy of attention and it should point the direction for
future evaluation of financial engineering instruments.
101
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of the priorities of the Operational Programme Innovative Economy, 2007-2013], version of 1 April 2011, Measure
3.1, p. 46.
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Cf. „Przeprowadzenie ewaluacji tematycznej Działania 3.1 PO IG pn. Inicjowanie działalności innowacyjnej – ocena
efektywności i skuteczności Działania 3.1 PO IG” [Thematic appraisal of Measure 3.1 OP IE - Initiating innovative activities
- assessment of the efficiency and effectiveness of Measure 3.1 OP IE], PAG Uniconsult Sp. z o.o. for PARP, Warsaw 2010.
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investor. In this sense, the operation of the instrument conforms to the typical functional formula, characteristic of seed funds. The difference is, however, to enable (finance) the early development phase of the
project, including, in particular assessing its feasibility. In fact, it is the so-called stage of pre-incubation that
determines the specific character of this instrument. At the same time it is worth emphasizing that this
stage is the most cost generating stage in the whole project.
When it comes to regulation on activities targeting actions of beneficiaries of Measure 3.1, it is usually in
the form of loosely formulated preferences (except for mandatory, innovative nature of the investment)103.
Business environment institutions conducting co-financed projects (beneficiaries) - usually indicated the
following industry investment objectives as the most important: projects in the field of IT (information,
telecommunications, software, mobile technologies, multimedia) and in the field of Internet (services via
the internet platform).
Table. 6. Industry areas in implemented and planned capital inputs to companies operating on the basis
of incubated ideas (projects) - Measure 3.1 OP IE.
Share (global portfolio investments made and planned)
1. Services based on an Internet platform (B2B and B2C)
53.3%
2. IT - software
21.9%
3. Renewable energy, energy efficiency, environment
5.7%
4. Industry and air services
4.8%
5. Pharmaceuticals, medical products and services, biotechnology
6.7%
6. Industry and industrial automation
4.8%
7. Services in education
1.9%
8. Services in tourism
0.9%
Total
100%
Source: „Thematic evaluation of Measure 3.1 /…/”, p. 23.
No.

Area

In many cases, the interest in investing in B2B (Business to Business) and B2C (Business-to-Client) projects
was also emphasized. Quite often the beneficiaries also pointed to areas such as: medicine, biotechnology,
nanotechnology, renewable energy, energy management (energy conservation), environmental protection, aerospace and industrial automation104.
Undoubtedly, support at the early development stages of companies, along with the provision of the initial
capital, is an important and interesting direction in development of the sphere of financial engineering
in Poland. It should be noted however, that this direction of support generates considerable costs and
is relatively difficult (even impossible) to maintain in the absence of regular capital injections. As a result
of the lack of injections, pre-incubation activity will be limited in favour of the typical VC activity, possibly
with some focus on earlier phases of development of business projects105. The above conclusion indicates
a problem of sustainability of this type of financial engineering instruments.
The question of the effectiveness of the pre-incubation-investment mechanism remains still open. Due to
the fact that it is still too early to pronounce on the effectiveness of investments in pre-incubated com103
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Areas of interest are indicated only as preferred. Internal rules have no explicit preferences or limitations of investment purposes. In principle, openness to all kinds of projects is generally emphasized, however, they need to be
innovative in nature.
„Thematic evaluation of Measure 3.1” op. cit. p. 23.
Cf. „Ocena stanu realizacji 3, 4, 5 i 6 Priorytetu PO IG w połowie okresu programowania” [Evaluation of the implementation of 3, 4, 5 and 6 Priority of OP IE in the mid-term], PAG Uniconsult Sp. z o.o. for the Ministry of Regional Development, Warsaw 2011, Tom „Annex No. 3 – case studies”, pp. 11-12.

panies, measured by conducted divestments and their profitability, it is worth to monitor the effects of
Measure 3.1, especially in terms of effectiveness of divestments and impact of co-financed projects on
innovation106. This conclusion also applies to the instrument of support presented below, offered by the
National Capital Fund.
OP IE, and more precisely - Measure 3.2 - is also a source of capital, supporting the operation of the National
Capital Fund. Statutory regulations regarding the NCF contain elements which direct the Fund’s investment offer on support to innovation. They are referred in the NCF purpose, as well as in the regulations
describing the content of the investment offer, submitted in the competitions organized for co-financing
of funds. These detailed regulations concerning the scope of the investment offer107, state that it should
contain information about the experience of capital fund’s management to support investment in innovative or R&D activities. These elements undoubtedly play an important role in channelling the support of
the Fund to innovation. They are reflected in assumptions of the NCF formal investment policy108, defining
the types of preferred investments and investment conditions, as well as practical implementation of capital injections to supported funds.
Not undermining the importance of normative regulations and how they translate to the investment policy, it seems that the main factor in channelling the support is the market factor, i.e. the pursuit of financing
niche projects based on innovative solutions. This is because they bring the prospect of achieving the above-average profitability of investment by the co-financed VC/PE fund. We are therefore faced with the mechanism presented earlier, concerning the nature of seed capital investment funds. This does not preclude
investments in companies with high growth potential, regardless of whether its source is the innovation.
Analysis of previous investments by the NCF, as well as portfolios of supported investment funds, indicates
that the support leads to capital injections for innovative companies109. Supporting the investment capacity of financial engineering instruments, created by a class of VC/PE funds, leads to the formation of new
supply of investment capital, with the dominant purpose of financing innovative projects. Such a targeting
of support is decided by the NCF’s investment policy, as well as beneficiaries’ investment policies, which
- in order to ensure a high return on investment - will remain open for the financing of innovative projects.
However, this results primarily from market conditions and – within them – from the search for investment
objectives with a high development potential, which very often results from project innovation.
Focus of financial engineering instrument on innovation is also visible in the case of Sub-measure 3.3.1 of
OP IE, regarding the promotion of cooperation platforms for business angels and entrepreneurs (initiators).
Projects implemented in this Sub-measure involve, among others, the financing of business environment
institutions which create and support such platforms. On the one hand, they are increasing the investment
readiness for the Lenders, on the other – the readiness for attracting investors by companies. Impact on
innovation in this case is indirect and results from the general interest of private investors in innovative
projects, which promise the best prospects of achieving high profitability of invested capital. Platforms
for cooperation - in principle - support the concentration of capital supply (business angels) and capital
demand (entrepreneur-initiator, seeking financing). However, in terms of Sub-measure 3.3.2, in this case, it
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Ibid. p. 131.
Article 12(6) point 1 of the Act on the NCF and the Ordinance of the Minister of Economy of 15 June 2005 on the
financial support granted by the National Capital Fund, Dz. U. of 2007, No. 115, item 796 – Article 2.1. The condition
for granting financial support by the National Capital Fund is the commitment of the capital fund to invest: / ... /
with particular emphasis on promotion of investment in innovative technologies and businesses with high growth
potential.
http://www.kfk.org.pl/?page=Structure&id=15 [subpage: investment policy].
Based on analysis of the NCF’s investment objectives and capital investments, published on the website www.kfk.
org.pl / tab: funds.
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is difficult to talk about the financial engineering instrument, because the Sub-measure is focused on the
financing of consultancy services related to obtaining financing from various sources (e.g. as a result of
entering the alternative trading market NewConnect and then raising capital by issuing shares).

Financial engineering instruments and non-repayable support (subsidy)
programmes
Pros and cons of both forms of support from the point of view of downstream beneficiaries
The abovementioned repayable support tools of financial engineering are relatively often compared to
non-repayable (subsidy) instruments, which were broadly applied both under SOP “Improvement of the
Competitiveness of Enterprises” and in a current financial perspective for 2007-2013. Under SOP ICE, there
are key subsidy investment instruments, such as Sub-Measure 2.2.1 and Measure 2.3. The scale of support
granted under these Measures was large – for example, 3 144 applications for financing under Measure 2.3
for the total of PLN 1.79 billion were positively examined110. In comparison – the value of financing granted from loan funds, guarantee funds and seed capital funds amounted to PLN 1.48 billion.111 It is worth
emphasizing that the number of companies that benefited from fund financing is more than six times as
high (18 436 entities) as the number of companies that benefited from subsidy programmes (and only in
the scope of project implementation).
Subsidy financing of SOP ICE was doubtlessly beneficial for state economy and companies that were
granted this form of support. Subsidy schemes are also continued on the large scale in the current programming period, although at a central level (OP IE) they are restricted to highly innovative investments.
Subsidies are also broadly applicable under ROPs, although in such programmes the innovation aspect
is slightly less highlighted. Experiences gained in the previous programming period, broadly taken into
account in the current period, indicate the need to concentrate the subsidy financing on a limited number
of key domestic economic areas112.
Efficiency of executed subsidy schemes compared to financial engineering instruments remains a fundamental issue, more than the sole assessment of executed schemes113. Analysing this issue one must pay
attention to a number of basic dimensions.
A fundamental and evident issue is a fact that repayable financing needs to be “repaid”, which means the
incurring of certain financial costs. Even greater consequences for an entrepreneur relate to the financing
of an equity fund. In this case, a repayment is made through the purchase of shares – usually for a way
greater amount than the initial value of acquired capital. In the case of equity financing, there is also a
transfer of property rights, which allows a shareholder to have a significant influence on decisions made
in an enterprise, title to share a profit, etc. Such situation is specific for this form of financing – it does not
exist either in subsidy financing, or in other repayable financing forms. It is also worth emphasizing that
110
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Pokorski J. (ed.), „Ocena instrumentów wsparcia bezpośredniego przedsiębiorstw. Podsumowanie wyników ewaluacji wybranych Działań SPO WKP” [Evaluation of direct support instruments for enterprises: Summary of evaluation
results of selected SOP ICE Measures], PARP, Warszawa 2010, p. 89.
„Ewaluacja trafności i efektów realizacji Działania 1.2 SPO WKP /.../” [Evaluation of Measure 1.2 of SOP ICE results’ aptness and effects], p. 27, 34, 38.
Pokorski J. (ed.) „Ocena instrumentów wsparcia…”, op. cit. p. 18.
This interesting issue was relatively seldom analysed as part of evaluation conducted in Poland. One of the few
evaluations addressing this issue was an ex post evaluation of the National Development Plan for 2004-2006 entitled
“Evaluation of the impact of cohesion policy on the growth of competitiveness and innovation of Polish enterprises
and economy. Final report”, Institute for Structural Research, Reytech Sp. z o.o. upon order by the Ministry of Regional
Development. Warszawa, 2010, p. 47-48.

share financing is available only to companies operating as joint-stock companies, which drastically limits
the range of potential recipients.
On the other hand, investment grants (mostly due to limited financial resources) will always reach only a
limited range of entities – even if this group, for high-budget actions, may mean thousands of entrepreneurs. Thus, the number of companies applying for grants will be a couple times higher than the number
of those who will ultimately receive them, which entails a number of complex consequences.
Such situation means the need to draw well-aimed and at the same time maximally objective project selection criteria, as well as to employ competent experts to assess the applications for financing. Moreover,
complex supervisory procedures that would minimize the risk of granting financial aid to a project for
other reasons than substantive ones need to be designed. Without doubt, this is a time consuming and
costly task. In consequence, complicated procedures significantly elongate the project assessment period
– for example, in the case of Measure 2.3 SOP ICE, average time from the submission of an application to
the conclusion of a co-financing agreement amounted to 8 months114.
It is also worth stressing that it is not the project alone that is subject to assessment, but its description in a required
format. This allows much creativity among persons preparing applications and leads to a significant development
of companies and persons specializing in that matter: research shows that under OP IE 68% of applicants used
external entities’ support at preparing applications for financing115. In consequence, “properly” prepared applications do not necessarily reflect the reality of a given undertaking. Moreover, in many cases it is relatively difficult to
verify the authenticity of certain parts of an application, which can sometimes lead to the erosion of criteria that are
intended to be very objective; a definition of innovativeness remains a particular problem116.
Making the project selection criteria maximally objective can also lead to peculiar consequences: under
substantial competition between applications, the granting of support may be decided upon by a small
margin resulting from the fact of an applicant having a certain award or a certificate.
It needs to be noted that subsidies granted to a selected group of companies inescapably lead to disturbances regarding competition, since it is not the market mechanism that allocates funds but the public
administration (even if maximally objective and supported by competent experts). The assumption that
subsidies are indeed granted to best projects is also very hard to verify. In the light of previous evaluation,
it is not clear either, what the impact of receiving a subsidy by companies operating in particular sectors on
their competitors is. In certain cases, for example, operation on a small, local market, reception of a subsidy
by one company may even lead to insolvency of its competitor that is unable to offer a product of the
same quality at a comparable or lower price. Mass utilisation of subsidies in a particular sector may lead to
disturbances in competitive relations in the whole branch of industry. The training sector can serve as an
example: a broad availability of subsidy programmes under the European Social Fund has led to deregulation of normal market mechanisms.
From the point of view of entrepreneurs, relatively strenuous and time consuming settlement and supervisory procedures often applicable to companies making use of subsidies can be a serious problem117. What
is worse, inconvenience of these procedures does not seem to abate (but for certain positive exceptions,
mainly among domestic programmes). Therefore, a number of companies that had previously used subsidies do not intend to re-apply for them.
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Pokorski J. (ed.) „Ocena instrumentów wsparcia bezpośredniego przedsiębiorstw /…/”, op. cit. , p. 94.
„Ewaluacja funkcjonowania systemu oceny i wyboru projektów w ramach PO IG – etap II – po rozpoczęciu rund aplikacyjnych [Evaluating the operation of the project assessment and selection system under OP IE – stage II – after the beginning of application rounds], Warszawa 2010, Case-Doradcy upon order by the Ministry of Regional Development, p. 99.
See, for example, “Evaluation of implementation of Priority 3, 4, 5 and 6 of OP IE /.../, op. cit., p. 41-42.
“Evaluation of implementation of Priority 3, 4, 5 and 6 of OP IE /.../, op. cit., p. 66.
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Almost all signalled difficulties do not apply to financial engineering instruments. Above all, as regards
most instruments, there is no such numerical advantage of applications submitted over the number of
concluded co-financing agreements. For example, in the case of guarantees, the ratio of accepted applications to submitted applications is ca. 91%118.This means that out of 10 applicants for financing, 9 are
ultimately granted a guarantee. As regards loans (unfortunately, there are no updated data in this scope),
this ratio is certainly significantly lower, however still a lot higher that in the case of subsidies.
The process of granting a repayable financing is also far less time consuming. For example, when it comes
to loans granted by funds using SOP ICE financing, for 52% of entrepreneurs this period was between 2
weeks and 1 month and in the case of guarantees, for 48% of companies it was between 1 and 2 weeks119.
Undoubtedly, this fact has a great significance to entrepreneurs (especially in recent years), taking into
account the dynamics of economic situation. Currently, in the area of guarantees, an ever greater acceleration of the process of granting guarantees is aimed at. Some funds introduce electronic application analysis
systems, thanks to which a client is informed about an initial decision on granting a guarantee (obviously,
for specified credit categories) within as little as several minutes from the beginning of an application filling
procedure by a bank officer and an entrepreneur (by means of an appropriate web application).
It is also important that the procedure of applying for repayable financing (except for equity financing) has
been simplified compared to subsidies. Naturally, there is a considerable diversification in solutions, depending on the financing authority and its approach to necessary formal documentation, details of collected
data and procedural solutions used. However, there is no doubt that in most cases repayable financing
does not require such extensive procedures and document loads, as subsidy financing does.
In recent years in Poland there is a lack of sufficient experiences related to the use of complex financial
instruments (linking 2 types of financing using public funds, e.g. a loan with a subsidy), aimed at broader
groups of entrepreneurs. One of few such instruments is a technology loan (Measure 4.3 OP IE). However,
experiences concerning its application are not unequivocal. For a long time, the interest in this instrument was very limited (due to relatively unattractive conditions and competitiveness on the part of “pure”
subsidy financing). In mid-2011 changes facilitating the application for such financing were introduced,
however, it is still too early to assess its effects after these changes.

Long-term effects resulting from the functioning of institutions facilitating the access to
financing
Financial engineering instruments have one more additional and very important, if not the most important, advantage. Subsidization is a one-off situation which is irretrievably consumed. Obviously, it brings
about effects in the form of new buildings, machines, new workplaces, increased competitiveness of a
beneficiary, but financial resources are fully consumed. In the case of financial engineering instruments, we
are dealing with reproduction, which makes the effects of granted support recurrent120. Funds return (or
are released) into the financing authority and can be reused for similar purposes. Obviously, most funds are
diminished by lost loans or paid guarantees, as well as administrative costs incurred, however, they are also
increased owing to financial revenue (e.g. interest on loans) and fees (commissions) made by companies
using them. Therefore, well-designed financial instruments are able to function for a long time without
external support, although financial resources in stock are subject to a slow depreciation. Their reproductive character is very important from the point of view of a taxpayer, since, in principle, these instruments
usually do not require a constant inflow of public funds.
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“Report on the state of guarantee funds /.../, op. cit., p. 6.
“Evaluation of /.../ aptness”, op. cit., p. 94 and 96.
Gajewski M., „Publiczne mechanizmy wsparcia /…/” [Public support mechanisms /…/], p. 111.

In Poland, it is hard to objectively assess the sustainability of financial engineering instruments, although
in the light of the abovementioned characteristics, it should be high. Constant launching of new programmes to recapitalize funds – from “Capital for Entrepreneurs” programme executed in the beginning of the
XXI century, through Measure 1.2 of SOP ICE, to support granted in currently implemented programmes,
is a disturbing factor. However, we can assume that in the situation of no support in the current programming period, most institutions will continue to grant loans and guarantees, although most active institutions can have problems resulting from the lack of sufficient capital.
Obviously, in the case of financial engineering instruments, monitoring of their post-implementation and
post-sustainability period operation is a significant problem. As regards loan funds and guarantee funds,
significant problems in this area have not occurred so far (most of these institutions are supervised by public institutions to which they belong). Nevertheless, such problems cannot be ruled out in the future, since
satisfactory solutions concerning the operation of such institutions after the settlement of public support
have not been elaborated yet. For this reason, among others, the returning of funds granted to support
loan and guarantee funds is proposed under ROP (which has a dubious nature).
From the point of view of clients, a general stability of an offer and availability of the fund financing is a great asset. In most cases (again, equity instruments can be an exception), an entrepreneur who uses a given
form of financing, can return to the same institution after a couple of years and reapply for funds. Institutions granting such financing usually operate for years (also owing to their constant revenues), although
their offer can be subject to certain modifications. In most situations (although exceptions that influence
the most active and/or the weakest financing authorities the most, in terms of equity, can be found here
as well) problems with availability of funds for entrepreneurs are scarce. In this sense, the character of such
institutions is similar to a banking offer: generally, they always have necessary resources, albeit under different conditions and they are not always available to every entrepreneur.
When it comes to subsidies, the situation is totally different. In this case, the knowledge of dates of announcing competitions, presence of financial allocation, as well as potential access and possibility of financing
services of professional advisers who help prepare an application for financing, are the key elements. Therefore, financial engineering instruments, due to significantly less obstructive “entry barriers” (both information and financial) are always more accessible – any given company can use them121.

Development perspectives
The development perspectives of financial engineering instruments can doubtlessly be judged as promising,
although they depend much on specific legal and organisational solutions. Currently, one of the basic problems is a relatively weak coordination of support programmes and supervision over the financial engineering
instruments at the central level122. Moreover, the lack of clarity as to the fate of funds transferred to loan and
guarantee funds under ROP is a very serious problem123. In accordance with relevant European Commission
regulations, this support should, in principle, be repayable or at least provide for the possibility of repayment
of transferred resources by funds. This issue is subject to various, often controversial, interpretations. The apparent intention of the European Commission was to guarantee two issues: maintenance of control over public
121
122

123

Obviously, appropriate financial results are conditional.
See, for example, „Badanie rynku wybranych usług wspierających rozwój przedsiębiorczości i innowacyjności w
Polsce. Obszar: Finansowanie zwrotne” [Analysing the market of selected entrepreneurship and innovation development supporting services. Area: repayable financing], PSDB, Quality Watch, ASM Centrum Badań i Analiz Rynku upon
order by PARP, Warszawa 2010.
See, for example, „Rola instrumentów inżynierii finansowej w zaspokajaniu potrzeb finansowych przedsiębiorstw w
województwie podkarpackim” [The role of financial engineering instruments in meeting financial demands of enterprises in Podkarpackie Voivodeship], PAG Uniconsult Sp. z o.o. upon order by the Marshal Office of the Podkarpackie
Voivodeship, Rzeszów 2011.
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funds transferred to financial engineering instruments and the possibility to influence disbursement of these
funds after the project implementation. This is fully explicable and should not raise doubts. It seems, though,
that this does not mean the need to repay funds transferred to their administrators (e.g. under ROP), although
they should be able to recover them in case of an insufficient fund activity or the use of funds for purposes
other than initially assumed. The role of financial engineering instruments is to constantly offer support to
potential clients, while the role of the public administration is to indicate priorities regarding the use of resources. Unfortunately, a popular approach assuming that the funds should return transferred resources after the
project implementation can lead to their limited activity124 and returned funds will await decisions as to their
use. For obvious reasons, this mechanism does not streamline the functioning of the financial engineering – it
does not fully take into account the need for such instruments’ constancy.
On the other hand though, there are also certain abovementioned threats concerning methods of using resources by financing authorities after their sustainability period (naturally in the case where they are to be repaid). As
indicated before, there is no serious risk of using these resources for purposes other than assumed in the project
(there have been practically no such cases so far). The rules of monitoring methods of using these resources, as
well as a mechanism motivating particular institutions to undertake appropriate activity require perfection.
If the aforementioned problems are soluble and the requirements of public funds management can be
brought together with the needs of SMEs, then an extensive area to develop financial engineering instruments will be created.
There is a lack of specialized loan and guarantee products adapted to clients’ needs, particularly in the area
of loans and guarantees. The offer of both types of funds is aimed at a broad population of clients and the
conditions of granting financing remain non-differentiated125 (which can be clearly seen, e.g. in the area of
financing innovative activity). In reality, previous market observations indicate that demand on financing
adapted to the needs of specialized, narrow groups of recipients, could be considerable. The condition
for developing such products should be a close cooperation between financial engineering instruments
managing authorities and public authorities. Various research projects allowing the identification of the
needs of potential financial product recipients could play a vital part in this process. In this context, there is
a need to expand the offer of loans and, in particular, guarantees, to cover new client groups, e.g. farmers,
especially those running agri-tourism holdings, as well as social economy entities126. It seems that guarantees should not be limited to securing loans and banking credits (as it is in many countries) but they should
be a quasi-insurance instrument (bid bonds mentioned before, performance bond, banking guarantee
collateral)127. Such instruments are widely available in certain EU Member States, particularly Portugal and
Spain128. Experiences in this area could be easily absorbed in Poland.
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In the case of instruments of, for example, three-year maturity, the need to repay resources means the suspension of
new financing at least 3.5 years in advance.
The exception is the so-called bridging guarantees, granted by many funds for the period prior to the establishment
of hard collateral (usually mortgage) and guarantee bid bonds and performance bonds previously granted by only
one fund and intended to be introduced by at least several other institutions.
As part of Priority I of the Operational Programme Human Capital, a pilot project consisting in launching loans for
social economy entities is prepared, the implementation of which is to begin in 2012.
However, in this case, regulations concerning state aid may be a barrier, as well as difficulties in risk management
related to this type of instruments at the fund level and, as a result, possible decrease in the fund’s reliability from the
cooperating banks’ perspective.
See Pia P. „The Credit Guarantee System in Spain” [in:] De Vincentiis P. (edit.) “The Guarantee Systems and the SMEs
Access to Credit”, Bancaria Editrice, Roma 2008, p 162. In this case the problem of state aid is eliminated by mutual
character of guarantee funds.

The potential for developing financial engineering instruments aimed at innovative companies should
be also judged as high. This is an area reserved mostly for equity funding, however, other financing forms
could play an auxiliary role. The scale of using other financial instruments has been small, though129.
As regards financial engineering instruments, there is undoubtedly a vast area to be developed in the
case of instruments linking repayable and non-repayable financing (mixed forms). What we mean here is,
among others, solutions consisting in subsidizing a part of loan interest, partially redeemable credits (after
meeting certain conditions) or safe linking of credits and subsidies130. Unfortunately, complexity of such
instruments, legal restrictions (particularly concerning state aid) and problems related to their legal structure result in the situation where an ultimate offer turns out to be unattractive to potential recipients more
often than it is with simple non-repayable or repayable instruments. Nevertheless, this does not mean that
attempts at creating such products should not be made.
Another question is the development of loan and credit products for highly innovative companies, although, due to high risk of such financing, equity instruments are more recommended here. Nevertheless, the
offer of debt financing for innovative companies that do not anticipate the participation of external shareholders remains relatively modest – there are exceptions in the form of the abovementioned technology
credit (Measure 4.3 of OP IE) and “Innovation Loan” of PARP.
Certainly, a considerable development potential is related to equity financing. On the other hand though,
we need to bear in mind that such financing offer is aimed at a narrower group of potential recipients than
debt instruments. In particular, interesting experiences drawn from the implementation of Measure 3.1 OP
IE and Measure 3.2 OP IE should be used, although in the latter case, due to its complexity, we will be able
to draw conclusions therefrom only in several years.
The continuation of Measure 3.3 OP IE is debatable: the Measure consists of two separate Sub-Measures,
one of which stimulates contacts between potential investors and companies that seek financing (SubMeasure 3.3.1) while the other facilitating (through financing part of advisory work) the acquisition of
external investors, among others, through entering the New Connect market (Sub-Measure 3.3.2). In the
case of the former Sub-Measure, there are doubts concerning the sustainability of projects, understood as
continuing the activity consisting in facilitating contacts between potential investors and companies that
seek financing and in the case of the latter – low interest in its offer among companies131.
The issue of appropriate promotion of such instruments among entrepreneurs, including among institutions that offer them and conditions under which they are available, remains an immensely important area,
that is of key significance to the development of financial engineering instruments. Research results indicate that the awareness of available repayable financing forms remains low, not only among entrepreneurs,
but also as part of the financial sector including companies (gaining in popularity) that offer consulting
and intermediary services to companies seeking repayable financing132.
In the case of equity financing, the aforementioned Sub-Measure 3.3.1 of OP IE is aimed at streamlining
the flow of information and contacts between investors and companies that seek financing. However, it
is hard to say to what extent the executed projects will meet the assumed objectives (among others, a
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“Thematic evaluation of Measure 3.1 of OP IE /.../, op. cit., p. 60.
An interesting example is the so-called technology credit granted under Measure 4.3 OP IE, although previous experiences related to its implementation are rather ambiguous and highlight problems related to structuring such
instruments.
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relevant number of transactions between investors and entrepreneurs seeking capital). In particular, the
maintenance of sustainability is what raises concerns133.
It is also worth mentioning that the activity of Polish financial institutions under the Competitiveness
and Innovation Framework Programme (CIP), executed by the European Investment Fund upon the order by the European Commission, is having very good perspectives. So far, guarantee and re-guarantee
agreements under the Programme have been signed by 6 financial intermediaries, including 2 guarantee
funds, owing to which Poland has been ranked on top positions when it comes to the use of funds under
the Programme134. Domestic institutions are also active in the field of applying for financing under the new
instrument – European Progress Microfinance Facility, executed by the European Investment Fund.

Summary and conclusions
Without doubt, future actions aimed at SMEs, financed from public funds, will involve both non-repayable
financing and financial engineering instruments, with the latter ones gaining in significance. However,
it needs to be stressed that in the end, lots of most active companies utilize both types of instruments,
which is indicated by research carried out among repayable financing recipients135. It is completely understood and justified, therefore we should not talk about the choice between repayable and non-repayable
financing, but to which companies and under what conditions the support of a given type should be
distributed.
In this context, the sustainability of a network of institutions offering repayable financing is of key significance, as this network is only slightly dependable on current availability of aid. Such network has already
existed among loan and guarantee funds, however, the financing offered by them depends to a great
extent on projects implemented by a given institution at a given time. From the point of view of an entrepreneur, it is immaterial that a given institution is executing a project under JEREMIE or ROP and therefore
it offers loans and guarantees under considerably different conditions from the ones two years before.
A good example of time-limited support can be guarantees offered by the Bank Gospodarstwa Krajowego
under JEREMIE and OP DEP. From the point of view of funds, a constant presence of such mechanism that
minimises the risk of significant losses due to guarantees paid (and in the case of smaller funds, enhancing
their vouching ability) is a key element. Thus, time-limited re-guarantees supported under a given programme should not replace a fixed offer of such instruments but only supplement it.
By analogy, after the liquidation of the National Loan Guarantees Fund of BGK, there are no portfolio guarantees that would be attractive to banks and business clients. Such guarantees are offered by BGK but due to
relatively high commission and complicated reporting requirements, there is a very limited interest in them.
It will be worth using the experiences drawn from offering such guarantees under JEREMIE initiative in the
future, as well as of the possibility to offer similar products to banks and most professional loan funds.
Summing up, certainly, there is a vast area to develop financial engineering instruments, although these
are specific products, aimed mainly at narrower groups of clients, that should be extended and perfected.
As emphasized before, mechanisms for monitoring activities by financing authorities that execute co-financed projects (after the formal project completion) should be improved.
The use of repayable instruments does not mean the need to resign from subsidies, either. A proper design
of repayable offer should allow the limiting of subsidy financing scale and to concentrate this form of
financing on the most important areas.
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See P. Tamowicz, M. Przybyłowski. „Zapotrzebowanie przedsiębiorstw na wsparcie inwestorów…”, [Demand of enterprises for the support of private investors...] op. cit.
http://www.cip.gov.pl/index.php?p=new_p&idg=mg,1&id=740&action=show
“The role of instruments /…/,” op. cit.

PART II

1. Objectives, scope and methodology
of evaluation
Results presented in part II are derived from three independent evaluation projects whose results are presented in the following final reports:
• Evaluation of the results of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 SOP ICE after 18 months, PARP, Warsaw 2010 (research
conducted in 2007-2010 by the Agency with the assistance of external experts).
• Study on net effects of projects supporting increase in competitiveness of enterprises, PARP, Warsaw 2009
(analyses of GUS data conducted by the Agency; report developed by the PSDB Sp. z o.o.).
• Effects on innovation - examining the impact of projects implemented under Sub-measure 2.2.1 SOP ICE,
PARP, Warsaw 2009 (IBC GROUP Central Europe Holding SA conducted evaluation together with a
team of experts).
The methodology of all evaluations has been produced by PARP and depending on the nature of evaluation (internal, external) was implemented by the Agency or was a part of the Terms of Reference.

Evaluation of results of Measures 2.1 and 2.3 of SOP ICE after 18 months
Objectives and scope of evaluation
The purpose of the evaluation was multifaceted assessment of the results of two Measures of SOP ICE after
18 months of the completion of projects. These Measures included support of small and medium-sized
enterprises through co-financing of advisory services (Measure 2.1 - Improvement of competitiveness of
SMEs through advice) and investments (Measure 2.3 - Improvement of competitiveness of SMEs through
investments). The measurement of results of both Measures, implemented by PARP in 2007-2010 and
based on 12 quarterly rounds, envisaged collection of data on:
• the level of achieving indicators established in the programming documents136 (including the
newly created jobs, income, balance of foreign trade, investments, certificates, innovation, strategic
documents);
• ratings and reviews of beneficiaries of both Measures regarding long-term effects of their projects
at the enterprise level (mainly in relation to the criteria of efficiency and effectiveness of support);
• the level of achieving indicators established in co-financing agreements (the study of individual, nonaggregated outputs, results and impact of projects, for the purpose of the monitoring process137).

Evaluation methodology
The survey was conducted using computer assisted web interviewing. Invitations to participate in the
survey were sent electronically (by e-mail), and in parallel - by mail, to the board members of companies or
136
137

Cf. Programme Complement to the SOP ICE - 2004-2006.
The final report „Evaluation of the results of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 of SOP ICE after 18 months”, to which this publication
refers, presents the aggregated results of the evaluation, referring to the results of both Measures (by indicator) and
assessments made from the perspective of beneficiaries. The report does not include the results of the monitoring
study at the level of individual co-financing agreements.
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persons responsible for the implementation of co-financed projects. Entrepreneurs were also motivated
to participate in the evaluation using prompts. For a high level of performance tests (response rate above
80%)138, a formal consent of the beneficiaries of SOP ICE to participate in evaluation studies, given at the
stage of joining the programme, was not without significance.
On-going evaluation139 of Measure 2.1 and 2.3 took more than 3 years and was conducted in twelve
consecutive rounds, carried out every quarter - from the third quarter 2007 to the second quarter of 2010.
Table 7. Time frame and brief indication of the subsequent rounds of evaluation
round No

duration

I round
II round
III round
IV round
V round
VI round
VII round
VIII round
IX round
X round
XI round
XII round

June-July 2007
September-October 2007
January-February 2008
March-April 2008
June-July 2008
September-October 2008
January-February 2009
March-April 2009
June-July 2009
September-October 2009
January-February 2010
March-April 2010

symbols of evaluation rounds, used in
the publication
3Q 2007 (r1)
4Q 2007 (r2)
1Q 2008 (r3)
2Q 2008 (r4)
3Q 2008 (r5)
4Q 2008 (r6)
1Q 2009 (r7)
2Q 2009 (r8)
3Q 2009 (r9)
4Q 2009 (r10)
1Q 2010 (r11)
2Q 2010 (r12)

The study was internal, i.e., it was carried out by PARP employees (in cooperation with external experts),
based on internal IT infrastructure.
In order to ensure comparability, the survey each time covered only those companies for which 18 months elapsed
since the settlement of agreements. This common time horizon of the survey provides a basis for aggregation of
results and treatment of the observed changes as comparable for all the companies that took part in it.
The survey sample was a population sample. Study participants were not random; all beneficiaries who
met the criterion of 18 months elapsed from the settlement of project were sent an invitation to fill in an
on-line survey. The level of implementation and error estimates140 are presented in table 8.
Table 8. The level of implementation and error estimates
SOP ICE

138
139

140
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round

sample size

1
2
3
4
5

55
216
206
196
196

conducted
interviews
48
183
170
158
153

level of sample
implementation
87%
85%
83%
81%
78%

statistical
error
± 14,10%
± 7,2%
± 7,5%
± 7,8%
± 7,9%

Cf. Table 8.
From the standpoint of the projects, this was an ex-post evaluation carried out 18 months after their completion, but
from the perspective of the Measure, whose execution had not yet ended at that time, it was an ongoing evaluation.
Statistical error understood as random error of estimation of the average dichotomous variable (0-1), at the level of
confidence 0.95, assuming the maximum variance, taking into account the so-called „population adjustment”, resulting from a significant share of the sample in the population.

Measure 2.1

6

244

199

82%

± 6,9%

7

269

240

89%

± 6,3%

8

213

168

79%

± 7,6%

9

132

97

73%

±10,0%

10

90

65

72%

±12,2%

11

44

31

70%

±17,6%

12

28

22

79%

±20,9%

1 889

1 534

81%

±1,1%

1

242

223

92%

± 6,60%

2

229

213

93%

± 6,7%

3

277

261

94%

± 6,1%

4

238

215

90%

± 6,7%

5

174

160

92%

± 7,7%

6

204

184

90%

± 7,2%

7

185

171

92%

± 7,5%

8

116

105

91%

± 9,6%

9

89

76

85%

±11,2%

10

86

71

83%

±11,6%

11

108

86

80%

±10,6%

12

203

157

77%

± 7,8%

2 151

1 922

89%

±0,7%

TOTAL

Measure 2.3

TOTAL

The research plan consisted of 3 independent components, prepared in two versions (separately for
Measure 2.1 and 2.3):
• General form in which the entrepreneurs entered values of indicators potentially sensitive to the
effects of the co-financed project (using one set of indicators for the beneficiaries of the Measure,
developed under the Programme Complement to the SOP ICE - 2004-2006);
• The survey verifying the effectiveness of the implementation of Measures concerned and their
effectiveness in the subjective assessment of the beneficiaries;
• A detailed form in which entrepreneurs gave values of indicators (previously established in the cofinancing agreement) that they were able to achieve through the project, within eighteen months
of its settlement (indicators unique to the project).
Data from the survey do not cover all beneficiaries, only those companies that took part in it (implemented
sample). Therefore, the results have been weighted analytically so that the structure of the implemented
sample after 12 rounds of survey, after weighing - due to the category of company size and amount of
grant - corresponded to the structure of all beneficiaries.
The data obtained from questionnaires and general forms were combined with the information taken from
the database on beneficiaries, and then analysed jointly. The analysis of responses to survey questions
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and of values entered to the forms (for beneficiaries who participated in the study) was enriched with the
characteristics of the entire population of projects implemented under Measure 2.1 and 2.3 of the SOP ICE
and of beneficiaries (of all co-financed enterprises)141.

Study of net effects of projects supporting increase in the competitiveness of enterprises
Objectives and scope of evaluation
The main objective of the evaluation was to determine and assess the actual impact of the support
provided under Measure 2.1 and Measure 2.3 of SOP ICE. Determining the actual effect was understood
in this case as the estimate of effect (expressed in values of selected economic indicators), which was
achieved only thanks to the support. The effect itself was thus seen as a direct consequence of the SOP ICE.
In the literature, this approach is often associated with the measurement of the so-called net effect, where
the net effect is that part of the observed changes (value of analysed indicator), which can be attributed to
the implementation of the Measure, in other words, the observed change would not occur, if no Measure
was taken.
This evaluation included the effects that occurred in the beneficiaries participating in Measure 2.1 and
Measure 2.3, but the effects were analysed independently for each Measure.

Evaluation methodology
The assumed objective of evaluation required:
• determining how the participation in Measures changed the situation of the beneficiaries and
• assessing how the situation would change if beneficiaries did not receive grants.
While in the first case, the task was to analyse changes in the observed indicators in the group of
beneficiaries, in the second case, the task was to analyse the so-called counterfactual situation - not
observed in reality. To determine the situation of beneficiaries if they had not received co-financing, a
special control (reference) group was used for this purpose.
The study on effects of SOP ICE used propensity score matching (PSM). This technique was used for
selection of the two control groups - separately for Measure 2.1 and Measure 2.3 of SOP ICE. The basic
idea of the PSM technique involves selecting control group for the groups of beneficiaries, which is as
much similar as possible, with regard to the specified set of features. The similarity is determined based
on the value of the conditional probability (propensity score) of receiving co-financing under SOP ICE.
Technically, use of PSM consists of three stages. In the first step the value of propensity score is estimated
for each individual (all the companies participating and not participating in the Programme). PS value
in practice is unknown and must be estimated. One may want to use e.g. a logistic regression model for
this purpose (this model was applied in the evaluation of Measures 2.1 and 2.3 of SOP ICE), in which the
dependent variable is membership in the group of beneficiaries. Independent variables are characteristics
that are assumed to affect the result of the intervention and participation in the Measure. The second
stage is the selection of individuals for a control group based on the calculated propensity score. Selection
of individuals for a control group can be done in many ways. One such method is called the nearest
neighbour, thus matching the most similar units, i.e. the nearest propensity score. This approach was used
in this evaluation.

141
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In the case of entrepreneurs who implemented more than one co-financing agreement under a given Measure,
within the aggregation, the value of the grant, costs and other amounts of these projects were totalled in the database of beneficiaries.

The control group was selected from a population of so-called unsuccessful applicants, i.e. from among
the companies that sought a grant under Measure 2.1 or 2.3, but eventually did not receive it. In order to
select the control group, and then estimate the effect of the Programme, we used data from two different
sources. The first were the collections at the disposal of PARP (databases of all applicants and beneficiaries
of Measures 2.1 and 2.3), the other source were reporting data of Central Statistical Office, collected in the
form F-01/I-01 (“Report on revenues, costs and profit and of expenditure on fixed assets”). In the first case,
the data were used for the selection of the control group, whereas in the second to determine the effect
of support.
From the viewpoint of the correctness of the assumptions and reasoning, variables included in the logistic
regression model were of critical importance, which were taken into account in estimating the tendency
(propensity score) of individual operators to participate in these Measures and selecting individual for
the control group. When creating statistical models PARP used data which came from a database of
applications for co-financing142. From among all the characteristics PARP selected variables that could be
in connection with participation in the SOP ICE and the later effect. Developed model used the following
variables:
1. Form of business,
2. Area of economic activity (based on PCA)
3. Headquarters of company (voivodeship),
4. Size of employment in the enterprise in the last reporting period,
5. Size of employment of women in the last reporting period,
6. Income of enterprise in the last reporting period,
7. Total assets of enterprise in the last reporting period,
8. Value of de minimis aid received by the company,
9. Number of applications for co-financing submitted under the Measure,
10. Percentage of employed women (in the last reporting period),
11. Employment growth (dichotomous variable indicating whether the firm reported an increase in
employment between two consecutive reporting periods preceding application for SOP ICE)
12. Increase in revenues (as above, in relation to income),
13. Increase in assets (as above, in relation to assets),
14. Number of projects implemented by the company under Phare programmes (variable created based
on PARP data from previously executed programmes),
15. Total value of funds received under the projects financed from the Phare pre-accession fund,
16. Age of company at the time of applying for SOP ICE funds,
17. Participation in Measure 2.1 or 2.3 of SOP ICE (variable indicating whether before submitting the
application for co-financing in Measure 2.1 the company benefited from support under Measure 2.3
and vice versa),
18. Participation in Measure 2.3 or 2.1 of SOP HRD (variable indicating whether before submitting the
application for co-financing in Measure 2.1 or 2.3 the company benefited from training support under
Measure 2.3 of SOP HRD),
PSM resulted in creation of 419 company pairs in the case of Measure 2.1 (419 beneficiaries and 419 firms
in the control group) and 755 company pairs in the case of Measure 2.3.
To be able to comment on the effects of SOP ICE support, we needed additional data to represent the
142

At the stage of applying for support, the entrepreneurs filed application forms, were they characterized in detail their
own businesses and projects.
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condition of firms belonging to both groups compared with each other. Therefore, PARP asked the GUS
for help in carrying out evaluations of Measures 2.1 and 2.3 of SOP ICE. In the case of variables to illustrate
possible impacts of the Programme, they were based on data contained in the Form F-01. PARP selected
those variables that remained in connection with the expected results of support in Measures 2.1 and 2.3.
Finally PARP managed to include the following economic indicators in the analysis:
1. Net sales and equivalents
a) net proceeds from the sale of products, including export sales,
b) net proceeds from the sale of goods and materials, including export sales.
2. Operating costs a) including remunerations.
3. Profit from sales.
4. Loss from sales.
5. Other operating income
a) including grants,
b) including other operating income.
6. Net profit.
7. Net loss.
8. Revenues from the sale treated as exports.
9. Value of purchases in total imports.
a) including import of raw materials and semifinished products for production,
b) including import of goods intended for resale,
10. Average employment in FTE.
11. Number of workers.
12. Long-term liabilities.
a) including from loans and advances.
13. Current liabilities without special funds) including credits and loans.
14. Total expenditure
a) including machinery and technical equipment.
15. Expenditure on intangible assets - total
a) including rights to inventions, patents, utility and ornamental models,
b) including costs of completed development works.

Effects of innovation - study on the impact of projects implemented under Sub-measure 2.2.1 of SOP ICE
Objectives and scope of evaluation
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The main objective of the evaluation was to gain a deeper knowledge about the effects on innovation,
resulting from the implementation of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 SOP ICE - “Support for enterprises
undertaking new investments.” The study focused on identifying and assessing the effects of innovation,
in particular on issues such as:
• the scale of innovation of supported investments (innovation across the company/country/
world),
• the course of investment process (in view of the project implementation under Sub-measure 2.2.1
and in the context of broader business ventures),
• effects of investment implemented in the company,
• impact of investment on company’s business environment (within a specific territory and in the
industry).

In addition, the evaluation was to allow for the gathering of knowledge on the mechanisms of achieving
(or not achieving) projected outcomes, a summary of the experience of implementing pro-innovation
investment projects and to identify both good practices and weaknesses of such projects.
The object of the study was to evaluate Sub-measure 2.2.1 of SOP ICE as regards the results of the projects
that were considered innovative in the area of manufactured products or services at the stage of assessing
applications for co-financing143. In addition, the subject of the evaluation was to assess the impact of
implemented investment projects both at the enterprise level, as well as their impact on the external
territorial and industry environment of the company (cooperating entities, competition, customers).
This evaluation study applied both to the tranche of Sub-measure 2.2.1 implemented by PARP, as well as
to the tranche implemented by the Ministry of Economy144. The evaluation had a summary (conclusive)
nature for this support instrument and was part of the ex post evaluation of the Sectoral Operational
Programme Improvement of the competitiveness of enterprises, 2004-2006. Results of the evaluation
were to provide a reference point for the assessment of analogous pro-innovation grant instruments for
entrepreneurs, supported by the Operational Programme Innovative Economy 2007-2013.
Evaluation commissioned by PARP, was conducted by IBC GROUP Central Europe Holding SA from October
to December 2009, (external evaluation).

Evaluation methodology
The evaluation used the following techniques:
• Analysis of documents (DeskResearch) - particular emphasis was put on the analysis of the of formal
documents of Sub-measure 2.2.1 and results of research, evaluation, and expertise relating to grant
instruments to support investment and innovation processes in enterprises.
• Individual in-depth interviewing IDI - total of 30 IDI interviews were conducted. The study involved
three groups of interviewees:
a) representatives of the administration responsible for the implementation of Sub-measure 2.2.1,
including PARP employees, employees of the Ministry of Economy and Regional Financing
Institutions, with whom a total of 8 individual in-depth interviews were conducted;
b) representatives of the beneficiaries, selected in case studies. Interviews conducted with
decision-makers and line employees who were directly involved in the project or its results. A
total of 20 individual in-depth interviews were conducted.
In addition, 2 IDI interviews were conducted with an expert on innovation and a trade association
representative.
• In-depth telephone interviewing ITI - a total of six ITI interviews were conducted with representatives
of consulting firms that were involved in the investments supported under Sub-measure 2.2.1.
Consulting companies were selected based on the ranking in the “European Funds” journal.
• Computer Assisted Web Interviewing CAWI - study involved a population of beneficiaries of Sub143

144

A total of 426 projects in Sub-measure 2.2.1 were selected for the study, from the companies that after the signing
of co-financing agreements completed their implementation and settled received support. In the population of
beneficiaries, 394 entities were the SME companies (13 beneficiaries of the tranche in Sub-measure 2.2.1 implemented by the Ministry of Economy; 381 companies from PARP tranche), the remaining 32 were large companies
(beneficiaries of the Ministry’s tranche).
From 2004 to October 2006 the Implementing Institution for Submeasure 2.2.1 was the Ministry of the Economy
(previously the Ministry of Economy and Labour). PARP took over the functions of the Implementing Authority for
this instrument on the basis of amended Ordinance of the Minister of Regional Development of 3 October 2006 on
the adoption of the Programme Complement to the SOP ICE - 2004-2006 (See Final Report No 2.2.1/K/2004-2009/IW
on the implementation of Submeasure 2.2.1 SOP ICE in 2004-2009, the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development,
Warsaw 2009).
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measure 2.2.1 (both entities that settled co-financing agreements signed with the Ministry of Economy,
as well as beneficiaries of PARP) - a total of 421 companies. The questionnaire consisted of two parts
– a survey and an indicator form. Start of the study was preceded by creation of CAWI system and
pilot survey, which allowed to verify the correctness and functionality of the research tool. To ensure
the assumed level of attendance during the survey PARP used telephone and email reminders.
317 companies participated in the survey part of the study, an attendance of 75.30%. Indicator
form was filled by 280 companies (66.51%).
• Case study - 10 in-depth case studies on selected projects were carried out; they were supported
by companies and their environment, in the context of the expected results of Sub-measure
2.2.1. Selection of firms for the case study was based on a sampling frame, taking into account
three variables: size of company, amount of obtained support and the time that elapsed since the
completion of the project. Ten case studies were divided by the proportion of 8:2, between the
tranche in Sub-measure 2.2.1 implemented by PARP and the Ministry of Economy. The proportion
essentially corresponded to the size of both populations. Case study excluded companies that
completed the investment after 31 December 2008 This assumption allowed to ignore the entities,
where - at least theoretically - completed projects had not yet reached full operational capability.

80

2. Measure 2.1 Improvement of competitiveness
of SMEs through advice – evaluation results
Description of Measure 2.1
Measure 2.1 “Improvement of competitiveness of SMEs through advice” functioned under Priority II of SOP
ICE - “Direct support to enterprises”. The main objective of the Measure was to increase the competitiveness of SMEs sector, by facilitating access to specialist advice. In addition, Consultancy support scheduled
in the Measure were to inter alia, prepare the entrepreneurs for the implementation of investment projects
envisaged under the SOP ICE Priority II.
Beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 could be micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises, established on Polish
territory, conducting business for at least 3 years or based on the use of new technologies.
Consultancy could address the following thematic fields:
• principles of conducting business within the EU,
• quality,
• innovation and new technologies,
• introduction of products to new foreign markets,
• mergers,
• cooperative networking,
• obtaining external funding for development activities.
Budget of Measure 2.1 amounted to EUR 29.23 million, including EUR 10.23 million from the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and EUR 4.39 million from national public funds145. Moreover, the private
sector provided EUR 14.62 million for projects implementations.
Consulting projects under Measure 2.1 could obtain financial assistance of not less than PLN 2.5 thousand
and not more than PLN 250 thousand and up to 50% of eligible expenditure. The exceptions were microenterprise start-ups based on the use of new technologies for which the aid could reach up to 100% of
eligible expenses.
The Implementing Authority for Measure 2.1 was the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development. Applicants
filed projects to the Regional Financing Institution (RIF) relevant for a given voivodeship. Formal appraisal
of proposals and the first stage of technical and economic appraisal were conducted by the relevant RIF,
while the second stage of technical and economic appraisal and substantive appraisal were conducted by
PARP. The Intermediate Body was the Department of European Funds in the Ministry of Economy, and the
Managing Authority was the Managing Department for Competitiveness and Innovation Programmes in
the Ministry of Regional Development.

145

Cf. Programme Complement to the SOP ICE 2004–2006, http://www.konkurencyjnosc.gov.pl/NR/rdonlyres/
75F01A00-10D3--4E9C-820A-2C0408D6B778/49979/Uzupelnienie_SPOWKP_jedn_22_07_09.pdf
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The course of implementation and the characteristics of projects and beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
Accepting applications for co-financing the projects under Measure 2.1 began in late September 2004 (the
first deadline for submission was mid-December 2004). Then, in 2005 another five competitions for grants
were announced, and in 2006 seven, the last of which ended on 15 September 2006 due to exhaustion of
funds allocation. Overall, there were 13 application rounds under Measure 2.1.
A total of 5 081 applications for co-financing were submitted under Measure 2.1, including 3 731 correct in
formal terms, subject to further assessment. Figure 13 presents the structure of the applicants in Measure
2.1 by company size.
Figure 13. Structure of the applicants in Measure 2.1 by company size

Source: developed on the basis of the Final report on the implementation of Measure 2.1 under SOP ICE in 2004-2009.
Applications for co-financing of projects under Measure 2.1 were usually made by small companies (1 714
applications, representing 45.9% of the total number of applications that passed the formal appraisal). This
category of firms has also proved most effective in applying for funds under Measure 2.1. Small entrepreneurs implemented 1 044 projects, which meant the efficiency of 60.9%. For micro and medium-sized enterprises the selection index reached respectively 50.4% and 60.5%. Number of applicants under Measure
2.1 in the regional structure is shown in Figure 14.
The most active in applying for support for consultancy were the entrepreneurs from: Mazowieckie Voivodeship (614 applications submitted, which corresponds to 16.5% of the total number), Śląskie Voivodeship
(555 and 14.9%), Małopolskie Voivodeship (478 and 12.8%) and Wielkopolskie Voivodeship (468 and 12.5%).
The smallest number of companies applied in: Opolskie Voivodeship (54 and 1.4%), Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeship (61 and 1.6%), Świętokrzyskie Voivodeship (63 and 1.7%), Podlaskie Voivodeship (69 and
1.8%) and Lubuskie Voivodeship (72 and 1.9%). It has been observed clearly that companies from more advanced regions in terms of socio-economic development were more active in seeking funds from Measure
2.1, which was partly the result of the number of companies doing business in a given voivodeship146.
The remainder of this section describes the characteristics of companies that took part in Measure 2.1,
the nature of the projects, the speed of the subsequent stages and efficiency of spending within the
Measure 2.1.
The co-financing of consultancy benefited mostly small businesses - they accounted for almost half of
the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1. Every fourth beneficiary was a micro-entrepreneur and similar number of
medium-sized companies received co-financing.
82
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Cf. share of individual regions in the Polish GDP and the total number of companies, presented in Table 43

Figure 14. Number of applicants under Measure 2.1 in the regional structure

Source: developed on the basis of the Final report on the implementation of Measure 2.1 under SOP ICE in 2004-2009.
Figure 15. Size of the companies benefiting from Measure 2.1, broken down by type of the project

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.1 (N = 1891).
Medium-sized enterprises often benefited from consulting in innovation and new technologies.
Measure 2.1 involved - in almost equal proportions - companies from the industry sector (53%) and trade
and services (47%). Among industrial enterprises, majority operated in the construction industry.
Service and trade companies accounted for the majority of those benefiting from consultancy on the
conduct of business in the EU, while industrial firms predominated among the beneficiaries of the most
popular consulting services on quality. In turn, consultancy on innovation and new technologies was relatively frequently used by commercial and industrial companies engaged in non-metallic chemistry.
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Figure 16. Activity of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down by type of project

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.1 (N = 1891).
Figure 17. Activity of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down by company size

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.1 (N = 1891).
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Among micro-enterprises benefiting from grants under Measure 2.1, the greatest number was trade and
services companies (the number of micro-enterprises operating in trade and services was greater more
than two times than the number of micro-enterprises operating in the industry). More medium-sized enterprises were from the industry sector.

The share of trading and service companies also varied considerably depending on the region where the
project was implemented: from 26% in Opolskie Voivodeship to 56% in Mazowieckie Voivodeship.
Figure 18. Location of projects and beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 by region

Source: based on beneficiaries (N = 1891) and projects (N = 2158) databases in Measure 2.1.
In accordance with the specificity of Measure 2.1, the location of the consultancy project closely coincided with the placement of company headquarters147. Over 70% of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 was
established (and carried out the project) in one of the following six voivodeships: Mazowieckie, Śląskie,
Wielkopolskie, Małopolskie, Dolnośląskie or Pomorskie. It is worth noting that these regions have the largest urban centres in Poland. Only Łódzkie Voivodeship, which had less than 4% of companies, significantly
differentiated in this regard.

147

In contrast to investment projects of Measure 2.3 and Sub-measure 2.2.1, which often were implemented in other
regions of the country, outside the headquarters of the company.
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Figure 19. The structure of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 according to the size of locality in which the
company is established

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
Beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 were mostly companies located in cities with a population of over 500 thousand (27%), but more often they were micro-companies (33% of the beneficiaries of this size were located
in major cities). Consulting projects were implemented somewhat less frequently by companies from cities
ranging in size from 100 thousand to 500 thousand residents (24%). In companies with head offices in rural
areas, every seventh project of Measure 2.1 was implemented.
Figure 20. Structure of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 by main market of activity

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
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For nearly half of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 the main market of their business was the nation-wide
market. Somewhat surprising is the fact that as many as 18% of beneficiaries operating primarily on a narrowly defined local market (own gmina and neighbouring gminas), benefited from specialized consulting
services under SOP ICE. Another 24% of the beneficiaries recognized regional market (of the voivodeship
and neighbouring voivodeships) as their primary market. According to the declarations of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, only 13% of supported companies operated mainly in the international market (EU and
global), which was the domain of medium-sized companies.

Figure 21. Types of consulting projects implemented in Measure 2.1, broken down by rounds of calls for
proposals for 100% co-financing

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
There were seven types of consulting projects implemented under Measure 2.1, but only three enjoyed
popularity among entrepreneurs: advice on quality (made in six out of every ten projects), as well as popular - advice on innovation and new technologies and on the principles of conducting business in the EU
(each involved 18% of projects). Other types (consulting on the introduction of products into foreign markets, cooperative networking, mergers of companies, obtaining external funding for development activities) covered a total of only 4% of the projects in Measure 2.1.
With the inflow of applications, in subsequent application rounds the proportion of funded projects, that
envisaged consultancy on quality, decreased (from over two thirds of the total number of projects to less
than half ), and the popularity of other types of projects grew: advice on the conduct of business in the EU
(more than doubling the frequency of funding this type of projects over three years implementation of
Measure 2.1) and in the field of innovation and new technologies.
The projects implemented under Measure 2.1 lasted an average of six months to two years, only occasionally their execution time was outside this interval. On average, the projects were implemented during a
year period. However, this means that the actual duration of the consultancy project exceed - on average
by 60% - the time envisaged by entrepreneurs in the application for co-financing (i.e. 32 weeks, or about
7 months148).
The longest projects involved consultancy in terms of quality and a few projects on obtaining external
financing for development, while the shortest involved advice on conducting business in the EU.
148

Actual project duration is the length of the period from the date of signing the co-financing agreement to the date
of settling the last payment under the project.
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Figure 22. Expected and actual duration of the projects in Measure 2.1

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
The longest projects were those of medium-sized companies (average of 55 weeks), with co-financing of
the highest values, over PLN 30 thousand (61 weeks) and located in Łódzkie and Dolnośląskie Voivodeships (almost 60 weeks), and the shortest – the projects of micro-enterprises (50 weeks) and located in
Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeship (47 weeks).
Table 9. Time intervals between submitting the application, signing the agreement and settling the
project in Measure 2.1
from agreement to
settlement
12,0 months

from application to settlement

average

from application to
agreement
4,1 months

median

4 months

11 months

15 months

minimum

2,5 months

2,8 months

6 months

maximum

11 months

45 months

49 months

16,1 months

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
The time from making the application149 to signing the agreement was much shorter (average: 4 months),
than from signing the agreement to settlement, which was on average one year (median: 11 months),
when consultancy projects were carried out.
The fastest signing of agreement took place as early as two and a half months after the application for co-financing (however, there were only two such cases), while the longest it took 11 months. The fastest settlement was
three months after signing the agreement (there were three such cases), while the longest period between the
signing of the agreement and the settlement of the project stretched to almost 3 years and 9 months.
Generally, the “fastest” projects were implemented in their entirety (from application to settlement) in just
half a year (two companies: from Małopolskie and Pomorskie Voivodeships), the longest in turn, took more
than 4 years (Podkarpackie Voivodeship).
149
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This analysis covers the period from the date of registration of applications until the signing of co-financing agreements. In many cases, originally filed applications contained errors or were incomplete, which required amendments
(additions) by the applicants at later dates.

Table 10. Duration of the subsequent stages of the projects in Measure 2.1 by regions
from application to
agreement

from agreement to
settlement

from application to
settlement

N

Podlaskie

3,9 months

11,2 months

15,1 months

35

Zachodniopomorskie

4,2 months

11,0 months

15,1 months

53

Lubuskie

3,8 months

11,4 months

15,2 months

34

Małopolskie

4,1 months

11,2 months

15,2 months

256

Wielkopolskie

4,1 months

11,1 months

15,2 months

267

Opolskie

4,0 months

11,6 months

15,6 months

26

Lubelskie

4,1 months

11,7 months

15,7 months

69

Śląskie

4,2 months

11,5 months

15,8 months

299

Pomorskie

4,1 months

11,9 months

15,9 months

158

Podkarpackie

4,0 months

12,0 months

16,0 months

121

Świętokrzyskie

4,2 months

12,1 months

16,3 months

37

Mazowieckie

4,2 months

12,3 months

16,5 months

372

Kujawsko-Pomorskie

4,1 months

13,1 months

17,2 months

90

Warmińsko-Mazurskie

4,1 months

13,1 months

17,2 months

35

Łódzkie

3,9 months

13,7 months

17,6 months

79

Dolnośląskie

4,1 months

13,6 months

17,6 months

200

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
The pace of projects implementation under Measure 2.1 was relatively balanced regionally - the differences were small. The shortest period from registration of application for co-financing to the settlement
of the final payment was in projects implemented in Podlaskie and Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeships
(about 15 months, about a month less than the national average), the longest process of implementation
was in Dolnośląskie and Łódzkie Voivodeships (nearly half a year, i.e. one and a half months longer than the
average). These differences were mainly derived from the diversity of implementation periods of individual
projects or, alternatively, the efficiency of their settlement, because the processing time for applications for
co-financing was almost the same everywhere, and amounted to about 4 months.
While most entrepreneurs pursued only one consulting project, one in ten beneficiaries under Measure 2.1
settled more than one agreement, including more than 2% of beneficiaries - three or more agreements.
“Record holder” completed sixteen consulting projects worth a total of PLN 1 472 672 and with a value of
co-financing of PLN 603 550 (these projects were implemented in Podkarpackie Voivodeship).
Several projects were often implemented by medium-sized companies, traders and entrepreneurs from
south-eastern Poland (Małopolskie, Lubelskie and Podkarpackie Voivodeships).
Within the framework of Measure 2.1 funding was allocated for a total of 2,158 projects submitted by 1,891
entities150. Applications for co-financing were submitted to the Regional Financing Institutions and PARP
from November 2004 (so by the end of 2004 their number was relatively small) to September 2006, when
all applications (positively examined) were filed.
150

As of 31 July 2010.
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Figure 23. Average number of co-financing agreements executed by the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1,
broken down by company size

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.1 (N = 1891).
Figure 24. Increase in the number of applications, agreements and settlements under Measure 2.1 in
subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
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The first co-financing agreements were signed in April 2005 and by the end of this year 35% of agreements
were signed (of all the various agreements effectively settled in Measure 2.1). By the end of 2006 more than
90% of co-financing agreements were signed, and in April 2007 the remaining projects were contracted.
The settlement period was much more extended in time. Grants started to be paid in the second half of
2005 (by the end of this year, however, only a few projects were settled). Last payments of co-financing
took place even in mid-2009.
Generally, the rate of submitting applications for co-financing, signing agreements, as well as settling the
projects was the highest in the middle period of implementation. The Measure initially quite slowly gathered momentum and slowly “faded” at the end of the implementation period.
Applications were submitted to the institution with uneven frequency - in some months there were more
of them than in others (very important in this regard were schedules and rules for subsequent calls for proposals, announced in Measure 2.1). Equally variable was the rate of signing agreements with beneficiaries,

Figure 25. Number of applications, agreements and settlements under Measure 2.1 on a monthly basis

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
while the rate of settling projects was slower and more even in subsequent months of implementing
Measure 2.1. Most applications for co-financing were received in March and June 2005 (respectively 257
and 289 applications). A record number of agreements (301) were signed in October 2005. The greatest
number of settlements was in March, May and July 2007 (110-120 settlements per month).
The average amounts of co-financing assumed in the application for consultancy projects were close to
PLN 30 thousand, but only half the projects applied for funding in excess of PLN 14 thousand (median
value). Although these amounts were not significantly reduced at the stage of signing agreements, after
the settlement of projects they proved to be somewhat lower - each project received an average of about
PLN 28 thousand of co-financing (median: PLN 12.5 thousand).
Figure 26. Average value of project, eligible costs and amount of grants in Measure 2.1

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
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The causes for reduction of the value of settled grants in relation to the amounts requested and the findings from the agreement stage could be: non-recognition by institutions of the cost of projects as eligible
at the settlement stage, or lower than originally assumed costs of the purchased consultancy services. The
average final values of eligible costs and total costs of projects also decreased in relation to the plans.
The biggest change in real values in relation to plans concerned ineligible costs in projects, which at the
stage of settlement differed strongly down from the value declared in the application and entered into the
co-financing agreement. This may suggest that some companies restricted in the project their own costs
not covered by the grant, disproportionately more than the cost covered by a partial refund151.
In total, under Measure 2.1 companies were paid nearly PLN 60 million in grants (exactly PLN 59 704 889).
Less than half of these funds were paid to small businesses, and every fifth zloty was paid to micro-enterprises. Exactly the same amount of funds was disbursed for support of industrial companies as for companies in the trade and services sector.
Most public funds from Measure 2.1 were acquired by companies from Małopolskie, Mazowieckie and
Śląskie Voivodeship (about PLN 10 million for each of these regions - about half of all funds). The least
resources for consultancy went to companies from voivodeships: Opolskie, Lubuskie, Podlaskie, Zachodniopomorskie and Warmińsko-Mazurskie (less than PLN 1 million for each region).
Table 11. Funds distributed in different groups of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
total value of grants total value of projects
TOTAL
size
of enterprises
sector
of activity

location
of project voivodeship

PLN 59 704 889

PLN 160 576 951

micro-enterprises

PLN 11 432 344

PLN 27 323 150

small enterprises

PLN 25 769 008

PLN 67 103 523

medium-sized enterprises

PLN 22 503 537

PLN 66 150 278

industry

PLN 29 956 763

PLN 79 194 338

trade and services

PLN 29 748 126

PLN 81 382 613

Dolnośląskie

PLN 5 375 680

PLN 16 788 773

Kujawsko-Pomorskie

PLN 1 559 607

PLN 4 936 074

Lubelskie

PLN 1 757 507

PLN 4 442 244

Lubuskie

PLN 543 772

PLN 1 434 869

Łódzkie

PLN 2 405 793

PLN 6 144 514

Małopolskie

PLN 10 849 715

PLN 30 726 665

Mazowieckie

PLN 9 886 641

PLN 26 466 250

PLN 331 251

PLN 913 658

PLN 3 812 697

PLN 9 957 923

Opolskie
Podkarpackie

151
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This is understandable from the standpoint of the economic approach of the beneficiaries themselves, but from the
standpoint of the efficiency of allocation of public funds, it would be more desirable for the potential savings in the
project to include eligible costs at least in the same degree (and thereby reduce the value of subsidies) as non-eligible costs, borne by the entrepreneur in 100%.

Podlaskie

PLN 766 239

PLN 2 524 076

Pomorskie

PLN 3 764 506

PLN 9 748 165

Śląskie

PLN 9 515 080

PLN 23 104 273

Świętokrzyskie

PLN 1 404 048

PLN 3 402 021

PLN 985 562

PLN 2 439 650

PLN 5 800 116

PLN 14 900 716

PLN 946 674

PLN 2 647 082

quality

PLN 15 145 627

PLN 44 887 401

innovation and new technologies

PLN 20 960 763

PLN 54 568 151

Warmińsko-Mazurskie
Wielkopolskie
Zachodniopomorskie

principles of conducting business
type of
PLN 18 397 074
in the EU
consultancy
project
obtaining external financing for
PLN 2 826 205
development
introduction of products to new
PLN 2 297 540
foreign markets
Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (as of 31 July 2010) (N = 2158).

PLN 46 144 013
PLN 9 481 624
PLN 5 309 159

Although consultancy services on quality (i.e., projects with a relatively small costs) outnumbered other
projects, the largest part of the funds in Measure 2.1 was earmarked for consultancy in innovation and
new technologies (PLN 21 million) and on the principles of conducting business in the EU (PLN 18 million).
Projects for improving the quality received a total of only one-fourth of funds in Measure 2.1, i.e. about PLN
15 million.
Figure 27. Average value of the project, eligible costs and amount of grant at the stage of settlement,
broken down by type of consultancy project in Measure 2.1

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
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The different types of consultancy services were associated with different costs and received grants of different amounts. Consultancy services on quality, which were most often contracted, were less expensive
(average value of the project: PLN 35 thousand; amount of a grant - approximately PLN 12 thousand). Consultancy in the field of innovation and new technologies on average cost PLN 138 thousand (grant: PLN
53 thousand), and consultancy services on conducting business in the EU - a little less, PLN 119 thousand
(grant of PLN 47 thousand). The most expensive were consulting services on obtaining external financing
for development (the average value of the project: PLN 215 thousand, grant: PLN 64 thousand) and on
introduction of products into new foreign markets (the average value of the project: PLN 126 thousand,
grant: PLN 55 thousand), which were rarely taken by the beneficiaries.
Figure 28. Average amounts of contracted and settled grants in Measure 2.1 in subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
Since the beginning of implementation of Measure 2.1, the value of grants increased in subsequent projects
(both in terms of the grant amounts in agreements, as well as amounts ultimately paid to beneficiaries).
It could be, among others, the effect of increasing popularity of more expensive forms of consultancy: in
innovation and new technologies and conduct of business in the EU.
While in 2005, average value of projects was PLN 20 thousand, two years later (in late stage of signing
agreements), the average value of the contracted amounts of grants was already twice as high. Also, the
average amounts of actually settled grants rose over four years by over 230%: from about PLN 20 thousand
to almost PLN 70 thousand for the project. The observed phenomenon could be the result inter alia, of
cost-intensive and complex consulting projects being implemented and settled much longer than the
smaller and simpler projects, so that many were finalized in late stage of settlement.
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Figure 29. Efficiency of spending: contracted and settled amount in Measure 2.1 in subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.1 (N = 2158).
Under Measure 2.1, the beneficiaries were granted a total of nearly PLN 60 million in grants, with slightly
higher funds of PLN 61.4 million previously contracted in agreements with PARP152.
The rate of contracting and settlement of the amounts of grants in subsequent years of Measure 2.1 was
variable. Contracting (in values of co-financing) proceeded most quickly in 2006, when agreements were
signed for grants totalling nearly PLN 40 million. The month in which the highest total amount of cofinancing was contracted was October 2005 (PLN 6.83 million). However, the most intensive period in
this respect was the second half of 2006, when PLN 4 million of grants was systematically contracted per
month (the highest in November 2006: 4.85 million).
The settlement of projects was extended and thus had a slower pace (which largely resulted from the
specificity of this process). Most grants - about PLN 28 million – were paid to micro-, small and medium
businesses in 2007. In turn, at the end of the settlement stage, in 2009, only PLN 200 thousand was paid
(to the last three companies).
The largest summary value of grants in one month was paid in July 2007 (PLN 3.26 million). Launched in
this way, the second half of 2007 proved to be a record in terms of amounts of payments - between July
and December 2007, the companies were paid a total of 15.5 million.

Observed changes in economic indicators of beneficiaries in Measure 2.1
Employment
The SME sector is essential for increasing competitiveness and employment in the economy. Even during the economic downturn when large companies undergo financial difficulties and dismiss employees,
smaller businesses, with a high flexibility and rapid adaptation to changing market conditions, do not feel
the effects of the crisis to such a significant extent.

152

Data on the value of contracts are limited to a group of final beneficiaries (2158 projects).
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Figure 30. Average level of employment among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 after 18 months of settling the projects 153

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
In the year before the survey, the level of employment among beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 increased by
13%. In one third of cases further increase was predicted.
153
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Cyclic survey carried out among the co-financed companies using the Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI),
every quarter included an appropriately selected group (cohort) of beneficiaries, for whom the about 18 months on
average elapsed since the settlement of co-financing agreements in Measure 2.1. The moment of the study was set
based on the programming documents of SOP ICE (after this period it was expected to achieve most of the results
of support). Moreover, this common (standardized) time horizon included in the study, provides a basis for aggregation of results and the treatment of observed changes (including the economic indicators) as comparable for all
companies co-financed in Measure 2.1. In 12 quarterly rounds implemented by PARP in 2007-2010, from among
1,889 beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, 1,534 companies participated in studies (sample population, response rate of over
81%). (See Chapter ‘Objectives, scope and methodology of evaluation’).

Companies involved in Measure 2.1, after 18 months of settlement of projects generated 9 007 new jobs;
more than one third of them was filled by women. Women employees are a constant percentage of total
employment (about 33%) in the subsidized enterprises. In the period immediately following the settlement of projects, there were no changes in this ratio.
The beneficiaries after 18 months since the participation in Measure 2.1 employed an average of about 57
employees. The average number of newly created jobs, since the previous reference period, was 6.4 per
company, with 2.6 new jobs for women.
Figure 31. Changes in employment levels among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 in subsequent years
(cumulative figures)

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
Since early 2007, employment in companies under Measure 2.1 grew steadily. The results of international
economic crisis, if it influenced the level of employment in supported enterprises, were observed with
some delay (negative impact of the crisis was reported to a greater extent in the group of „later” beneficiaries than in companies from the first calls for proposals). 2010 recorded stagnation - new jobs were not
created, which could be due to the general trend - the rise of unemployment in Poland at the turn of
2009-2010154.
The percentage rate of growth in total employment levels among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, as well
as women’s employment, steadily decreased throughout the period, in 2010, descending to zero

154

See http://www.stat.gov.pl/cps/rde/xbcr/gus/PUBL_pw_miesie_inf_o_bezrob_w_polsce_06m_2010. pdf.
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Figure 32. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.1 by regions

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
Most new jobs were created in Mazowieckie Voivodeship (the highest number of subsidized firms) - at
least 1 507, but the most efficient in terms of hiring new employees were the companies of Podkarpackie
and Lubelskie Voivodeships - the average number of jobs created since the previous reference period was
respectively 11.7 and 10.1 per company.
In Lubuskie Voivodeship all newly created jobs were filled by women. At the other extreme was Podlaskie
Voivodeship, where according to declarations of supported beneficiaries, women were not employed at all.
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Figure 33. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.1, broken down by size of company and
amount of grants

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
Most new jobs were created by medium-sized companies (average of nearly 11 jobs per company). These
companies also hired relatively many women. The amount of grant had an impact on employment growth
in supported businesses, but significant impact was noted only from the amount of PLN 30 thousand.
Table 12. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.1, broken down by sector of activity and
company size
micro-enterprises

small enterprises

medium-sized enterprises

average
number of new
jobs

average
number of
new jobs
-women

average
number of
new jobs

average
number of new
jobs -women

average
number of
new jobs

average
number of new
jobs -women

trade

2.9

1.4

4.3

2.2

20.4

10.1

services

2.1

1.5

6.4

3.8

11.9

3.6

industry

5.5

1.2

5.2

1.2

8.0

3.9

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
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Table 13. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.1, broken down by sector of activity and
company size
micro-enterprises
number number number of
of new of new new jobs /
jobs
jobs
number of
-women new jobs
- women

small enterprises

medium-sized enterprises

number
of new
jobs

number
of new
jobs
-women

number of
new jobs /
number of
new jobs
- women

number
of new
jobs

number
of new
jobs
-women

number of
new jobs /
number of
new jobs
- women

trade

222

109

49%

769

403

52%

1221

607

50%

services

279

194

70%

1018

606

60%

847

256

30%

industry

579

129

22%

1960

458

23%

1989

979

49%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1417).
Leaders in creating new jobs were medium-sized companies, engaged in trade (average increase of 20.4
jobs in the company in this category) and services (11.9).
Women were more often employed in commercial enterprises than in industrial companies; in services,
the smaller the company, the relatively more employed women. Only in the medium-sized companies of
the industrial sector half of employees were women (in the smaller industrial enterprises, women constituted less than one-quarter of total employment).

Revenues from sales
A very important indicator of business growth is revenue. Analysis of changes in net income ratio of total
sales allows to evaluate the effectiveness of the consultancy project’s impact on a company, to a certain
extent. The increase in net income is the result of market conditions and good corporate governance.
Specific actions and financial support enabled companies to implement projects that allow business development and revenue growth.
Figure 34. Average level of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1481).

Total net income from sales in the group of subsidized firms rose from the previous reference year by about
one-tenth and amounted to an average of PLN 14 million 383 thousand. The average nominal increase in
revenue from the previous year amounted to PLN 1 million 286 thousand per company. Over half (53%)
beneficiaries expected further increase in revenue and 13% - reduction in the value of this indicator.
The economic crisis – as one can presume - contributed to the systematic decline in revenue growth of
beneficiaries, but only the first half of 2010 resulted in reduced indicator value by 5% as compared to the
previous reference year.
Figure 35. Dynamics of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1481).
Figure 36. Dynamics of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 in subsequent years, broken down by
company size

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1481).
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Subsidized small and medium-sized companies proved to be more stable in terms of revenue than the
micro-enterprises, which suffered a lot due to swings of the economy in this area. In their case, changes
in the market resulted in large fluctuations in revenue growth in subsequent periods. Despite this, it is the
percentage change in revenue of micro-enterprises that was higher (14%) than in small and medium-sized
companies (9%). The smallest companies generated higher revenues, in percentage terms, in times of
prosperity than the small and medium sized companies.
Table 14. Dynamics of revenue of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down by sector of activity and
company size
in general

micro-enterprises

small enterprises

medium-sized
enterprises
trade
8%
2%
8%
10%
services
11%
15%
9%
12%
industry
11%
25%
13%
7%
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1481).
Micro-enterprises from the industrial sector obtained relatively the largest income as compared to the
reference year - it rose by one quarter. Micro-companies involved in trade made virtually no change in
revenue as compared to the previous settlement period.
Table 15. Changes in the level of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 as compared to the previous year,
broken down by regions
average nominal
value of annual
net income in
the previous
reporting period
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Podlaskie (N=29)

PLN 13 176 865

average
average
average
nominal value
nominal
percentage
of annual net
change in net
change of net
income in the
revenue as
revenue
next reporting compared to the as compared to
period
previous year the previous year
PLN 16 148 754 PLN 2 971 890
23%

Lubuskie (N=21)

PLN 13 154 321

PLN 15 588 157

PLN 2 433 836

19%

Zachodniopomorskie (N=42)

PLN 9 875 200

PLN 11 630 558

PLN 1 755 358

18%

Świętokrzyskie (N=17)

PLN 11 387 066

PLN 13 373 834

PLN 1 986 768

17%

Opolskie (N=20)

PLN 10 245 022

PLN 11 866 943

PLN 1 621 921

16%

Wielkopolskie (N=180)

PLN 11 773 910

PLN 13 320 328

PLN 1 546 418

13%

Pomorskie (N=112)

PLN 12 820 571

PLN 14 484 800

PLN 1 664 228

13%

Podkarpackie (N=90)

PLN 12 533 886

PLN 14 145 002

PLN 1 611 116

13%

Kujawsko-Pomorskie (N=72)

PLN 11 887 752

PLN 13 354 536

PLN 1 466 784

12%

Mazowieckie (N=251)

PLN 12 943 225

PLN 14 534 401

PLN 1 591 176

12%

Śląskie (N=217)

PLN 13 383 474

PLN 14 988 255

PLN 1 604 782

12%

Dolnośląskie (N=142)

PLN 13 054 710

PLN 13 812 934

PLN 758 224

6%

Lubelskie (N=46)

PLN 16 081 847

PLN 16 380 430

PLN 298 583

2%

Małopolskie (N=158)

PLN 15 386 784

PLN 15 627 588

PLN 240 804

2%

Łódzkie (N=59)

PLN 15 561 836

PLN 15 778 701

PLN 216 864

1%

Warmińsko-Mazurskie
PLN 11 262 415 PLN 11 093 943
PLN 168 472
1%
(N=24)
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1480).

Only in the case of companies from Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeship revenues declined as compared
to the year in which beneficiaries settled the consultancy project. In all other voivodeships beneficiaries
recorded a growth - the largest in companies from Podlaskie Voivodeship (average of 23%).

Balance of foreign trade
An important objective of Measure 2.1 was to increase export in SME sector in manufacturing and services
with high export potential, whose offer could meet the demand in EU markets. The trade balance is a
sensitive indicator, revealing much about the economic situation, but also about the effectiveness of the
company. It indicates the expansionary policy, or lack thereof, the openness to foreign markets and competitiveness; shows in which direction the company is following.
Figure 37. Average level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475).
Beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 generally reported increases in foreign sales (12%) and purchases (20%) as
compared to the previous year.
In the last reference year, the negative trade balance amounted to an average of PLN 37 thousand per
company (in the previous year the balance was positive and amounted to PLN 10 thousand). Moreover, in
the last year, foreign sales was 4% lower than the import purchases (previous year ended with a positive
turnover balance +1%).
Every fifth entrepreneur at the time of the study expected further increase in the value of foreign sales
(exports), almost as many entrepreneurs (17%) expected an increase in the value of purchases (imports).
8% of beneficiaries predicted a decline in both foreign sales and purchases.
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Figure 38. Foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475).
The weakening of the zloty increased prices of products from abroad, but sales became more profitable at the
same time. However, because of the global financial and economic crisis (especially in the German market, which
is the main recipient of Polish goods and services), entrepreneurs experienced a smaller scale of benefits from the
sale of their products than they should, in conjunction with the weakening zloty. In Europe, demand had fallen, and
thus the demand for relatively inexpensive goods from Poland. In the period when the euro was the most expensive (first half year of 2009)155, foreign sales declined because EU countries experienced the effects of the crisis.
Foreign purchases of beneficiaries were higher than in the previous reference year, but with the decrease
in purchasing power of zloty, they systematically declined. Importers were hampered by depreciation of
zloty against euro. Purchases steadily decreased, in mid-2009 they reached the level of the previous year.
Table 16. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 as compared to
the previous year, broken down by company size
percentage change

microenterprises
14%
15%
-18%

small enterprises

medium-sized
enterprises
12%
12%
14%

foreign sales
13%
foreign purchases
25%
trade balance (last reporting period)
-12%
nominal change
foreign sales
PLN 46 847
PLN 86 546
PLN 187 269
foreign purchases
PLN 58 539
PLN 180 654
PLN 170 092
trade balance (last reporting period)
PLN -82 335
PLN -110 400
PLN 224 469
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475)..
Smaller companies showed a negative balance of trade in the last period – they bought more than they
sold. In contrast, the medium-sized companies achieved a positive balance of trade (14%).
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See http://www.nbp.pl/home.aspx?f=/kursy/kursy_archiwum.html

Supported small businesses imported about one-fourth more goods, products and services than in the
previous period.
Supported trade companies bought almost two times more than they sold - negative trade balance
amounted to 178%.
Table 17. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 as compared to
the previous year, broken down by sector
percentage change
trade
services
industry
foreign sales
21%
22%
9%
foreign purchases
19%
27%
17%
trade balance (last reporting period)
-178%
46%
21%
nominal change
foreign sales
PLN 105 366
PLN 81 091
PLN 107 550
foreign purchases
PLN 267 658
PLN 50 934
PLN 146 617
trade balance (last reporting period)
PLN -1 073 683
PLN 208 891
PLN 268 584
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475).
Table 18. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 as compared to
the previous year, broken down by year of project settlement
percentage change
2005/2006
2007
2008
foreign sales
21%
8%
0%
foreign purchase
31%
12%
4%
trade balance (last reporting period)
-1%
-5%
-10%
nominal change
foreign sales
PLN 168 778
PLN 54 864
PLN 4 238
foreign purchase
PLN 232 903
PLN 87 099
PLN 54 981
trade balance (last reporting period)
PLN -10 614
PLN -43 070
PLN -131 716
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475).
Analysis for the year of project settlement shows how the crisis proceeded. Subsidized companies bought
and sell less and less with each year, and trade deficit grew.
Table 19. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases as compared to the previous year broken down
by amount of grant
percentage change
below PLN 7.5
PLN 7.5-15
PLN 15-30
over PLN 30
thousand
thousand
thousand
thousand
foreign sales
14%
21%
7%
8%
foreign purchase
17%
18%
17%
20%
trade balance
-25%
0,1%
0,2%
2%
(last reporting period)
nominal change
foreign sales
PLN 74 129
PLN 124 851
PLN 64 537
PLN 109 372
foreign purchase
PLN 114 305
PLN 107 546
PLN 149 605
PLN 226 522
trade balance
PLN -192 952
PLN 981
PLN 2 487
PLN 22 634
(last reporting period)
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1481), foreign purchases (N=1475).
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The following relationship was observed - the higher the grant, the more favourable balance of trade of
the beneficiaries in the last period.

Capital expenditure
Capital expenditure is incurred in connection with the exchange of used resources, means of production
or with enlarging thereof. The first enable enterprises to maintain production at current level, the second
- enable its growth. Without investments, i.e. expenditure on buildings, machinery, equipment, tools or
transportation, it is difficult to talk about development.
Figure 39. Average level of capital expenditure (with the exception of public aid) of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1476).
Companies participating in Measure 2.1 in the year following the completion of the project allocated more
money for investment in comparison with the year in which they implemented the project (increase by an
average of PLN 146 thousand per company). Value of beneficiaries’ capital expenditure in the year following the settlement of projects increased by 28%.
Every third entrepreneur expected in the next year an increase in investment outlays, and one in five - decrease.
Figure 40. Dynamics of investment outlays (excluding public aid) of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken
down by sector of activity, company size and amount of grants

106

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator values.

Change in the value of investment outlays varied according to the size of a company. Larger firms invested
more (in percentage) than smaller enterprises. In addition, companies from the industry sector invested
almost two times less (22%) than the retail and service sector (38%).
Entrepreneurs who received a grant of more than PLN 30 thousand, increased capital expenditure by almost half (49%). Firms subsidized with smaller amount (less than PLN 30 thousand) increased the rate of
investments by almost one fifth (19%).
Figure 41. Average level of capital expenditure (with the exception of public aid) of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1476).
Capital expenditure by the beneficiaries remained for a long time at a stable, higher level as compared
to the previous period. But 2009 saw a significant decrease in these expenditures. This resulted primarily
from limiting investments in new fixed assets or improvements to existing facilities in the group of small
businesses.

Implemented innovations
Product innovation is the introduction of new or significantly improved products (expanding the current
offer on one hand, on the other - the introduction of a unique product or service on the market), while
process innovation is the implementation of new (or significantly improved) methods of manufacture and
distribution and methods (systems) to support business processes, such as maintenance systems, operating systems associated with purchasing, accounting (bookkeeping) and computational systems. Introduction of innovations may involve changes in equipment, human resources, working methods. Innovations
lead ultimately to the development and expansion into larger markets; crowding out the weaker, less
innovative competitors.
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Figure 42. Average number of innovations implemented within 18 months after the settlement of projects
by beneficiaries of Measure 2.1.

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1511), process innovations (N=1528).

Within 18 months after using subsidized consulting services, beneficiaries implemented more product
innovations156 (average of 1.81 innovation per company) than process innovations (1.09). Companies covered by Measure 2.1 created 2 735 product innovations and 1 666 process innovations. In the past 3 years
of carrying out this study involving the evaluation of subsidized companies, there was no changes in this
trend (e.g. caused by the impact of the economic crisis) for the investment indicator. The number of innovations introduced by the beneficiaries has been growing at a relatively steady pace.
Table 20. Number of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who have introduced innovations in the enterprise
TOTAL

3Q
2007
(r1)

4Q
2007
(r2)

1Q
2008
(r3)

2Q
2008
(r4)

3Q
2008
(r5)

4Q
2008
(r6)

1Q
2009
(r7)

2Q
2009
(r8)

3Q
2009
(r9)

4Q
2009
(r10)

1Q
2010
(r11)

2Q
2010
(r12)

product
innovations
(number of companies)

774

26

92

90

76

66

99

120

85

55

37

16

14

product innovations (%
of companies)

51%

53%

50%

53%

49%

43%

50%

50%

50%

57%

58%

52%

64%

process
innovations
(number of companies)

739

28

87

90

80

66

91

114

81

48

31

13

9

process innovations (%
of companies)

48%

58%

47%

53%

52%

43%

46%

47%

48%

50%

48%

45%

41%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1511), process innovations (N=1528).
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In the case of Measure 2.1, in the evaluation of results after 18 months, the studies concerned product and process
innovations introduced by the beneficiaries across the enterprise (in Measure 2.3 studies also concerned innovation
on market scale). Introduction of product innovation across the company was understood as the implementation
of new or improved - in relation to the current offer - products(goods or service), using the existing technological,
management and other processes affecting the range of offers. In turn, the introduction of process innovation across
the enterprise in this evaluation study was understood as the implementation by the entrepreneur of a new - in relation to the one existing in the company - technological, management or another process, aimed at offering existing
products (goods or services) or to expand their range.

Nearly half of companies introduced new products and processes (innovations on enterprise-scale). The
results in the successive rounds of evaluation studies differed only slightly - always a similar percentage of
recipients introduced innovations across the enterprise.
Figure 43. Average number of innovations implemented within 18 months after the settlement of the
projects by beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down by sector of activity and company size

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data.
The industry created nearly one product innovation (average 0.8) more than trade and services. Moreover,
the industrial sector created twice as much product innovations than process innovations.
The size of the company fostered a greater number of product innovations (the larger the company, the
more product innovations introduced during the period). There were no similarities in case of process innovations.
Table 21. Average number of innovations implemented within 18 months after the settlement of the projects
by beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down by sector of activity and company size (detailed data)

product
innovations

process
innovations

trade

services

industry

micro-enterprises

1,4

1,5

1,8

small enterprises

1,6

1,3

2,1

medium-sized
enterprises

1,2

1,6

2,5

micro-enterprises

0,8

1,2

1,0

small enterprises

1,3

0,9

1,0

medium-sized
1,5
1,1
1,2
enterprises
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1511), process innovations (N=1528).
In industrial companies, regardless of size, product innovations arose more than in other sectors - even the smallest industrial company implemented more innovations than any company in the trade and services sector.
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Figure 44. Impact of Measure 2.1 on innovations
Has the project contributed to the introduction of innovation in the enterprise on a market scale...?

Basis: all beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who stated that the implementation of the project(s) contributed to the
introduction of innovation in the enterprise (N=785), the values in the Figure do not add up to100% due to possibility of selecting several responses.
The increase in market size (from local to global) went hand in hand with a reduction in the number of
innovations introduced by the beneficiaries - the bigger the market the less frequently the entrepreneur
pointed out that the project contributed to the introduction of innovations.
Just over one third of beneficiaries said that the project did not affect the introduction of innovations in
any market. In the case of this group of companies, despite relatively numerous cases in which the project
did not envisaged the results in the form of increased innovativeness of the company, the main reason for
the lack of impact on introducing innovation in the enterprise on a market scale is primarily the specific
nature of subsidized industries.
Table 22. Impact of Measure 2.1 on innovation, broken down by amount of grants
market

below PLN 30 thousand

over PLN 30 thousand

N

%

N

%

regional

257

22%

162

41%

nationwide

213

19%

136

35%

EU

82

7%

66

17%

global

32

3%

36

9%

none

831

73%

201

51%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1; values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the possible
choice of several responses by a respondent.
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Grants of more than PLN 30 thousand were conducive to the fact that twice as many beneficiaries identified the impact of the project on innovation at the regional, national and EU level, and three times more
beneficiaries identified the impact on the global market. Over half of businesses with a higher subsidies
stated that Measure 2.1 had no effect on the introduction of innovation on any market. In the case of
smaller co-financing (less than PLN 30 thousand), three quarters of beneficiaries had a similar view.

Figure 45. Forecasts of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 on the implementation of innovations in the future

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
Two times less beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 planned to introduce (within 12 months of the study) in their companies product and process innovations applied in the country for no longer than 3 years, than new products
(goods or services) or processes applicable in Poland for a longer time (innovation at company level).

Obtained certificates
Certificates give businesses an advantage over its competitors. Issued by trusted institutions, they confirm the
competence of the entrepreneur in the specified scope, compliance of the product with the imposed standards
or give the right to perform certain tasks. They are without doubt an important part of the market game.
Figure 46. Average number of certificates (including marks of conformity) obtained after settlement of
projects in Measure 2.1, broken down by amounts of grants

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who envisaged obtaining certification (N = 898).
Companies that carried out consultancy projects, resulting in obtaining a certificate or mark of conformity,
obtained on average just over one certificate per company.
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The following relationship was noted: the higher the amount of the grant for the project, the greater the
number of certificates (marks of conformity) obtained as a result of its implementation. If co-financing of
consultancy project was lower than PLN 30 thousand, a company obtained on average one certificate,
nearly two (1.7) in the case of grants of more than PLN 30 thousand.
Every sixth beneficiary of Measure 2.1 expected to obtain certificate within the next year, following the
study. At the same time as many as 36% of beneficiaries did not plan in the near future to apply for a certificate (mark of conformity).
Table 23. Number of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who obtained certificates (marks of conformity)
TOTAL

3Q
2007
(r1)

4Q
2007
(r2)

1Q
2008
(r3)

2Q
2008
(r4)

3Q
2008
(r5)

4Q
2008
(r6)

1Q
2009
(r7)

2Q
2009
(r8)

3Q
2009
(r9)

4Q
2009
(r10)

1Q
2010
(r11)

2Q
2010
(r12)

number
of companies

551

18

55

69

73

52

51

104

59

33

21

8

8

percentage
of companies (%)

36%

38%

30%

41%

47%

34%

26%

43%

35%

34%

32%

25%

36%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data.
Slightly over one third of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 obtained a certificate (mark of conformity) as
a result of implementing a consultancy project. In no quarter of the study, the share of firms receiving a
certificate exceeded 50%.

Developed strategic documents
Figure 47. Average number of strategic documents developed under Measure 2.1, broken down by regions

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who envisaged the development of a strategic document (N = 767).
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Companies that were planning to draw up strategic documents in their consultancy projects, developed
an average of three documents (3,4).

Micro-enterprises developed on average one strategic document less than larger companies. Entrepreneurs in the industrial sector created on average about one strategic document more than entrepreneurs
in the service and trade sector.
Most beneficiaries (86%) uses developed strategic documents - some even in the current activity, legitimizing the organizational and cost strategy of the company.
Figure 48. The use of strategic documents, developed under projects of Measure 2.1
Do you use the developed strategic documents in practice?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who envisaged the development of a strategic document (N = 767).

These documents allow businesses inter alia, to define the obligations of employees, organisation of work
or entry into foreign markets. With them, the companies can apply for further support or create marketing
concepts. They allow for improvement of the quality policies towards customers, but also sometimes tend
to be used when purchasing new computer hardware or software. Developed strategic documents, according to the beneficiaries, concern the functioning of the whole company, and have a positive effect on
increasing the efficiency at both the organizational level, as well as economic level:
“Documentation of the quality management system was developed with its primary document, which is the
Quality Manual, used and applied in the operation of my business.”
„Developed documents and records are used in all organisational units of the company in order to efficiently
manage the processes by showing and linking the processes arising from the functioning of the quality
management system.”
More often the strategic documents were used by entrepreneurs who participated in consultancy projects
on quality (87%) and the functioning of enterprises in the EU (88%) than by companies implementing
projects on innovation and new technologies (82%).
The size of the company and the amount of co-financing did not differentiate significantly the results of
research on the use of strategic documents.
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Assessments and opinions of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
Overall assessment of profitability of participation in Measure 2.1
According to 88% of entrepreneurs, participation in Measure 2.1 was worth the investment. Only 3% of
beneficiaries had opposite view.
Figure 49. Assessment of the profitability of Measure 2.1 with regard to expenses
In your opinion, were the effects of the firm’s participation in the Measure worth their expenses?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
The main argument raised by entrepreneurs who recognized that the effects of participation in Measure
2.1 were not worth the expenditure incurred, was the small value of the subsidy in relation to all costs
incurred. Some beneficiaries estimated that with the dedicated funds and invested time, the profitability
of the project was too low:
„The involvement of the beneficiary, in particular, in the formal aspects (application and contacts with PARP)
far exceeded the value of grants”.
„Incurred expenditure, time spent on the project, the number of visits to PARP and the work of involved people
far exceeded the obtained financial benefits.”
Another problem pointed out by representatives of beneficiaries who negatively assessed the profitability
of the project was the lack of changes in competitiveness, as a result of obtained advice (expenditure did
not translate directly to the development of the company, increase in orders, or significant expansion of
the knowledge of company’s employees). Respondents in this group declared that as a result of project
implementation, their businesses did not become in any way more competitive. Entrepreneurs using the
advice on quality, pointed out that the certificate was not in fact necessary and obtaining it changed nothing, they only needlessly lost valuable time:
„Expenditure incurred to obtain the certificate did not translate directly to an increase in sales. Very
occasionally our customers are interested in the certificate”.
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„No one asks about our certificate, and therefore outside the company it is completely useless. We thought
that we will acquire new customers, but it does not interest them whether the company has implemented a
quality management system. They look only at the final product and the terms and conditions, nothing more”.
Overwhelmingly positive reviews on the profitability of the project were expressed by entrepreneurs who received grants of more than PLN 30 thousand. 93% of them emphasized that participation in Measure 2.1 was
worth the investment. Satisfaction with grants of less than PLN 30 thousand was significantly lower (86%).
Entrepreneurs who used the advice on innovation and new technologies, more often pointed to the profitability of the project (93%) than the beneficiaries of various projects on quality (87%) and the conduct of
business in the EU (87%). Themes of innovation perhaps gave more tangible and visible benefits that were
not felt by entrepreneurs pursuing a different type of consultancy projects.

Unforeseen effects of Measure 2.1
Some of the effects are relatively difficult to predict at the stage of creating an instrument of support. At
the same time it should be stressed that any action of this type involves the side effects. In this case, the effects were negatively and positively affecting the supported enterprises (positive effects predominated).
Figure 50. Unforeseen effects of projects in Measure 2.1
Did participation in the Measure trigger effects that you did not expect at the stage of preparing the application/s?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
Some entrepreneurs (8%) did not expect certain effects at the stage of preparing the application for cofinancing that occurred as a result of the project.
Both positive and unexpected result, pointed out by entrepreneurs, was more control over the company
as a result of the consultancy project. The ability to improve the processes in the enterprise increased by
cleaning up the sphere of management and documentation, and employees were put clear requirements,
which increased their commitment and self-awareness:
„Increasing awareness of the processes, organising relationships between processes and employees pursuing
these processes”.
„Organising the structure of company, clarifying the responsibilities and implementation of essential
processes.”
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„Improved ability to use laws and regulations, organizing the health and safety documentation and
improving the safety management of nutrition. Clarification of human resources management and
clarification of training for employees”.
All these improvements allowed beneficiaries to reduce costs and improve customer service, which entailed increased confidence in the supported companies.
Unfortunately, negative effects were sometimes also indicated. First of all, beneficiaries observed increase
of bureaucracy in their companies - increase of written documentation, which - in accordance with the
declarations of the beneficiaries - takes a very long time and does not allow for example to reduce employment, it burdens the personnel, which could use the time on commercial activities:
„We did not expect an excess of bureaucracy - the procedures, guidelines, reports concerning the activities and
tasks - which is largely consuming time and resources, e.g. for commuting, documents, etc.”
The problem was also unexpected costs that were not covered by the co-financing of the project:
„It was necessary to purchase additional hardware and software not covered by the grant.”
„Increased own costs to implement and maintain the project, much greater bureaucratization of activities
implemented in the company’s office”.
Micro-enterprises to a greater extent (11%) felt the unexpected effects of the project, than larger companies (7%). This was probably because they are less experienced in business and due to limited access to
specialists – unlike in companies with greater potential - who could further help in consuming the advisory
assistance.
More than four fifths of co-financed companies did not notice any factors in the course of the project,
which could have a negative impact on its final effects. Only 5% of entrepreneurs noticed at the stage of
project implementation that type of factors occurred. They were both factors associated with the procedure of obtaining a grant, as well as external factors.

Figure 51. Negative effects of projects in Measure 2.1
Did factors which might affect the final results of the Project(s) occurred during the implementation of the
Project(s)?
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).

Problems related to the procedure are primarily the long - in the assessment of the beneficiaries - period
of waiting for the grant. The biggest problem for businesses was the long time from submitting the application to the signing of the co-financing agreement, with very rapidly changing realities of the market
that could adversely affect the merits of the project. Entrepreneurs did not like long periods of formal and
substantive assessments. They believed that it slow down the project, which in the end may prove to be
a white elephant:
„Too long time from submitting the application to signing the agreement, and very quickly changing market
realities could adversely affect the merits of the project”.
„The project would be implemented faster and more efficiently without subsidies. Continuous need for change,
adjustments during the implementation resulted in the need of annexing and waiting”.
The second category of factors potentially adversely affecting the final results of consultancy projects were
external factors, primarily the global economic crisis. Downturn in the construction market, fluctuations in
the currency market, lower prices on stock markets, the decline in demand:
„The main factor is the deterioration of the overall economic situation in Poland and abroad. Inhibition of
growth in many countries resulted in a decrease in demand for many products, including our own. As a result
the revenues, cost reductions etc., obtained in the past two years, are lower than planned”.
„In the course of the project began the global crisis which had a negative impact on the project. As a result
of the crisis and as a result of the weakening of the Polish currency in late 2008 and early 2009, materials and
imported goods become more expensive, which contributed to increased production costs. Banks worsened
credit conditions. In 2009 the company had to reduce employment”.
Beneficiaries also stressed the wrong attitude of employees towards the project. Employees did not have
the awareness of the goal that was put before them, were not willing to change, which were to foster
development of the company, showed lack of commitment:
„Resistance of workers when filling data in the CRM system.”
„Resistance of workers to changes introduced in connection with the implementation of the Quality
Management System”.
„Some employees did not cooperate adequately in the project, had no awareness of the purposefulness of
such action”.
Depending on the type of consultancy project, there were smaller or greater negative factors. The least
entrepreneurs could see the negative elements in the group of beneficiaries implementing consultancy
projects on quality (3%) and innovation and new technologies (6%). The most, in projects on consultancy
services related to conducting business in the EU (9%).

Impact of Measure 2.1 on selected aspects of business operation
Implementation of Measure 2.1 affected many aspects of business operation: modernisation, improvement
of qualifications of staff, further raising of funds for development. These results also show the strength of
the project which influenced obtaining advantage over competitors in the markets of all sizes.
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Figure 52. Current situation (condition) of companies - assessments of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 after
18 months from settlement

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
Nearly two-thirds of beneficiaries stated that their companies at the time of the study (18 months after the
settlement of consultancy project) were stable and growing sustainably. Every fifth entrepreneur regarded
development of his business as dynamic, while 15% considered the current situation of the company as
disadvantageous (transitional phase of crisis or stagnation). These assessments were not significantly dependent on the size of the company.

Figure 53. Effect of projects in Measure 2.1 on business development
Did the project(s) affect the development of your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
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Entrepreneurs participating in Measure 2.1 mostly (81%) confirmed its effect on the development of their
businesses. Almost half of them (47%) assessed it as large or very large. Only 2% of entrepreneurs stated
emphatically that they do not see the impact of the consultancy project in this regard. Reasons indicated
by this group of beneficiaries for the lack of effect on the development of companies are: changing market

conditions or changing strategic objectives of the company just after completion of the project. In particular, the beneficiaries of the projects on improving the quality also signalled that today’s markets poorly or
ambiguously appreciate the possession of certificates:
„Potential customers do not appreciate the certificates, they choose business partners on the basis of who
will perform cheaper service, often below costs, or who will pay whom for winning the tender. They often talk
about quality, but when it comes to the crunch, it is no longer so important”.
„The project under Measure 2.1 of SOP ICE concerned implementation of the ISO quality certificate, which no
one asks about. No new customers and no old customers require us to hold this certificate. In our dealings, it
turned out that the ISO certificate did not help with getting any job”.
„Today’s market demands (in our industry), poorly or ambiguously appreciate having a certificate of quality,
price is more important”.
The chance of development, however, was not used equally by all companies. Subjective assessment of
the condition of the company 18 months after the settlement of project, made by the entrepreneurs,
significantly differentiates the results: 89% of beneficiaries in charge of dynamic companies felt that the
project accelerated their development; in the case of steadily growing companies - 82% of beneficiaries
had a similar view, but among entrepreneurs who were in crisis - 66% (30% said that they do not know
whether anything has changed after the implementation of the project)157.
64% of the owners of rapidly growing companies (among those who reported any effect on the development of the company) identified the impact of the project in this regard as strong. Entrepreneurs operating
- in their opinion - stable companies and those in recession, less often recorded at least a significant impact
on enterprise development (44% and 37%).
The type of the implemented consultancy project was also important for assessment of the impact of
Measure 2.1 on the development of businesses. Entrepreneurs benefited mainly from three types of consultancy projects. They related to innovation and new technologies, the principles of conducting business
within the EU and improving quality. Other types of consultancy were implemented sporadically. From the
perspective of beneficiaries, the most profitable were the projects involving the purchase of consultancy
services on innovation and new technologies. They were the strongest impulse to the development of
companies - 90% of entrepreneurs benefiting from consultancy in this area confirmed the project’s impact
on development and six out of ten beneficiaries rated it as large or very large. Slightly worse was the case
of consultancy services on conducting business within the EU. 83% of the beneficiaries of this type of consultancy concluded that the project influenced the development of the company, half of them reaffirmed
its strong influence in this respect. Beneficiaries implementing consultancy projects on quality perceived
less impact of the project (78%) in this regard. Only 43% of them rated the impact of the project on the
development of the company as strong.

157

Entrepreneurs themselves assessed the state of their companies (with a closed cafeteria of replies to the
question: „How would you generally define the current situation of your company?”)
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Figure 54. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on selected aspects of business operation
Which aspect(s) of your enterprise operation was/were affected the most by the project? How do you assess the
impact of the implemented project on…?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Completed consultancy projects had impact on many aspects of the functioning of companies. Measure
2.1, however, had the greatest impact on two dimensions: improving the quality and efficiency of management in the enterprise (large or very large impact was declared by 52% of respondents), and improving
qualifications of staff (31%).
Table 24. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on selected aspects of business operation, broken down by
sector of activity
trade
services
industry
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N
%
N
%
N
%
improving the quality and effectiveness of 282
84%
312
80%
615
77%
management
improving qualifications of staff
193
57%
212
54%
445
56%
improving occupational health and safety
120
36%
128
33%
309
39%
technological modernisation of the company
71
21%
102
26%
266 33%
adapting company to operation in the EU
77
23%
85
22%
266
33%
modernising IT/ITC technology
119 35%
97
25%
170
21%
increasing the investment potential of companies
43
13%
68
18%
136
17%
reducing environmental pollution
45
13%
38
10%
157 20%
increasing the number of foreign trade relations
43
13%
28
7%
132 17%
establishing, expanding cooperation with other 51
15%
42
11%
108
13%
companies
establishing and/or expanding cooperation with R&D
11
3%
9
2%
35
4%
none of the above
11
3%
21
5%
27
3%
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, excluding missing data (N = 1527); values in the table do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.

Implementation of projects in the industrial sector had a much greater impact on the operation of enterprises than in the case of trade and services sector. This was manifested by greater technological modernisation, reduction of environmental pollution during the manufacturing process and increase in the
number of foreign contracts of industrial companies.
In the case of beneficiaries of the trade sector, they pointed to the modernisation of IT/ICT technologies,
which occurred as a result of the consultancy project, more often than in other sectors.
The lower the subsidy, the more beneficiaries felt that the project resulted in increased quality and efficiency of management, qualification of staff and an improvement in occupational safety and health. In turn,
the higher the subsidy for consultancy, the more entrepreneurs said that the project resulted in technical
modernisation of the company, including the modernisation of IT/ICT, increase in investment potential
and the number of commercial contracts.
Table 25. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on selected aspects of business operation, broken down by
amounts of grants
up to PLN 7.5
thousand
N
%

amount of grant
PLN 7,5-15 PLN 15-30 over PLN 30
thousand
thousand
thousand
N
%
N
%
N
%

improving the quality and effectiveness 309
of management
improving qualifications of staff
219

88%

461

87%

199

75%

244

52%

62%

324

61%

144

55%

168

43%

improving occupational health and
safety
technological modernisation of the
company
adapting company to operation in the
EU
modernising IT/ITC technology

149

42%

222

42%

93

35%

94

24%

82

23%

127

24%

76

29%

157

40%

113

32%

157

30%

71

27%

90

23%

54

15%

82

16%

79

30%

172

44%

increasing the investment potential of
the company
reducing environmental pollution

45

13%

64

12%

47

18%

94

24%

43

12%

81

15%

48

18%

70

18%

increasing the number of foreign trade
relations
establishing, expanding cooperation
with other companies
establishing
and/or
expanding
cooperation with R&D
none of the above

40

11%

57

11%

38

14%

67

17%

53

15%

56

11%

32

12%

62

16%

14

4%

14

3%

10

4%

16

4%

16

4%

15

3%

12

5%

18

5%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, excluding missing data (N = 1533); values in the table do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Only every fiftieth beneficiary stated that the implemented consultancy project did not increase the competitiveness of his enterprise. The main reasons indicated by these entrepreneurs were: 1) too superficial
analysis received from the consulting firm, which was rather an indication, not a strategy, 2) failure to
achieve the intended objective of the project (for example, entering the foreign market).
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Figure 55. Effect of projects in Measure 2.1 on business competitiveness
Did project(s) contribute to enhancing the competitiveness of your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
In case of beneficiaries of consultancy services on quality, entrepreneurs signalled that often the particular
industry does not attach importance to the obtained certificates, because they are already a standard, and
therefore this has no major impact on competitiveness:
„In recent years, the ISO certificate was becoming less important in comparison with the prices of products
and services – result of competing with products e.g. of Chinese origin”.
Figure 56. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on the competitiveness of enterprises, broken down by type
of consultancy project and amount of grant
How do you assess the impact of the project(s) on the competitiveness of your company?
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Basis: all beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 who identified the impact of the project on the competitiveness (N = 1185).

Beneficiaries implementing consultancy projects on innovation and new technologies, often assessed the
impact of Measure 2.1 as large or very large on increasing the competitiveness of the company. The impact
of consultancy projects on quality on competitiveness was visible to a lesser extent.
Similarly, the amount of the grant differentiated assessments of beneficiaries as regards the project’s impact on competitiveness. High impact on increasing the competitiveness of companies was noted particularly for grants of over PLN 30 thousand. 57% of entrepreneurs who received the highest amount of
co-financing, acknowledged that the impact was large or very large.
Table 26. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on selected factors of competitiveness of enterprises, broken
down by sector of activity
Did the project(s) directly translate into the following increase factors for competitiveness of the enterprise?
sector of activity

TOTAL
N

%

increase in quality of products/services
1233
increase in brand recognition
782
increase in profitability of the company
675
increase in awareness of products/services
638
widening the range of products/services
599
reducing the costs of production/provision of 584
services
none of the above
140

trade

services

industry

80%
51%
44%
42%
39%
38%

N
272
178
158
127
164
126

%
81%
53%
47%
38%
49%
37%

N
321
200
155
163
148
107

%
82%
51%
40%
42%
38%
27%

N
636
403
361
347
284
350

%
79%
50%
45%
43%
35%
44%

9%

25

7%

39

10%

75

9%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
The main factor of competitiveness, which, according to the beneficiaries has improved as a result of
projects, was the increase in the quality of products (a similar percentage of indications in each sector).
Entrepreneurs conducting commercial activities, more often than beneficiaries of other economic sectors,
emphasized the impact of the Programme on the expansion of product offer. In turn, companies from the
industrial sector often identified the impact of Measure 2.1 on lowering production costs.
Table 27. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on selected factors of competitiveness of enterprises, broken
down by amount of grant
amount of grant

TOTAL

increase in quality of products/services
increase in brand recognition
increase in profitability of the company
increase in awareness of products/
services
widening the range of products/
services
reducing the costs of production/
provision of services
none of the above

PLN 15-30
thousand

over PLN 30
thousand

80%
51%
44%
42%

up to
PLN 7.5-15
PLN 7.5
thousand
thousand
N
%
N
%
297 84% 460 87%
191 54% 282 53%
129 37% 214 41%
144 41% 238 45%

N
202
121
113
95

%
77%
46%
43%
36%

N
275
188
220
160

%
70%
48%
56%
41%

599

39%

117

33%

183

35%

105

40%

194

50%

584

38%

99

28%

174

33%

106

40%

205

52%

140

9%

28

8%

37

7%

32

12%

43

11%

N

%

1233
782
675
638

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Higher subsidy was conducive to reducing the percentage of entrepreneurs stating that completed project
contributed to the improvement of product quality and brand recognition. Greater subsidies also resulted
in higher percentage of beneficiaries indicating an increase in profitability, reduction of production costs
and expanding their offer.
Figure 57. Impact of projects in Measure 2.1 on obtaining competitive advantage
Did the project(s) allow gaining competitive edge on the market...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
The impact of the consultancy project on gaining competitive advantage, in the assessment of entrepreneurs, was similar on the local, regional and national markets. Significantly fewer beneficiaries said that
they gained advantage on major markets where competition is much stronger. 59% of entrepreneurs did
not notice the impact of the completed project on gaining advantage by their company in any market.
If they indicated gaining a competitive advantage as a result of the project, it concerned aspects such as:
obtaining certificates, quality management, improving customer service - to a lesser extent - better perception of the company in the market and increased prestige.
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Figure 58. Taking specific actions by beneficiaries before and after settlement of grants in Measure 2.1
Did the company, prior to obtaining the grant, undertake activities such as ...?
After settlement of the grant, did you take the following actions...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
After the settlement of grants in Measure 2.1, the beneficiaries often participated in various pro-development activities prior to its acquisition. The majority, however, were not significant changes. The only significant increase was higher (than before obtaining a grant for consultancy) participation in training courses
and seminars for SMEs, devoted to obtaining EU subsidies.
Enterprises referred to by the beneficiaries as dynamic, attached more importance to obtaining grants and
using consultancy on EU funds than other companies.
Table 28. Taking specific actions by beneficiaries before and after settlement of grants in Measure 2.1,
broken down by enterprise’s condition
dynamic
stabilisation stagnation,
development
crisis
N
%
N
%
N
%
participation in training courses/seminars for SMEs 189
devoted to obtaining a grant
continuous cooperation with a commercial consulting 178
company in the field of EU subsidies
use of free assistance of consultants from the CP / PCA 131
for EU grants
employment of new staff responsible for obtaining 30
EU grants
creating a separate team responsible for acquiring EU 20
grants
none of the above
36

62%

502

50%

113

48%

59%

379

38%

78

33%

43%

339

43%

78

33%

10%

47

5%

18

8%

6%

35

4%

6

2%

12%

276

28%

81

34%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Figure 59. Allocating funds by beneficiaries for pro-development projects since the settlement of projects
in Measure 2.1 and over the next 12 months
Since the project(s) settlement, did you spent money on ...?
Do you intend to allocate funds in the next 12 months on ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Since the settlement of the subsidy on consultancy, most beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 allocated funds for
development-oriented objectives such as investment in fixed assets (85%), training (81%), marketing and
promotion of products (73%).
Over the next year, as compared with the last period, more supported entrepreneurs intend to allocate funds
on developing new products and services (product innovation), specialist advice and obtaining certificates.
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Table 29. Allocation of funds by beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 on pro-development objectives over the next
12 months, broken down by enterprise’s condition
dynamic
stabilisation
stagnation,
development
crisis
N
%
N
%
N
%
staff training
290
96%
906
91%
193
82%
investment in fixed assets
292
96%
889
89%
189
80%
marketing/promotion of products/services
274
91%
804
81%
185
78%
technological modernisation of the company
262
87%
639
74%
154
65%
modernising IT/ITC technology
248
82%
656
66%
122
52%
designing new products/services
225
74%
629
63%
125
53%
purchase of patents, licenses
225
74%
613
62%
117
50%
specialist consultancy services
209
69%
577
58%
117
49%
investments in real estate (land, buildings)
216
72%
506
51%
89
38%
obtaining certificates/marks of conformity
189
63%
521
52%
97
41%
entry into foreign markets
174
58%
409
41%
93
39%
conducting own R&D works
112
37%
255
26%
59
25%
purchasing results of R&D works
86
29%
178
18%
29
12%
none of the above
2
1%
29
3%
15
6%
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.

The better the condition of the company as perceived by the entrepreneur, the higher the percentage of
pro-development actions.
Since the settlement of projects, the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 most often benefited from public funds
allocated for investments (35%), training (30%) and consultancy (13%). The order was the same when entrepreneurs were asked about plans for the next year, but these plans proved to be much more ambitious
than the current activity of the beneficiaries. A significantly higher percentage of entrepreneurs plan to
raise public aid funds over the next 12 months, than the percentage receiving these funds since the settlement of the consultancy project.
Figure 60. Use of public support by beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
Have you used the support of public aid since the settlement of project(s)...?
Do you intend in the next 12 months to benefit from the support of public aid for ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.

Deadweight effect in Measure 2.1
Indicator of the deadweight effect158 shows to what extent and in what time - in the assessment of the
beneficiaries themselves - specific actions would have been implemented without subsidies, and thus to
what extent Measure 2.1 was needed for entrepreneurs to develop their businesses.
Figure 61. Level of deadweight effect among beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
Had your company not received the grant, would the activities covered by it have been carried out ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
158

The deadweight effect is the degree to which the results would have occurred regardless of the support in the
programme. This is the value of the products obtained by beneficiaries, which could be achieved or acquired from
own funds or other funds not related to the programme (e.g. bank loan). Deadweight effect also occurs in the case
where the investment would be implemented by the beneficiaries at a later period, on a smaller scale or in somewhat different form.
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15% of entrepreneurs said that the actions covered by the grant would not have been implemented if the
company did not receive funding. Only 1% felt that the subsidy actually slowed down and limited the range
of planned activities. 30% of entrepreneurs considered that the aid under the programme was not necessary
for the implementation of the project (without grants the planned activities would have been carried out to
the same extent), while 16% claimed that they would have completed the project in the same timeframe.

Overall satisfaction of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1
Figure 62. Satisfaction with consultancy services obtained among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1

How would you describe your satisfaction with the consultancy services obtained?
Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
Nine out of ten beneficiaries were satisfied or very satisfied with the consultancy services obtained. Only
1% evaluated consultancy services negatively.
The reasons for negative assessments, the respondents pointed out, were among others: lack of free-market choice of consultants (the need to use PARP’s accreditation system), poor communication and expensive counselling, incompatible with the needs of the company.
Figure 63. Satisfaction with consultancy services among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken down
by amount of grant

128

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 1533).

Higher amounts of co-financing resulted in a higher satisfaction rating of consultancy services obtained
by entrepreneurs. For grants of more than PLN 30 thousand there was not a single beneficiary, who would
be dissatisfied with them.
Figure 64. Satisfaction with consultancy services obtained among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, broken
down by region

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
The highest satisfaction with consultancy services was among the beneficiaries of Dolnośląskie Voivodeship (4.4), the lowest – in Lubuskie and Łódzkie (3.9).
Figure 65. Assessment of the quality of consultancy services in Measure 2.1
How do you assess the quality of consultancy services provided by the Contractor under Measure 2.1?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 (N = 1534).
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99 out of 100 beneficiaries assessed consultancy services at least as satisfactory. On average, the quality of
consultancy services on a school scale (from 1 to 6) was assessed by the beneficiaries at „four”. Only 1% of
entrepreneurs rated received support as mediocre or insufficient.
Larger subsidies resulted in higher assessments of obtained consultancy - a beneficiary who received a
grant of up to 7.5 thousand, evaluated the service on average at 4, while an entrepreneur who received
over PLN 30 thousand gave it „four plus”. Other analysed divisions e.g. to the economic sector, company
size or application rounds did not differentiate significantly between these ratings.
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3. Measure 2.3 Improvement of competitiveness
of SMEs through investments – evaluation
results
Description of Measure 2.3
The aim of Measure 2.3 “Improvement of competitiveness of SMEs through investments” was to increase the
competitiveness of Polish SMEs by modernising their product and technology offer. The Measure supported
micro, small and medium enterprises in investments in fixed assets and intangible assets. In the case of microenterprises subsidy for investment could be granted, if the entrepreneur ran business for at least 3 years or
was it based on the use of modern technology. Measure 2.3, in particular supported projects involving:
• modernisation in SMEs, resulting in the introduction of a considerable change in a product or
manufacturing process,
• implementation of joint investment projects carried out by enterprises,
• purchase of R&D work results or industrial property rights by enterprises,
• implementation and commercialisation of innovative technologies and products,
• application and use of electronic economy technologies,
• application and use of ICT (Information and Communication Technology) in business management processes,
• adjustment of technologies and products to the requirements of EU directives, in particular the
harmonisation norms and legislation concerning occupational health and safety.
It was envisaged that implementation of Measure 2.3 would cost EUR 765.72 million, including EUR 268.00
million from the ERDF and EUR 113.11 million of co-financing from national public funds. It was assumed
that the private sector would provide EUR 384.61 million in the implementation of the Measure159.
The amount of support for Measure 2.3 could not be lower than PLN 10 thousand nor exceed PLN 1 250
thousand within a given investment project. Co-financing in excess of PLN 125 thousand could be granted, provided that the investment was financed by the entrepreneur - in part which was the difference
between own contribution and the amount of eligible expenditure of the project – with a loan, funds from
the investment fund or the use of leasing160.
The maximum co-financing would cover 50% of eligible project costs (30% for projects in poviats of Warsaw and Poznań; 40 % for projects in poviats of Wrocław, Krakow, Gdańsk, Gdynia and Sopot; 50 % for
projects in poviats other than the above).
The Implementing Authority for Measure 2.3 was the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development. In the implementation of the Measure, the Agency co-operated with Regional Financing Institutions appropriate for a
159

160

Cf. Programme Complement to the SOP ICE 2004–2006, http://www.konkurencyjnosc.gov.pl/NR/rdonlyres/
75F01A00-10D3--4E9C-820A-2C0408D6B778/49979/Uzupelnienie_SPOWKP_jedn_22_07_09.pdf.
Later in the implementation of Measure 2.3 the requirement of external financing was abolished. It should be noted
that the applicant could also apply for a grant of more than PLN 125 thousand, when he presented a credible and
reliable documentation that he provides own resources for the project.
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given voivodeship, to which applications were submitted for co-financing of projects. RIF engaged in formal
appraisal of proposals, whilst technical and economic appraisals of projects were implemented by PARP.

The course of implementation and the characteristics of projects and beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
The call for proposals under Measure 2.3 was held in four application rounds. Submission of applications
for co-financing the projects started in 2004 (one competition was announced in 2004 and another three
in 2005). Measure 2.3 was suspended at the conclusion of the fourth competition (with the deadline for
submitting applications until 29 December 2005) due to exhaustion of resource allocation. The last, fourth
round of the call distinguished from other rounds inter alia, in terms of:
• smaller number of attachments required at the application stage (some attachments, such as KRS,
a certificate of arrears in Social Insurance Institution and the Tax Office, had been transferred to the
stage of signing the co-financing agreement);
• changes in the implementation system (moving some of the tasks to RIF and extending the composition of the Working Group on Project Evaluation with regional teams, making technical and
economic appraisal);
• simplifications introduced to the requirements of the project (e.g. the abolition of the obligation
to apply the quasi-tender procedures for purchases made in the project and removing the requirement to use commercial financing when applying for a grant of more than PLN 125 thousand).
Figure 66. Structure of the applicants in Measure 2.3 by company size

Source: developed on the basis of the Final report on the implementation of Measure 2.3 under SOP ICE in 2004–
2009.
As in the case of Measure 2.1, the most active in applying for funds from Measure 2.3 were small companies, making a total of 6,421 proposals valid in formal terms (42.8 % of the total number of registered applications). In this case - unlike in Measure 2.1 – the least active were micro-enterprises (4,190 applications,
which is nearly 28% of the total number of applications for co-financing).
Most effective in applying for support were medium-sized companies, with the rate of effectiveness (the
number of financed projects in relation to the number of correct applications in formal terms) of 32,2%. For
small and micro-businesses, these indicators were at the level of 18% and 5.3% respectively. Applicants in
Measure 2.3 broken down by voivodeship are presented on Figure 67.
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Figure 67. Number of applicants under Measure 2.3 in the regional structure

Source: developed on the basis of the Final report on the implementation of Measure 2.3 under SOP ICE in 20042009.
The most active in applying for Measure 2.3 were entrepreneurs from: Mazowieckie Voivodeship (1616 applications submitted, which is 10.8% of the total number), Śląskie Voivodeship (1602 and 10.7%), Wielkopolskie
Voivodeship (1545 and 10.3%) and Małopolskie Voivodeship (1390 and 9.3%). The least active were companies
from: Opolskie Voivodeship (398 and 2.6%), Świętokrzyskie Voivodeship (491 and 3,3%), Lubuskie Voivodeship
(491 and 3.3%), Podlaskie Voivodeship (579 and 3.9%) and Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeship (583 and 3.9%).
It should be emphasized that in Measure 2.3 there was a marked reduction in disparities between voivodeships in terms of the number of applications for co-financing While in the case of Measure 2.1 the ratio that
illustrates the number of applications in the most active voivodeship to the number of applications in the
least active region was 11.4, in the case of Measure 2.3, this ratio was at 4.1.
In total, Measure 2.3 approved 3,144 applications for co-financing for the amount of PLN 1,791,475,400.00.
Presented below is the profile of companies involved in Measure 2.3, characterised in detail, as well as issues related to call for proposals, and the amount of co-financing applied for and settled, and efficiency
of spending.
Three-quarters of investment projects implemented under Measure 2.3 concerned modernisation, resulting in a significant change to the product or production process, and only every sixth project was strictly
innovative in nature (consisted in the implementation and commercialization of innovative technologies
and products). Other types of projects included the use of IT/ICT in business management (5%). Occasionally (2%) other types of investments were taken, e.g. application of electronic management technologies,
adaptation of technologies and products to EU requirements, implementation of investments jointly with
other companies or purchase of results of research and development or industrial property rights.
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Figure 68. Types of investment projects implemented in Measure 2.3

Basis: projects of all surveyed beneficiaries (N=2149).
The co-financing of investments under Measure 2.3 was used mainly by medium-sized (45%) and small
companies (46%) and only one in ten beneficiaries was a micro-enterprise.
Figure 69. Size of the companies benefiting from Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity and
rounds of calls for proposals

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.3 (N = 2149).
In the group of beneficiaries of the trade-service sector, micro companies could be found twice as often
than in the group of industrial enterprises. Relatively big number of micro-enterprises applied for a grant in:
Łódzkie Voivodeship (14%) and Małopolskie Voivodeship (13%), the least in Lubuskie Voivodeship (only 2%).
The percentage of micro and small enterprises among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 increased in the
next four application rounds, while the share of medium-sized companies decreased - the biggest change
in this ratio occurred in the fourth simplified round.
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Figure 70. Sector of activity of beneficiaries in Measure 2.3, broken down by rounds of calls for proposals

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.3 (N = 2149).
Most of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 were industrial companies, among which the largest group were
enterprises engaged in non-metallic chemistry. Only one sixth of the companies benefiting from the cofinancing for investments represented the third sector of the economy: trade and services.
In the last two application rounds for Measure 2.3, there were slightly more beneficiaries from trade and
services firms than in the first two rounds. Most companies in these sectors benefited from co-financing for
investment in Mazowieckie Voivodeship (22 %), the least - in Opolskie Voivodeship (6%).
Three out of every five co-financed investment projects under Measure 2.3, were located in one of the following six voivodeships: Mazowieckie, Wielkopolskie, Śląskie, Łódzkie, Małopolskie or Dolnośląskie. There
was little regional variation in headquarters of beneficiaries and project sites. The vast majority of beneficiaries implemented projects in the same voivodeship where the company was located (usually the project
was implemented in the headquarters of the company).
Investment aid under Measure 2.3 was focused on voivodeships whose capitals are the largest Polish cities:
Warszawa, Poznań, Katowice, Łódź, Kraków and Wrocław (Pomorskie Voivodeship was ranked eight).
Compared with beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, the profile of companies benefiting from Measure 2.3, from
the viewpoint of the size of the locality in which the company is located, was completely different. The
largest group of beneficiaries (31 %) were companies from rural areas. Micro-enterprises were represented
above average in the major cities, with a population of over 500 thousand.
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Figure 71. Location of projects and beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 by region

Basis: all beneficiaries (N=2149), all projects (N=2798).
Source: based on beneficiaries and projects databases in Measure 2.3.
Figure 72. The structure of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 according to the size of location in which the
company is established
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).

Figure 73. Structure of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 by main market of activity

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
For over half of the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, the main market of their business was the nationwide market. Beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, in contrast to the companies benefiting from consultancy co-financed
under Measure 2.1, proved to be more active in the international market (23 % of the companies for which
the EU and global markets are the main markets of activity, as compared to 13% of such companies in the
case of Measure 2.1), which resulted primarily from the activity of medium-sized companies.
Figure 74. Expected and actual duration of the projects in Measure 2.3

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
Investment projects lasted on average (from the signing of the agreement to the date of settlement of the
last payment under the project) a little over a year (an average of 56 weeks, or approximately 13 months),
but their duration was highly variable. Majority were the projects implemented from one to two years (29
%), and 12% of projects were implemented longer than two years. On the other hand, every fifth project
under Measure 2.3 was settled in less than six months.
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An amazing coincidence was the actual duration of the projects and the time assumed by entrepreneurs
in the applications for co-financing (only a week longer than the actual). As the analysis of application
rounds shows, initially the implementation period for investment projects was slightly underestimated in
the applications (projects approved in the first round lasted longer than expected), in the third round we
observed the accuracy of schedules of projects at the application stage, and the projects of the second and
the last, fourth application round, lasted even a month less than expected in the applications. Perhaps the
simplified procedure was not irrelevant to this result; it related to purchases made by beneficiaries and was
valid for projects from the last call for proposals or deadline regime, associated with the elapsing period of
eligibility of expenditure under SOP ICE.
Table 30. Time intervals between submitting the application, signing the contract and settling the project
in Measure 2.3
from application to
contract

from contract to settlement

from application to settlement

average

8.0 months

12.9 months

20.9 months

median

7 months

10 months

19 months

minimum

2 months

1,9 months

7 months

maximum

28 months

45 months

51 months

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
Implementation of investment projects of Measure 2.3 was more prolonged (due to their complex specificity) than consulting projects in Measure 2.1. In particular, it took twice as much time to examine applications for co-financing the investments161 (average 8 months; median 7 months).
Since the signing of an agreement to the settlement of the project elapsed on average about 13 months,
although only half of the investment projects lasted over 10 months. The fastest (in less than 2 months)
settled project had been implemented in Łódzkie Voivodeship, the longest period - 3 years and 9 months
– elapsed in the project for the company in the furniture industry, which was implemented in Małopolskie
Voivodeship.
A total period from registration of the application to settlement of the final payment for the project lasted
on average 1 year and 9 months (median : 1 year and 7 months). However, several projects were implemented in full, from application to settlement, in just 7 months (applications were received in late 2005 and
were settled in July 2006). The longest period from the application to settlement was 4 years and 3 months
(project from Małopolskie Voivodeship mentioned earlier).
Table 31. Duration of the subsequent stages of the projects in Measure 2.3 by regions
from application to
contract

from contract to
settlement

from application to
settlement

N

Lubuskie

7.9 months

9.9 months

17.7 months

81

Podlaskie

7.6 months

10.9 months

18.5 months

120

Małopolskie

7.9 months

11.3 months

19.2 months

222

161
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This analysis covers the period from the date of registration of applications until the signing of co-financing agreements. In many cases, originally filed applications contained errors or were incomplete, which required amendments
(additions) by the applicants at later dates.

Opolskie

7.2 months

12.0 months

19.2 months

76

Zachodniopomorskie

8.3 months

11.9 months

20.2 months

83

Podkarpackie

7.4 months

12.9 months

20.3 months

156

Kujawsko-Pomorskie

8.1 months

12.5 months

20.5 months

213

Świętokrzyskie

7.7 months

12.9 months

20.5 months

71

Śląskie

8.5 months

12.2 months

20.7 months

278

Łódzkie

7.8 months

13.0 months

20.8 months

251

Lubelskie

8.5 months

12.4 months

20.9 months

88

Wielkopolskie

8.0 months

13.0 months

21.0 months

316

Pomorskie

7.5 months

13.7 months

21.1 months

159

Warmińsko-Mazurskie

8.1 months

13.5 months

21.6 months

114

Dolnośląskie

8.1 months

14.7 months

22.8 months

208

Mazowieckie

8.3 months

15.0 months

23.4 months

334

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798 excluding missing data).
The pace of processing the applications and implementing the investment projects varied regionally, but
there was no voivodeship in which deadlines would be particularly short or long compared to the average
in the country. Projects were implemented the fastest in Lubuskie Voivodeship (an average of eighteen
months from submitting the application for co-financing until the settlement), mainly due to the short
time that elapsed from the signing of an agreement to the settlement of the final payment (less than 10
months). However, in Opolskie, Podkarpackie and Pomorskie Voivodeships, the fastest was the pace of
processing applications (on average less than 7.5 months from the date of registration of the application
to signing the contract).
The longest projects implementations were in Mazowieckie Voivodeship - an average of nearly two years
elapsed since the registration of application for co-financing to the final settlement of the project. It is
possible that it was affected by a record number (334) of investment projects co-financed under Measure
2.3 in this region.
Over one fifth of beneficiaries benefited from grants under Measure 2.3 more than once, while nearly 6 %
of the companies - at least three times. In one case the beneficiary settled as many as eleven co-financing
agreements for the total value of PLN 52,636,730 and the value of the grant was equal to PLN 12,651,142
(these projects were implemented in Kujawsko-Pomorskie Voivodeship).
Entrepreneurs concluded on average 1.3 co-financing agreements per company, but clearly more agreements were concluded by medium-sized companies, the least agreements were concluded by micro-enterprises. Several grants more were allocated to industrial companies dealing with wood processing, paper
manufacturing or printing (on average 1.42 project per company) and entrepreneurs from Podlaskie (1.46)
and Kujawsko-Pomorskie Voivodeships (1.41).
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Figure 75. Average number of co-financing agreements executed by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken
down by company size

Source: based on beneficiaries database in Measure 2.3 (N = 2149).
Figure 76. Increase in the number of applications, contracts and settlements under Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
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Applications for co-financing under Measure 2.3 began flowing in February 2004 and by the end of the
year a quarter of all applications for future beneficiaries was filed. By the end of 2005 almost all applications
were submitted (3 last applications for co-financing were registered in January 2006).

The average time from submitting the application to signing an agreement with the entrepreneur was
about 8 months. Although the first agreement was concluded in May 2005, the start was very dynamic
and already by the end of the year more than half of all finally settled agreements were concluded. In 2006
most of the remaining agreements were concluded (last agreements were signed in June 2007).
It took much more time to settle the projects. This stage, started with the first payment of the grant in July
2005, lasted for nearly four years and ended with a settlement of the last project in June 2009.
Measure 2.3, despite the efficient stage of concluding agreements with the beneficiaries, was more extended in time, when it comes to dates of grant payments (which was conditioned by the specificity of
both processes). The greatest number of projects (more than 2000 of a total of 2,798) was settled in two
consecutive years: 2006 and 2007, while Measure 2.3 has had a „long start” and later equally long „period of
ending” which passed with the settlement of last projects.
Figure 77. Number of applications, agreements and settlements of projects under Measure 2.3 on
a monthly basis

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
The rate of filing applications for co-financing in Measure 2.3 was very strongly differentiated (it was determined by the schedule of the subsequent calls for proposals). An absolutely record month in this regard was
December 2005, when institutions received 1,137 applications (at that time the last, fourth application round
was nearing completion). The rate of signing agreements was also variable, but slightly less than the rate of
submission of applications: the biggest number of agreements was signed in May 2006 (453 agreements)
and also at the very beginning of the contracting process - in May 2005 (411 contracts). Settlement of the
projects had a much more sustainable pace. A record number of projects (130) were settled in April 2007.
The value of investment projects co-financed under Measure 2.3 was several times greater than value of consultancy projects under Measure 2.1 - including non-eligible costs - at the stage of the settlement it reached
an average of PLN 1.5 million per project (although only about half of the projects exceeded the value of PLN
1 million). The average value of grant amounted to more than PLN 0.5 million (median: PLN 400 thousand).
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The amounts of total value of projects and eligible costs entered into the co-financing agreement were on
average slightly higher than those assumed in the original application (and the value of grants almost in
line with the application), but at the stage of the settlement, these amounts fell below the applied values.
Figure 78. Average value of project, eligible costs and amount of grants in Measure 2.3

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
Eligible costs represented a significant share (more than 80%) of the total value of projects, while the ratio of the
average amount of grants to eligible costs was slightly higher than 40% (in the case of Measure 2.1 - about 50%).
Figure 79. Average value of the project, eligible costs and amount of grant in Measure 2.3 at the stage of
settlement, broken down by size of company
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Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).

The values of projects were very diverse - and so was the level of financial support received by companies of all sizes. While small businesses implemented projects with an average value of about PLN 750
thousand, receiving grants with an average value of nearly PLN 280 thousand per project, medium-sized
companies implemented projects with an average value of PLN 2 million and received an average of over
PLN 650 thousand in grants.
Much higher grants were given to industrial companies (an average of PLN 559 thousand per company)
than to trade and services businesses (average of PLN 374 thousand). The average value of grants in different regions of the country ranged from PLN 419 thousand in Dolnośląskie Voivodeship to PLN 619
thousand Kujawsko-Pomorskie and Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeships.
Table 32. Funds distributed in different groups of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 and effectiveness of attracting private funds
I.
total value of
projects
TOTAL
Size of enter- Microprises
Small-sized
Medium-sized
application
round

sector of
activity

II.
total value of
grants

III.
invested private
funds

IV = III / II
efficiency of
attracting
private funds

PLN 4 226 512 283 PLN 1 487 653 016 PLN 2 738 859 267
PLN 164 963 277
PLN 61 587 728
PLN 103 375 549

PLN 1.84
PLN 1.68

PLN 1 296 388 450

PLN 492 204 876

PLN 804 183 574

PLN 1.63

PLN 2 765 160 556

PLN 933 860 411

PLN 1 831 300 145

PLN 1.96

1. round

PLN 933 636 843

PLN 350 310 364

PLN 583 326 479

PLN 1.67

2. round

PLN 809 016 728

PLN 290 428 453

PLN 518 588 275

PLN 1.79

3. round

PLN 661 967 796

PLN 216 689 905

PLN 445 277 891

PLN 2.05

4. round

PLN 1 821 890 918

PLN 630 224 295

PLN 1 191 666 623

PLN 1.89

industry

PLN 3 738 263 484 PLN 1 334 745 481 PLN 2 403 518 003

PLN 1.80

trade and services

location of
Dolnośląskie
project
voivodeship Kujawsko-Pomorskie
Lubelskie

PLN 488 248 799

PLN 152 907 535

PLN 335 341 264

PLN 2.19

PLN 248 127 383

PLN 87 989 927

PLN 160 137 456

PLN 1.82

PLN 412 202 442

PLN 132 367 541

PLN 279 834 901

PLN 2.11

PLN 140 161 133

PLN 52 251 635

PLN 87 909 498

PLN 1.68

Lubuskie

PLN 116 823 381

PLN 41 792 608

PLN 75 030 773

PLN 1.80

Łódzkie

PLN 305 360 978

PLN 114 151 600

PLN 191 209 378

PLN 1.68

Małopolskie

PLN 367 741 481

PLN 126 017 055

PLN 241 724 426

PLN 1.92

Mazowieckie

PLN 631 332 671

PLN 203 838 966

PLN 427 493 705

PLN 2.10

Opolskie

PLN 86 695 887

PLN 35 118 149

PLN 51 577 738

PLN 1.47

Podkarpackie

PLN 200 315 357

PLN 75 634 079

PLN 124 681 278

PLN 1.65

Podlaskie

PLN 185 816 828

PLN 69 340 942

PLN 116 475 886

PLN 1.68

Pomorskie

PLN 206 057 694

PLN 72 973 689

PLN 133 084 005

PLN 1.82

Śląskie

PLN 383 596 418

PLN 136 097 281

PLN 247 499 137

PLN 1.82

Świętokrzyskie

PLN 104 615 530

PLN 38 683 180

PLN 65 932 350

PLN 1.70

Warmińsko-Mazurskie

PLN 187 203 406

PLN 71 799 841

PLN 115 403 565

PLN 1.61

Wielkopolskie

PLN 525 553 077

PLN 181 740 506

PLN 343 812 571

PLN 1.89

Zachodniopomorskie

PLN 124 908 620

PLN 47 856 019

PLN 77 052 601

PLN 1.61

* Indicator IV represents the average amount of investment spent by companies from their own funds, amount per PLN
of grants received under Measure 2.3.

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
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In total, the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 received almost PLN 1.5 billion in grants for investments (exactly
PLN 1,487,653,016)162, of which almost two thirds (PLN 934 million) received the medium-sized companies
(micro-enterprises received only 4% of this amount – PLN 61.6 million). Only every tenth zloty disposed
within Measure 2.3 was received by trade and service companies – co-financing included mainly the investments in the industrial sector.
The biggest funds were obtained by applicants in the last, fourth application round (when most companies benefited from co-financing for investments, and the grants were on average higher than in the initial
period of implementation).
Most funds were allocated for projects in Mazowieckie Voivodeship (over PLN 200 million), a bit less - in
Wielkopolskie Voivodeship (PLN 182 million). The least funds for investments obtained entrepreneurs from
Opolskie, Świętokrzyskie, Lubuskie and Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeships (less than PLN 50 million per
region).
The so called “leverage effect”163 is the valuable measure of effectiveness of aid granted to entrepreneurs.
It is determined by the ratio of efficiency of attracting private funds, which is equal to the amount of
investment from private funds, which were attributed to each zloty of the grant. In the population of all
beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, each zloty from the grant received was associated with an expense of PLN
1.84 by entrepreneur. However, in this sense the potential to attract private funds proved to be the highest
among the trade and service companies (2.19); medium-sized companies (1.96); firms operating in the
Kujawsko-Pomorskie (2.11) and Mazowieckie Voivodeships (2.10) and among applicants of the third application round (2.05).
Figure 80. Average amounts of contracted and settled grants in Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).

162
163
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As of 31 July 2010 according to the database of Measure 2.3 SOP ICE.
For the purposes of evaluation, understood simply as the potential to attract private funds for financing of investments implemented under the grant programme.

The average value of payments made under Measure 2.3 increased steadily - from about PLN 450 thousand per project in 2005, when first projects were settled, to more than PLN 670 thousand per project in
2009, at the very end of the settlement stage.
Increase in the value of grants settled in subsequent years of implementation of Measure 2.3 was the most
dynamic in the case of trade and services companies. While the average payment of subsidies for industrial investment increased in subsequent years by nearly 30% (from PLN 500 thousand in 2005 to PLN 640
thousand in 2009), in the case of trade and services companies, the average amount of settled support
increased steadily each year by about 40%; by the end of the implementation of Measure 2.3 it reached
almost four times the amount to be paid four years earlier (PLN 796 thousand in 2009 as compared to PLN
203 thousand in 2005 in this group of beneficiaries).
Indirectly, the growth rate of investment subsidies was higher among micro and small enterprises, of which
more operated in retail and service industry.
Figure 81. Efficiency of spending: contracted and settled amount in Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Source: based on projects databases in Measure 2.3 (N = 2798).
Within the framework of Measure 2.3, small and medium businesses were paid grants totalling PLN 1 billion 488 million 164 (total value of grants at the stage of contracting was slightly higher in the group of final
beneficiaries and amounted to nearly PLN 1.6 billion).
The rate of contracting was relatively constant in subsequent years (ca. PLN 700-800 million per year in
2005-2006), although there was a significant “accumulation” of contracts concluded in selected months.
The biggest grant amounts in one month were contracted in May 2006: PLN 296 million for 453 contracts.
Very high rate of contracting was also noted at the beginning of this process: in May 2005, when 411 contracts were concluded for a total amount of PLN 229 million.
The rate of settlement of investment projects was slower (which largely resulted from the specificity of this
process), and the changes were more visible on an annual basis. Initially (in 2005) the rate of subsidy payments was relatively slow (which, however, stems from the fact that the settlement of projects began in the
second half of the year), it reached maximum (about PLN 525 million per year) in 2006-2007, then dropped to

164

As of 31 July 2010 according to the database of Measure 2.3 SOP ICE.
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just over PLN 300 million in 2008 and only PLN 20 million in 2009. A record monthly settlement was in April
2007 when a total of PLN 76.6 million was paid in grants - also for a record number of 130 contracts.

Observed changes in economic indicators of beneficiaries in Measure 2.3
Employment
Investment grants caused that small and medium companies absorb even greater number of employees,
thus increasing employment in subsidized firms was one of the main objectives of Measure 2.3.
Figure 82. Average level of employment among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 after 18 months of settling the projects 165

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
165
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Cyclic survey carried out among the co-financed companies using the Computer Assisted Web Interviewing (CAWI), every
quarter included an appropriately selected group (cohort) of beneficiaries, for whom about 18 months on average elapsed
since the settlement of co-financing agreements in Measure 2.3. The moment of the study was set based on the programming
documents of SOP ICE (after this period it was expected to achieve most of the results of support). Moreover, this common
(standardized) time horizon included in the study, provides a basis for aggregation of results and the treatment of observed
changes (including the economic indicators) as comparable for all companies co-financed in Measure 2.3 In 12 quarterly
rounds implemented by PARP in 2007-2010, from among 2151 beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, 1922 companies participated in
studies (sample population, response rate of over 89%). (Cf. Chapter “Objectives, scope and methodology of evaluation”).

The level of employment in supported companies within 18 months of settlement of projects increased
by 11%. Companies participating in Measure 2.3 created at least 19,415 new jobs. Almost 40% of newly
created jobs were filled by women. One company created an average of 10.7 FTE (Full-Time Equivalent), 4
of which were filled by women.
37% of beneficiaries predicted that in the year following completion of the project, their company will further
increase employment, and only four per hundred assessed that the level of employment will decrease.
Figure 83. Changes in employment levels among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 in subsequent years
(cumulative figures)

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
International economic crisis increased unemployment in Poland at the end of 2009166. The effects of the
crisis on employment growth were also observed among companies co-financed under Measure 2.3.
Among the beneficiaries participating in the survey in the first half of 2010, there was a decrease in the
number of jobs created in the previous settlement period (changes between 2008 and 2009). Negative
effects in this dimension particularly hit companies that settled projects in the second half of 2008 and in
2009.
The percentage rate of growth of employment in the surveyed group gradually decelerated in each halfyear, until the slight decline in the first half of 2010.
On average, most new jobs were created by beneficiaries from the Podlaskie (16.0) and Podkarpackie (15.5)
Voivodeships. These regions are relatively poor, poorly urbanised, with high levels of unemployment. Co-financing helped companies in these voivodeships to employ on average the largest number of employees.
In supported enterprises in Opolskie and Mazowieckie Voivodeships, most newly created jobs were occupied by women - 56% and 55%. Beneficiaries from Zachodniopomorskie (18%) and Lubelskie (20%)
employed the fewest women.

166

http://www.stat.gov.pl/cps/rde/xbcr/gus/PUBL_pw_miesie_inf_o_bezrob_w_polsce_06m_2010.pdf
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Figure 84. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.3 by regions

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
Table 33. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity and
company size

trade
services
industry

micro-enterprises
small enterprises
medium-sized enterprises
average
average
average
average
average
average
number of new number of new number of new number of new number of new number of new
jobs
jobs -women
jobs
jobs -women
jobs
jobs -women
9.5
4.1
7
1.7
5.6
3.4
11.9
7.9
15.2
2.5
8.6
-1.3
4.3
1.6
7.1
2.7
5.3
1.4

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
Table 34. Increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity and company size
micro-enterprises
average average
number number
of new of new
jobs
jobs women
trade
services
industry

148

124
382
429

54
253
166

number of
new jobs
number of
new jobs
-women
43%
66%
39%

small enterprises
average average
number number
of new of new
jobs
jobs women
521
1063
4902

122
172
1828

number of
new jobs /
number of
new jobs
- women
24%
16%
37%

medium-sized enterprises
average average
number number
of new of new
jobs
jobs women
259
536
3904

155
-78
1028

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).

number of
new jobs
number of
new jobs
-women
60%
-15%
26%

On average, most new jobs were created by smaller firms (15.2 FTE per company), with the most total jobs
generated by the industrial sector between the reference periods.
Table 35. Increase in jobs among beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity (detailed data)
number of new
jobs

number of new
jobs -women

number of new
jobs / number
of new jobs
- women

industry - wood, paper, printing

1535

990

65%

industry - non-metallic chemistry

3883

1671

43%

industries - metallurgy, machinery

2958

910

31%

industry - manufacture of fabricated metal products

2776

617

22%

industry - other

2485

1565

63%

construction

1374

144

10%

trade

1223

439

36%

services

2978

958

32%

other type of activity

205

19

10%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
Most new jobs in total, as well as new jobs filled by women, were created in non-metallic chemical industry. Most women were employed in the timber, paper and printing industry (65%), the fewest in construction (only one in ten newly hired employees in the sector was a woman).
Figure 85. Average increase in jobs per beneficiary of Measure 2.3, broken down by year of establishment
of the company and the amount of grants

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data (N = 1829).
Companies established after 1995 hired almost twice as many employees within 18 months after settlement of projects (13.6) than companies more embedded in the market which were formed earlier (7.7).

149

The beneficiaries of grants of more than PLN 1 million created on average more jobs than the companies
co-financed with lower amounts.

Revenues from sales
Growth rate of total net sales in enterprises of beneficiaries may indicate the effectiveness of co-financed
investments.
Figure 86. Average level of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1833).
In the last year the revenue of beneficiaries grew on average by 12% as compared to the previous year,
before the implementation of investment projects. 61% of supported businesses, at the time of the survey
expected to further increase the value of this indicator.
Figure 87. Dynamics of income of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1833).
Since the second half of 2009, there was a systematic reduction in revenue growth among subsidized firms. In
addition, in the group of beneficiaries surveyed in 2010, revenues decreased by 2% compared to values from
the previous year. The impact of international economic crisis was not without significance in this case.
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Table 36. Dynamics of revenue of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity and
company size
in general

micro-enterprises

small enterprises

medium-sized
enterprises

services/trade

12%

15%

11%

13%

industry

12%

34%

13%

12%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1833).
Subsidized microenterprises from the industrial sector had a relatively greatest dynamic of revenue growth, as compared to the previous settlement period - it increased by more than one third. Larger trade
and services companies reached a similar percentage of growth of revenues as industrial enterprises,
compared with the previous year.

Balance of foreign trade
One of the purposes of direct support for enterprises is to help companies that are planning to make the
expansion into larger markets, and consequently - increase Polish exports. Co-financing of purchase of new
machinery, equipment, investments, that without the aid could not be done strengthens domestic business
to compete with foreign companies in terms of quality and prices of domestic products, goods or services.
Figure 88. Average level of sales/purchases of foreign beneficiaries of Measure 2.3

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1846), foreign purchases (N=1850).
The value of foreign sales (exports) of the beneficiaries during the year preceding the survey increased by
15% and the value of purchases of goods, products and services (imports) – by 11%.
A positive trade balance in the last year amounted to an average of PLN 1 098 000 per company (previously: PLN 878 000).
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37% of companies at the time of the study expected to increase revenues from foreign sales over the next
12 months, and every fourth entrepreneur expected increase in the value of foreign purchases. Only less
than 10% of beneficiaries predicted decline in these indicators.
Since early 2008, there was a slow decline in the growth of foreign sales and purchases made by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3. This was related to the impact of the international economic crisis, which in Poland
was most noticeable in the first half of 2009. The weakening of the zloty and the lack of good economic
conditions in Europe contributed to the decline in foreign purchases in this period. With the stabilisation of
the zloty in late 2009 at PLN 4 for EUR 1, businesses began to buy more, but foreign sales declined steadily
and reached the level of the previous year.
Figure 89. Foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1846), foreign purchases (N=1850).
Table 37. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by
company size
micro-enterprises

small enterprises

foreign sales

12%

14%

medium-sized
enterprises
16%

foreign purchases

15%

11%

10%

trade balance (last reporting period)

-37%

11%

82%

foreign sales

PLN 47 474

PLN 227 473

PLN 731 031

foreign purchases

PLN 94 548

PLN 157 377

PLN 278 799

-PLN 261 502

PLN 188 785

PLN 2 447 106

percentage change

nominal change

trade balance (last reporting period)

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1846), foreign purchases (N=1850).
Supported micro-enterprises had a negative balance of trade in the last period (37%). At the opposite
extreme were the medium-sized companies that were selling much more than buying.
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Table 38. Changes in the level of foreign sales/purchases of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by
sector of activity
percentage change
foreign sales

trade
11%

services
18%

industry
15%

foreign purchases

9%

21%

11%

-32%

23%

66%

foreign sales

PLN 288 021

PLN 131 003

PLN 470 182

foreign purchases

PLN 361 987

PLN 120 871

PLN 202 690

-PLN 1 407 701

PLN 161 281

PLN 1 405 530

trade balance (last reporting period)
nominal change

trade balance (last reporting period)

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values – foreign sales (N = 1846), foreign purchases (N=1850).
Subsidized trade enterprises imported more products than they exported. The companies in the industrial
sector recorded a significant positive balance of trade in the last year (66%).

Investment outlays
Companies are forced to systematically bear investment outlays to grow and meet the challenges of competition. The alarming signal should be a clear decrease in the level of investments in companies. For
companies which carried out co-financed investment projects, it may indicate the lack of added value in
this dimension (deadweight) - which should result from co-financing - in the form of sustained activation
of investment processes.
Figure 90. Average level of capital expenditure (with the exception of public assistance) of beneficiaries
of Measure 2.3

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1804).
Entrepreneurs more rarely than in the previous period to which the survey pertained, renew resources and
production means. On average, they allocated PLN 225 000 less for these purposes. Investment outlays of
the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 during the year decreased on average by as much as 17%.
36% of entrepreneurs at the time of the study expected an increase in investment outlays in the next 12
months, but every fifth expected their decline.
Investment outlays in the group of co-financed companies in the first half of 2008 were slightly higher
(2%) compared to the previous year. In other periods they were always lower than in the period preceding
participation in Measure 2.3. In contrast to previously examined economic indicators, probably in this case
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we do not have to deal with the negative impact of international economic crisis - or at least its role does
not seem to be dominant - but with a reduction in the rate of investment, caused by increased business
investment activity in the previous period (associated with projects in Measure 2.3). Within 18 months after
the settlement of projects, we observe stabilisation in this dimension - a kind of investment saturation.
Figure 91. Average level of capital expenditure (with the exception of public aid) of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 in subsequent years

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data and 3% of highest indicator
values (N = 1804).
Figure 92. Dynamics of investment outlays (excluding public aid) of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken
down by sector of activity, company size and amount of grants
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.4.

The size of companies affected the dynamics of changes in values of investment outlays. Larger firms invested more (in percentage) than smaller enterprises.
Trading companies invested an average of 3% more money in the last year than in the previous year. In the
case of industry and services, the expenditure fell by almost one fifth.

Implemented innovations
The investments that were to increase business innovation were the essence of co-financed projects. Innovation can be understood as activities related to: 1) the start of production and preparation for sale of
new or significantly improved products (or services), intended to be placed on the market, or 2) the introduction of modernisation of processes in the enterprise.
Figure 93. Average number of innovations implemented within 18 months after the settlement of projects by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3.

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1877), process innovations (N=1915).
Companies benefitting from Measure 2.3, immediately after completion of investment projects, implemented more innovations167, improving their products (goods or services), and less often improved production or distribution methods through the introduction of process innovation.
Enterprises, within 18 months of settlement of projects, created 5,797 product innovations, of which 43%
are - according to the declarations of the beneficiaries - innovations used in the country for no longer than
3 years. Enterprises implemented about 50% less process innovations: 2,815 of which 42% were used in
Poland for no longer than 3 years.
6 out of 10 surveyed beneficiaries, at the time of the study, planned to introduce product innovations in
the next 12 months, and just over half – to introduce process innovations. Intentions with regard to the
167

In the case of Measure 2.3, in the evaluation of results after 18 months, the studies concerned product and process
innovations introduced by the beneficiaries across the enterprise as well as innovations on a market scale (in contrast to Measure 2.1). Introduction of product innovation on a market scale was understood as the implementation
of innovative product (goods or services) used in the country for no longer than 3 years, using the existing technological process, management and other processes affecting the range of offer. However, the introduction of process innovation on a market scale in this study was understood as implementation of an innovative technological,
management or other process, used in the country no longer than 3 years, aiming to offer existing products (goods
or services) or to expand their range.
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introduction of innovations used in the country for no longer than 3 years (regardless of their type) were
declared almost twice less often.
Table 39. Number of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who have introduced innovations in the enterprise

product
innovations
(number of
companies)
product
innovations
(% of
companies)
process
innovations
(number of
companies)
process
innovations
(% of
companies)

TOTAL

3Q
2007
(r1)

4Q
2007
(r2)

1Q
2008
(r3)

2Q
2008
(r4)

3Q
2008
(r5)

4Q
2008
(r6)

1Q
2009
(r7)

2Q
3Q
4Q
1Q
2Q
2009 2009 2009 2010 2010
(r8)
(r9) (r10) (r11) (r12)

1384

163

152

207

157

119

128

115

80

64

45

57

98

72%

73%

71%

79%

73%

74%

70%

68%

77%

85%

63%

66%

62%

1295

166

142

203

157

100

123

103

71

50

43

50

87

67%

75%

66%

77%

73%

62%

67%

61%

68%

67%

61%

58%

55%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1877), process innovations (N=1915).
Table 40. Number of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who introduced innovations on a market scale (used
domestically for no longer than 3 years)

product
innovations
(number of
companies)
product
innovations
(% of
companies)
process
innovations
(number of
companies)
process
innovations
(% of
companies)

TOTAL

3Q
2007
(r1)

4Q
2007
(r2)

1Q
2008
(r3)

2Q
3Q
4Q
1Q
2008 2008 2008 2009
(r4)
(r5) (r6)
(r7)

2Q
2009
(r8)

3Q
2009
(r9)

4Q
2009
(r10)

1Q
2010
(r11)

2Q
2010
(r12)

1384

163

152

207

157

119

128

115

80

64

45

57

98

72%

73%

71%

79%

73%

74%

70%

68%

77%

85%

63%

66%

62%

1295

166

142

203

157

100

123

103

71

50

43

50

87

67%

75%

66%

77%

73%

62%

67%

61%

68%

67%

61%

58%

55%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data – product innovations (N =
1877), process innovations (N=1915).
Almost the same number of entrepreneurs, within 18 months of settlement of projects, implemented
process and product innovations (regardless of the extent of innovation).
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Within 18 months after the settlement of projects, in the industrial sector almost one product innovation
more was created (average 0.8) than in trade and services. Moreover, co-financed companies created twice
as much product innovations than process innovations.
Higher co-financing was conducive to a greater number of process innovations introduced by the beneficiaries immediately after participation in the Programme. This relationship did not exist in the case of
product innovations.
Figure 94. Average number of innovations implemented within 18 months after the settlement of projects by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by sector of activity and amount of grant

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the exception of missing data.
Figure 95. Impact of Measure 2.3 on innovations
Has the project contributed to the introduction of innovation in the enterprise on a market scale...?

Basis: all beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who stated that the implementation of the project(s) contributed to the
introduction of innovation in the enterprise (N=1785), the values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to possibility of selecting several responses.
Every eighth examined entrepreneur said that the project did not affect the introduction of innovations in
his company on a market scale.
Another relationship that was observed, indicates that the larger the market, the less innovation relating
to it the companies introduced.
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Table 41. Impact of projects in Measure 2.3 on innovation, broken down by sector of activity
market

trade

services

industry

N

%

N

%

N

%

regional

90

64%

124

72%

1110

69%

nationwide

75

53%

94

55%

1024

64%

EU

25

18%

36

21%

519

33%

global

18

13%

18

11%

246

15%

none

39

27%

34

20%

315

20%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3; values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the possible
choice of several responses by a respondent.
In all sectors, the impact of the investment project on the examined aspect was the largest on regional
market. More innovation on the national and the EU markets were introduced by the beneficiaries from
the industrial sector.

Obtained certificates
Certificates help companies’ operations in different markets and obtaining new customers for their goods,
products or services. Being able to demonstrate a guarantee of product quality and reliability, companies
gain the trust of partners and customers.
Figure 96. Average number of certificates (including marks of conformity) obtained after settlement of
projects in Measure 2.3, broken down by size of company

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who envisaged obtaining certification (N = 1905).
Companies covered by Measure 2.3, within 18 months of settlement of projects received on average one
certificate (mark of conformity) per company. Nearly one third of companies at the time of the study
planned to introduce new certifications over the next year.
Company size was a factor in obtaining a larger number of certificates (marks of conformity). Only one in
three micro-enterprises obtained a certificate in the period considered.
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Assessments and opinions of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
Overall assessment of profitability of participation in Measure 2.3
Figure 97. Assessment of the profitability of Measure 2.3 with regard to outlays
Were the effects of the firm’s participation in the Measure worth the expenses?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
Vast majority of businesses participating in the Measure 2.3 assessed that the participation was worth the
costs. Participation in the Programme paid off for almost all companies (less than 1% of entrepreneurs had
a different opinion).
Negative assessments in this dimension - from 1 percent of beneficiaries - primarily related to bureaucracy
and the amount of grants, which would be disproportionate to the funding and work, allocated for the
preparation of applications for co-financing:
„A lot of papers and engaging people to get small money”
„Value of the project and its co-financing disproportionately low in relation to reporting obligations after
project completion. Excessive formalism associated with the compliance with the provisions of the cofinancing agreement”.
Preparation of project documentation, monitoring all established indicators - all this cost the beneficiaries
(those who negatively assessed the cost-effectiveness of the Programme, i.e. 1% of beneficiaries) more money than the company received within the grant. Entrepreneurs indicated that in relatively small projects,
the implementation system unnecessarily put up excessive - in their opinion - formal requirements (formal
approach was negatively evaluated, regardless of the size of the project). Furthermore, it was pointed out
that the projects required huge additional work, without the possibility of implementing changes in the
projects, to adjust them to dynamic market conditions.

Unforeseen effects of Measure 2.3
Unforeseen effects of projects can appear at different stages of life cycle of the Programme. Different scenarios are often taken into account in the course of evaluation studies - both relating to the negative
consequences of Measures, as well as positive, but going beyond the expected results, defined in the
programming documents.
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Figure 98. Unforeseen effects of projects in Measure 2.3
Did participation in the Measure trigger effects that you did not expect at the stage
of preparing the application/s?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
Some beneficiaries did not provide for certain effects at the stage of preparation of the application (11%).
These were both positive effects, as well as negative, but more beneficiaries indicated the positive ones.
A positive surprise for the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 was a significant reduction in operating costs and
increase in production within 18 months following the settlement of the investment project. The decrease
in production costs often exceeded the initial estimates of entrepreneurs. In addition, implementation of
the project enabled the modernisation of the company, increase in production capacity, introduction of
new products and attracted new markets. The consequence of this was a large increase in the value of
sales, employment growth (important for the local market), creation of conditions for further investments
and ultimately improvement of company image: making company credible in the eyes of customers, perception of the company as a serious and dynamic partner:
„The use of the Measure exceeded our expectations in achieving the planned quality improvement and
modernization of production technology and economic effects of improving the efficiency and financial
performance of project promoter.”
A negative, unpleasant surprise for some beneficiaries was excessive bureaucracy and - as defined by
entrepreneurs - „continuous monitoring”. Overly complex procedures for the project, according to the respondents – required to much time and to many resources:
„The negative effect is primarily the excessive bureaucracy associated with the preparation and settlement of
the application for co-financing. In addition, an extended period of waiting for the decision of PARP regarding
the grant, delayed the launching of the project.”
„The procedures are overly complex, complicated and excessively involve the entrepreneur in the process of
preparing the application, obtaining a grant and settling it. Our company believes that the time spent on
preparing documents and applying for co-financing can be more effectively used in business. Lengthy process
of conducting the procedure discouraged us to use grants on similar principles in the future.”
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The negative effects also included a large number of controls (e.g., of the National Labour Inspectorate, the
Treasury Control Offices) after the implementation of the project.

„Unexpected number of controls after the completion of the project, which makes it more likely we will not use
grants anymore.”
Figure 99. Negative effects of projects in Measure 2.3
Did factors which might have affected the final results of the Project(s) occurred during the implementation of
the Project(s)?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
15% of beneficiaries noticed some factors at the stage of project implementation, that may have a negative impact on its final effects. They were both factors associated with the procedure of obtaining a grant,
as well as external factors.
Beneficiaries (entrepreneurs, who noted the factors adversely affecting the final results of the project,
i.e. 15% of respondents) pointed out, inter alia, to administration failing to meet deadlines, which led to
changes in the investment:
„Very long and very meticulous procedure. During the project some of the devices provided for the purchase
got old.”
Entrepreneurs also criticised delays in considering applications for co-financing and delays in payments
appropriations (grants) to bank accounts of entrepreneurs.
Another negative factor, pointed out by the respondents, was the lack of flexibility and - in their opinion
- low competence of administrative staff. Entrepreneurs pointed out that often they were poorly informed
or misinformed. They complained about unnecessary formalism in settlement of grants, literal approach to
the records in the application and little understanding of the changes that result from market regulation
to which the company must adapt.
Another type of negative factors were external factors, unrelated to the procedures in the Programme. This
were primarily the first global financial crisis, which caused fluctuations in currency, stock market declines and
lack of prosperity in the market. Recession often resulted in a decrease in the number of contracts, impairing
the financial stability of companies. Lower than expected interest in products of the beneficiaries resulted in
a lack of agreements with the contractors assumed in the project - the withdrawal of foreign partners, despite
the fact that the beneficiaries met all the requirements imposed on the equipment and pricing:
„Factors that may have a negative impact on achieving the objectives established in the framework of the
projects are mainly currency fluctuations and economic crises in the markets that primarily affect the value of
export sales.”
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„The global crisis is a key factor having a negative impact on the achievement of final outcomes of the project.
Stagnation in the construction industry, bankruptcies of developers and many construction companies
resulted in the demand for goods manufactured by us being smaller than planned. Cooperation with foreign
partners has been significantly reduced due to the high risk of insolvency of construction firms from countries
affected by the crisis.”
A major hurdle for businesses was a lack of skilled workers in the labour market and migration of workers:
„The main adverse effects include problems with the achievement of the assumed employment rates. The
past two years saw a big problem in recruiting and retaining staff numbers. There was a high turnover of
employment, due to emigration.”

Impact of Measure 2.3 on selected aspects of business operation
Implementation of Measure 2.3 enabled many Polish entrepreneurs to take action associated with the
development of companies. By development we understand a positive, measurable change in business
potential. Growth-oriented companies tend to increase production, improve product quality, reduce their
costs, etc. Development occurs as a result of the formation of a hierarchy of business objectives both in
terms of internal relations, as well as the firm’s relationship with the environment. It is in fact a fusion of the
factors of production: implementing modern technology, introducing new products, sourcing markets. A
company that does not develop is not able to cope with ever-new demands of the environment and cannot improve service levels, strengthen the economic position, and sometimes due to the strengthening of
competition can be pushed out of the market.
Figure 100. Current situation (condition) of companies - assessments of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 after
18 months from settlement of projects

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
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Beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 in a slightly greater extent than the beneficiaries of Measure 2.1 were willing
to recognize that their company at the time of the study was in a phase of dynamic development. Such
declarations were made by 30% of respondents, but only 23% micro-entrepreneurs. Also the share of beneficiaries who estimated that their company is in a transitional phase of crisis or stagnation was smaller in
this group. Nearly 60% of respondents, after 18 months from the settlement of the project, presented the
situation of the company as stabilization or a sustainable growth.

Figure 101. Effect of projects in Measure 2.3 on business development
Did the project(s) affect the development of your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
Only one entrepreneur said that the investment project remained without effect on the development of
his company:
„At the time of project implementation, the company had an order from a large customer and held talks with
other consumers, who showed great interest in the product. After starting production in 2006 and carrying
out the contract the client resigned from further orders. We failed to get orders from other customers. We
emphasize that the withdrawal of the orders was not associated with product quality (very good) and price
(competitive), but we believe with traditional sachets being the most attractive.”
It should also be noted that a relatively small number of beneficiaries could not clearly assess the impact of Measure 2.3 on the development of company and gave the answer„difficult to tell” (2%). However, the vast majority
of entrepreneurs (98%) said that the project had an impact on the development of the company. Respondents
who saw the positive impact of the project usually assessed it as big or very big (71%). A small number of beneficiaries of the project assessed the impact on the development of their company as small (2%).
Figure 102. Effect of projects in Measure 2.3 on business development, broken down by amount of grants

Basis: all beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who identified the impact of the project on development (N = 1890).
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The amount of grant was of paramount importance for the assessment of the impact of Measure 2.3 on
the development of co-financed companies. The higher the subsidy, the higher the assessment of the impact of the project on the development of the company (in the case of higher grants, beneficiaries often
pointed to big or very big impact on the company’s development).
Measure 2.3, according to the beneficiaries, had the greatest impact on two aspects of the functioning of
companies: technological upgrading and improving occupational safety and health (OSH). Effect of the
project on the first aspect was noticed by almost all businesses (91%), while on improving occupational
safety and health – by more than three quarters of the beneficiaries. The weakest effect was observed in
the case of a project to establish or expand cooperation with R&D institutions.
For the industrial sector, the implementation of investment projects had significantly greater impact in
technological upgrading and improving occupational health and safety than for other sectors - trade and
services. Industrial companies also frequently pointed to the reduction of environmental pollution, increase in investment potential and increase in the number of foreign trade contracts, as a result of the
project. In the case of service sector, the beneficiaries particularly stressed the impact of the project on
modernisation of IT/ICT; in the trade sector – on improving the quality and management efficiency.
Table 42. Impact of projects in Measure 2.3 on selected aspects of business operation, broken down by
sector of activity
sector of activity

TOTAL
N

services

industry

N

trade
%

N

%

N

%

%

technological modernisation of the company

1748

91%

106

75%

139

81%

1491

93%

improving occupational health and safety

1488

77%

103

73%

106

62%

1269

80%

increasing the investment potential
of companies

916

48%

49

35%

70

41%

789

49%

reducing environmental pollution

777

40%

48

34%

41

24%

679

43%

increasing the number of foreign trade relations

644

34%

30

21%

27

16%

583

36%

modernising IT/ITC technology

486

25%

51

36%

80

46%

356

22%

adapting company to operation in the EU

473

25%

20

14%

41

24%

407

25%

improving the quality and effectiveness
of management
improving qualifications of staff

462

24%

58

41%

50

29%

353

22%

456

24%

35

25%

52

30%

369

23%

establishing, expanding cooperation with other
companies

207

11%

24

17%

21

12%
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10%

establishing and/or expanding cooperation with
R&D
none of the above

76

4%

6

4%

8

5%

61

4%

4

0%

1

1%

3

0%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1921); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Figure 103. Effect of projects in Measure 2.3 on business competitiveness
Did project(s) contribute to enhancing the competitiveness of your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
Only one entrepreneur said that the project did not affect in any way the competitiveness of his company. This was the same beneficiary, who estimated that the project did not affect the development of the
company:
„Because in spite of the efforts we have no orders for products derived from machinery purchased under the
project”.
Only 4% of respondents replied „difficult to tell”, and the vast majority of beneficiaries identified increase in
the competitiveness of their companies through the implementation of the project.
Figure 104. Effect of projects in Measure 2.3 on business competitiveness, broken down by amount of
grants
How do you assess the impact of the project(s) on the competitiveness of your company?

Basis: all beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 who identified the impact of the project on the competitiveness (N = 1838).
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The amount of grant was reflected in the assessments of entrepreneurs on the strength of the project’s effect on the increase in competitiveness of their companies. The higher amount of co-financing went hand
in hand with an increase in the number of beneficiaries claiming that Measure 2.3 significantly increased
the competitiveness of enterprises (the higher the grant, the more frequent statements of respondents on
a high or very high impact of project on the increase in competitiveness of companies).
Table 43. Impact of projects in Measure 2.3 on selected factors of competitiveness of enterprises, broken
down by sector of activity
Did the project(s) directly translate into the following increase factors for competitiveness of the enterprise?
TOTAL
N
increase in quality of products/services
increase in brand recognition
increase in profitability of the company
increase in awareness of products/services
widening the range of products/services
reducing the costs of production/provision
of services
none of the above

trade

%

1834
1749
1507
1448
1078
977

95%
91%
78%
75%
56%
51%

N
126
127
99
99
82
66

16

1%

2

%
89%
90%
70%
70%
58%
47%
1%

sector of activity
services
N
%
160
93%
154
90%
99
58%
119
70%
110
64%
101
59%
2

1%

industry
N
%
1536
96%
1457
91%
1299
81%
1219
76%
878
55%
803
50%
12

1%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
The impact of the project on the competitiveness in all tested aspects proved to be big. Almost always, more
than half of businesses pointed to a given factor. Measure 2.3 - according to the beneficiaries – had impact
primarily on such factors of competitiveness of their companies as the increase in quality and expansion of
product offer, as well as reduction in production costs and consequently - increase in profitability.
In industry, more often than in trade and services, the beneficiaries pointed to the impact of Measure 2.3
on lowering production costs (81%).
Figure 105. Impact of projects in Measure 2.3 on obtaining competitive advantage
Did the project(s) allow to gain competitive advantage in the market ...?
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.

Implementation of projects under Measure 2.3 enabled the beneficiaries to achieve competitive advantage primarily on local, regional and nationwide markets. Over a quarter of the surveyed companies (27%)
achieved dominance over the competition on the EU market, and more than one-tenth of companies
gained an advantage in the global market (11%); nearly one third of the beneficiaries did not notice the
impact of the project on gaining competitive advantage on any market.
It is worth noting that the smaller the market, the more often beneficiaries pointed to the dominance of
entrepreneurs participating in Measure 2.3. Main aspects of the resulting advantage are: improving quality
and increasing the range of products, increasing production and service capacities (fewer beneficiaries
indicated reduction in costs).
After the settlement of grants in Measure 2.3, beneficiaries participated less frequently in projects to help
attract funding than before its acquisition. Indeed, the desire of the beneficiaries to cooperate with the commercial consulting company in the field of EU subsidies and free assistance of CP consultants declined. However, what it is worth noting, following the settlement of investment projects, supported companies created
more independent teams involved in obtaining EU funding. This may indicate that the grants as a source of
funding for various projects has been included in the strategy of companies involved in Measure 2.3.
Figure 106. Taking specific actions by beneficiaries before and after settlement of grants in Measure 2.3
Did the company, prior to obtaining the grant, undertake activities such as ...?
After settlement of the grant, did you take the following actions...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
The companies considered by entrepreneurs (business owners, board members participating in the survey) as dynamic, more often than stable companies or companies in stagnation, put greater emphasis on
participation in training courses or seminars for the SME sector, dedicated to obtaining EU subsidies, and
lay greater emphasis on hiring new employees responsible for this area of activity.
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Table 44. Taking specific actions by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 after settlement of grants, broken down
by enterprise’s condition
dynamic
development
N
%

stabilisation

stagnation, crisis

N

%

N

%

participation in training courses/seminars
for SMEs devoted to obtaining a grant

384

71%

700

62%

152

63%

continuous cooperation with a commercial
consulting company in the field of EU
subsidies
use of free assistance of consultants from
the CP / PCA for EU grants

254

47%

596

52%

116

48%

256

47%

565

50%

105

43%

employment of new staff responsible for
obtaining EU grants

43

8%

47

4%

9

4%

creating a separate team responsible for
acquiring EU grants

21

4%

40

4%

10

4%

none of the above

64

12%

141

12%

31

13%

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the table do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Figure 107. Allocating funds by beneficiaries for pro-development projects since the settlement of projects in Measure 2.3 and over the next 12 months
Since the project(s) settlement, did you spent money on ...?
Do you intend to allocate funds in the next 12 months on ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Greater number of supported entrepreneurs plans within the next 12 months to allocate funds for various
development-oriented activities than in the period immediately following the settlement of projects.
The entrepreneurs are interested mostly in investments in fixed assets and technological modernisation
of enterprises. Also important are investments in marketing and training. At the end of the list of investment objectives for the next year the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 pointed to the purchase of research and
development (R&D) results as well as conducting their own R&D.
Figure 108. Use of public support by beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
Have you used the support of public aid since the settlement of project(s)...?
Do you intend in the next 12 months to benefit from the support of public aid for ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922); values in the Figure do not add up to 100% due to the
possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Since the settlement of projects, the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 most often benefited from public funds
allocated primarily for investments (35%), training (30%) and consultancy (13%). Plans for obtaining public
support for the next 12 months proved to be far more ambitious than previously declared actions of beneficiaries undertaken following the settlement of projects.

Deadweight effect in Measure 2.3
One of the indicators of efficiency, included in this evaluative study, was the level of the so-called deadweight. Beneficiaries were asked to what extent and how long - in their opinion – it would take to carry
out the project without a grant.
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Figure 109. Level of deadweight effect among beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
Had your company not received the grant, would the activities covered by it have been carried out ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
Only 8% of the surveyed entrepreneurs said that the actions covered by the subsidy would not be realized
at all if the company did not receive co-financing, and almost every fifth entrepreneur felt that support of
SOP ICE was not necessary for the implementation of the project. In addition, 14% of surveyed beneficiaries after 18 months from the settlement of the project argued that the project would be finalized at the
same time or earlier. Despite this negative assessment of the effectiveness of the Programme, it is worth
noting that the vast majority of beneficiaries (70%), would carry out the project to a lesser extent and later
without a grant.

Overall satisfaction of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
Figure 110. Satisfaction with the implementation of investment projects among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3
How would you describe your satisfaction with the implementation of investment project?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
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The respondents evaluated the satisfaction of investment project at 4.2 points (average ratings between
„satisfied” and „very satisfied”). Only nine of the beneficiaries were not satisfied with the project. The causes
of dissatisfaction were - in their opinion - the delay in the consideration of applications, which caused
exceeding of time limits or lack of orders.
Only three in one hundred beneficiaries were unable to precisely define opinion on the completed projects,
the vast majority (97%) of entrepreneurs welcomed the project.
Ratings in each voivodeship were very balanced - ranged from 4.1 to 4.3 points. Any additional subdivisions: company size, sector of activity, round of study also failed to produce significant differences in the
assessments of entrepreneurs.
Figure 111. Satisfaction with the implementation of investment projects among the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3, broken down by amount of grants

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 (N = 1922).
However, the amount of grant was of particular importance for the assessment of satisfaction with the
investment project. Larger subsidies resulted in the higher rating of satisfaction (among the beneficiaries
who have received co-financing in excess of PLN 200 thousand there were no cases of dissatisfaction).
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4. Sub-measure 2.2.1 Support for enterprises
undertaking new investments – evaluation results
Description of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Sub-measure 2.2.1 ‘Support for enterprises undertaking new investments’ was one of the elements of
Measure 2.2 ‘Support to product and technological competitiveness of enterprises’168 implemented under
the SOP ICE Priority 2 ‘Direct support to enterprises’.
Measure 2.2 was aimed at improving the competitiveness of enterprises at the Single European Market,
and reducing the gap between national and EU companies in terms of technology and efficiency. The
implementation of the Measure was supposed to result in169:
• creating new jobs in enterprises,
• increase in investment outlays,
• increase in the share of new and modernised products in the marketed production of industrial goods,
• increase in the number of innovative enterprises,
• modernisation of technology, increase in efficiency, and quality improvement,
• extension of the range of products,
• reduction of negative environmental impact.
The objective of Sub-measure 2.2.1 was to support new investments concerning establishment or
development of enterprises – both in the production sector and the service sector, to start the internal
activity for significant changes in products, production and manufacturing process, as well as to create
new jobs (related to the implemented investments). Investments supported under Sub-measure 2.2.1
concerned the following types of undertakings170:
• establishing a new enterprise or expansion of the existing one,
• purchasing of an enterprise under liquidation or an enterprise that would be liquidated if it was
not purchased,
• diversification of production through introduction of new additional products.
The detailed objectives of Sub-measure 2.2.1 were as follows171:
• increase of outlays for investments of the enterprise,
• increase of the enterprise innovation index, technology modernisation,
• increase of effectiveness, and quality improvement,
• environmental rehabilitation,
• extension of the range of products or services.
168

169
170
171

The Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises for 2004-2006, Annex to
the Ordinance of the Minister of Economy and Labour of 1 July 2004 on the adoption of the Sectoral Operational
Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness of Enterprises for 2004-2006 (Dz.U. No. 166, item 1744 and of 2006
No. 7, item 43).
See: Programme Complement to the SOP ICE 2004-2006, p. 82.
Source: http://www.parp.gov.pl/index/index/195 as at 10 November 2009.
Ibid.
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Sub-measure 2.2.1 was directed at micro-, small and medium-sized enterprises (at the beginning,
also at large companies) conducting business activity in the territory of Poland, and undertaking new
investments – most of all in tangible assets such as buildings, machines and devices, as well as in intangible
assets connected to technology transfer. The support consisted of a refund of part of eligible expenditure
incurred due to the implementation of the investment project. The maximum State aid depended on the
aid intensity in a given region (in accordance with the current regional aid map for Poland).
In 2004-2006 the Ministry of Economy (previously the Ministry of Economy and Labour) acted as the
Implementing Authority for Sub-measure 2.2.1. According to the Ordinance of the Minister of Regional
Development on the adoption of the Programme Complement to the SOP ICE, as amended on 3 October
2006, PARP became the Implementing Authority for Sub-measure 2.2.1172.
During the implementation of Sub-measure 2.2.1, beneficiaries that completed their investment projects
received the total amount of co-financing in the amount of PLN 1.581 billion, nearly PLN 1.084 billion of
which were ERDF funds, and over PLN 497 million were public funds. In the case of a tranche implemented
by the Ministry of Economy, the total value of co-financing was almost PLN 520 million (including nearly
PLN 330 million of ERDF funds and nearly PLN 190 million of the national co-financing)173. Beneficiaries of
the Sub-measure 2.2.1 tranche implemented by PARP received the total grant of PLN 1.062 billion (including
over PLN 754 million of ERDF funds, and nearly PLN 308 million of national public funds)174.

Characteristics of projects and beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
The general characteristics of the population of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 as the subject of
evaluation is presented below. 426 analysed active projects175 included:
• 381 (89 %) implemented by companies (SMEs only) with PARP as the Implementing Authority,
• 45 (11 %) implemented by enterprises (SMEs and large enterprises) with the Ministry of Economy
as the Implementing Authority.
Spatial (geographical) distribution of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 (PARP tranche) proved high
concentration in terms of the number of handled agreements and the value of support granted to
companies in individual voivodeships. It was mainly the group of 3 to 5 regions: Mazowieckie Voivodeship,
Wielkopolskie Voivodeship, Podkarpackie Voivodeship, Pomorskie Voivodeship and Kujawsko-Pomorskie
Voivodeship, as well as Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeship in the case of the value of support. Concentration
rations C3 and C5176 for the number of handled agreements, and C3 and C5 for the value of support
amounted to 39.6 % and 55.4 %, and 41.1 % and 56.3 %, respectively.
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176

Evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1, referred to in this publication, included both the tranche under Sub-measure 2.2.1 implemented by PARP and the tranche implemented by the Ministry of the Economy (See: Effects in the area of innovativeness
– the study of the impact of projects implemented under the SOP ICE Sub-measure 2.2.1. Final report, PARP, Warsaw 2009).
See: Final Report no. 2.2.1/K/2004-2009/IW on the implementation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 under the SOP ICE in 20042009, the Ministry of the Economy, Warsaw 2009.
See: Final Report no. 2.2.1/K/2004-2009/IW on the implementation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 under the SOP ICE in 20042009, Polish Agency for Enterprise Development, Warsaw 2009.
As of 31 July 2009.
Share of three and five biggest voivodeships (in terms of a variable) in the entire analysed population.

Table 45. Regional arrangement of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 (PARP tranche)
Region
Dolnośląskie
Voivodeship
Kujawsko-Pomorskie
Voivodeship
Lubelskie
Voivodeship
Lubuskie
Voivodeship
Łódzkie Voivodeship
Małopolskie
Voivodeship
Mazowieckie
Voivodeship
Opolskie
Voivodeship
Podkarpackie
Voivodeship
Podlaskie Voivodeship
Pomorskie Voivodeship
Śląskie Voivodeship
Świętokrzyskie
Voivodeship
Warmińsko-Mazurskie
Voivodeship
Wielkopolskie
Voivodeship
Zachodniopomorskie
Voivodeship
TOTAL

Number of Structure
agreements
%

Total value
Region’s
Region’s share
of granted
Structure
share in
in the number
support
%
Poland’s GDP of companies
(PLN million)
in % (2006)
(2009)
45.9
4.4
8.1
8.4

14

3.7

30

7.9

94.5

9

4.7

5.1

13

3.4

44.3

4.2

3.9

4.1

18

4.7

49.7

4.7

2.4

2.7

21
18

5.5
4.7

51.3
44.9

4.9
4.3

6.2
7.4

6.3
8.2

64

16.8

200.6

19.1

21.6

17.3

16

4.2

26.8

2.5

2.2

2.5

34

8.9

84.4

8

3.8

3.8

6
30
18
6

1.6
7.9
4.7
1.6

37.6
68.4
45.4
7

3.6
6.5
4.3
0.7

2.3
5.7
13
2.6

2.4
6.5
11.4
2.8

12

3.1

39.5

3.8

2.8

3.1

53

13.9

136.4

13

9.3

9.5

28

7.3

75.9

7.2

4

5.7

381

100%

1 052

100%

100%

100%

Source: elaboration based on the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N=381) and GUS data.
In reference to the projects implemented under Sub-measure 2.2.1 by the Ministry of Economy, the
structure of location was similar to the projects under the tranche implemented by PARP – investments
were focused in the most active voivodeships: Mazowieckie, Wielkopolskie and Śląskie.
The spatial arrangement of the projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 is relatively well interpreted by variables
describing the level of regional economic activity, such as the voivodeship’s share in the GDP and
entrepreneurship resources (number of entities registered in REGON – the national business registry)177.
The results of comparing the number of submitted applications with the number of Sub-measure 2.2.1 final
beneficiaries prove a strong competition for the resources and high interest of entrepreneurs in the offered
support. The total of 21,677 applications for co-financing was submitted under the Sub-measure (PARP
tranche)178. Following the formal appraisal 2,492 applications received positive results. Of all submitted
applications, 426 projects received support, 381 of which were implemented by PARP and 45 – by the
Ministry of Economy.
177
178

Pearson correlation coefficient amounted to 0.6 – 0.8.
The only application round under the Sub-measure 2.2.1 tranche implemented by PARP was announced on 12 January 2007. Applications for co-financing were collected in Regional Financing Institutions until 31 January 2007.
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Figure 112. Regional arrangement of the projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 by individual Implementing
Authorities

Source: elaboration based on databases of the Ministry of Economy and PARP concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1
with the exclusion of data gaps (N=421).
The selection rate179 amounted to ca. 13 %180. However, it was very diverse depending on the size of the
company – the smaller the company was the more intensive was the selection (micro-enterprises were
almost two times less effective in acquiring funds under Sub-measure 2.2.1 than small enterprises).
Selection rates were also highly diversified from the regional perspective. It actually resulted from the
structure of applicants: the greater the share of larger companies (e.g. medium-sized) was, the relatively less
strict selection criteria were applied (more companies from a given region received support – e.g. 41 % and
25 % of the applications in Opolskie and Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeships respectively were submitted by
medium-sized enterprises; therefore, the selection rate in these regions amounted to nearly 30%).
179

176

180

Selection rate was defined as the quotient of the number of the implemented agreements and the number of the
submitted applications for co-financing.
Calculations are based on 2,853 applications for co-financing under Sub-measure 2.2.1 registered in the PARP database.

Table 46. Number of submitted applications and handled co-financing agreements under Sub-measure
2.2.1 by the size of enterprises (PARP tranche).
Number of
submitted
applications
Micro-enterprises
Small enterprises
Medium-sized enterprises
TOTAL

Number of
handled
agreements

Structure
%

492
1,119
964
2,575

19.1
43.5
37.4
100%

Structure
%

34
162
185
381

8.9
42.5
48.5
100%

Selection rate
by the size of an
enterprise
(%)*
6.9
14.5
19.2
13.30%

* Selection rate in sub-groups distinguished due to the size of an enterprise was calculated as share of the projects
implemented by the companies in a given size category in the total number of submitted applications in this category (e.g.
micro-enterprises: 34/ 492 = 6.9 %, i.e. ca. 7 out of 100 applications submitted by micro-enterprises received support).

Source: elaboration based on the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1 (the total number of active agreements:
N=381; the total number of applications for co-financing registered in the PARP database: N=2,853)181.
Table 47. Number of submitted applications and concluded co-financing agreements under Sub-measure
2.2.1 by regions (PARP tranche).
Number of
Structure
submitted
%
applications

Region

Number of
handled
agreements

Structure
%

Selection rate by
regions (%)*

Dolnośląskie Voivodeship

179

6.3

14

3.7

7.8

Kujawsko-Pomorskie Voivodeship

186

6.5

30

7.9

16.1

Lubelskie Voivodeship

131

4.6

13

3.4

9.9

Lubuskie Voivodeship

108

3.8

18

4.7

16.7

Łódzkie Voivodeship

176

6.2

21

5.5

11.9

Małopolskie Voivodeship

283

9.9

18

4.7

6.4

Mazowieckie Voivodeship

408

14.3

64

16.8

15.7

51

1.8

16

4.2

31.4

Opolskie Voivodeship
Podkarpackie Voivodeship

200

7

34

8.9

17

Podlaskie Voivodeship

127

4.5

6

1.6

4.7

Pomorskie Voivodeship

131

4.6

30

7.9

22.9

Śląskie Voivodeship

277

9.7

18

4.7

6.5

Świętokrzyskie Voivodeship

75

2.6

6

1.6

8

Warmińsko-Mazurskie Voivodeship

110

3.9

12

3.1

10.9

Wielkopolskie Voivodeship

314

11

53

13.9

16.9

97

3.4

28

7.3

28.9

2,853

100

381

100

13.3

Zachodniopomorskie Voivodeship
TOTAL

* The regional selection rate was calculated as share of agreements handled by the beneficiaries in a given region in the
total number of applications submitted in the region (e.g. Dolnośląskie Voivodeship: 14/179 = 7.8 %, i.e. nearly 8 out of
100 applications submitted in Dolnośląskie Voivodeship received support).

Source: elaboration based on the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1 (the total number of active agreements:
N=381; the total number of applications for co-financing registered in the PARP database: N=2 853).
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The total of 2,853 applications for co-financing were registered in the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1
– there was no data on the size of enterprises for 278 applications (9.7 %).
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In the population of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (PARP tranche) 48.5 % of the total number
of implemented projects and 60 % of the total value of the received funds applied to medium-sized
enterprises. Micro- and small enterprises received 31 % and 9 %, respectively, of the support granted. This
proves relatively large imbalance between the sub-groups of beneficiaries distinguished by the size of an
enterprise.
Diagram 7. Structure of projects under the PARP and the Ministry of Economy tranche by the size of the
Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiary’s enterprise.
Implementing Authority
– PARP
N=381

Implementing Authority
– Ministry of Economy
N=45

Projects of
micro-enterprises
34
Projects
od small enterprises
162
Projects of
medium-sized enterprises
185

Projects of
large enterprises
32

SME projects
13

Source: elaboration based on databases of the Ministry of Economy and PARP concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1
(N=426).
Basic statistical measures (for the projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 of PARP tranche) indicate that:
a) investment projects implemented in the group of micro- and small enterprises were similar in
terms of values (similar median and third quartile values);
b) the value of co-financing granted for most of the projects implemented by medium-sized
enterprises (ca. three-quarters) was at the most twice as high as in the case of the projects
implemented by small-sized enterprises.
Table 48. Grants by the size of enterprises of Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries (PARP tranche)
Statistical measures (PLN million)
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TOTAL

Size of enterprises
Micro

Small

Medium-sized

Number of projects (N)

381

34

162

185

arithmetical average

2.78

2.74

2.04

3.43

median

1.39

0.92

0.98

1.93

standard deviation

4.13

6

2.79

4.58

minimum value

0.54

0.05

0.32

0.09

maximum value

33.3

33.3

19.1

30.88

1 quartile

0.73

-

-

-

3 quartile

2.88

1.78

2.13

3.83

Source: elaboration based on the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N=381).

Sub-measure 2.2.1 tranche implemented by the Ministry of Economy included large companies also. These
enterprises were the main beneficiary of the support in the initial implementation period (32 investment
projects of 45 subject to the Ministry of Economy were implemented by large companies); 75 % of the
funds paid under Sub-measure 2.2.1 in the Ministry tranche were granted to large enterprises.
According to the values of the descriptive statistics measures, these projects were several times bigger
than in the case of the tranche implemented by PARP. The average value of co-financing paid to the
beneficiaries of the Ministry of Economy amounted to ca. PLN 11.5 million per project (median: PLN 7.9
million).
Table 49. Grants by the size of enterprises of Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries (PARP and the Ministry of
Economy tranche)
average
2,783,457.96

1,387,692

54,464

number of
projects (N)
33,301,409
376

Micro-enterprises

2,745,117.97

916224

54,464

33,301,409

34

Small enterprises

2,041,150.80

995,379

322,389

19,135,398

162

PARP

TOTAL

Medium-sized enterprises
ME
SMEs
Large enterprises

median

minimum

maximum

3,458,776.40

1,925,957

96,398

30,886,350
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TOTAL 11,547,683.91

7,944,688

1,088,466

43,128,622

45

9,706,759.85

6,369,065

1,088,466

39,814,538

13

12,295,559.31

8169,969

1,543,990

43,128,622

32

Source: elaboration based on databases of the Ministry of Economy and PARP concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1
with the exclusion of data gaps (N=421).
It should be also stated that for the entire Sub-measure 2.2.1 (PARP and the Ministry of Economy tranche)
the higher amounts of co-financing were granted to the older enterprises (established before 1990),
companies operating mainly at foreign markets, and entities located in cities with population of over 100
thousand. The highest grant amounts applied to investment projects covering construction and renovation
works and purchase (leasing) of a technological line182.
The above analyses concerning grant amounts supplement the data on the total value of the implemented
projects (eligible and non-eligible costs) and share of State aid in the total value of the projects under Submeasure 2.2.1 (PARP tranche). Although the average value of the project was at relatively high level of
PLN 5.4 million, there was a significant imbalance observed – 50 % of the PARP tranche included projects
amounting to the maximum of PLN 2.5 million. The average share of State aid in the total value of the
project amounted to 49.4%.
Table 50. The total value of the projects and the share of State aid in the value of the projects under Submeasure 2.2.1 (PARP tranche)
statistical measures

total project value (PLN)

share of State aid in the project
value (%)

arithmetical average

5,450,577.4

49.4

1 quartile

1,330,419.5

41

median

2,501,729.2

50

3 quartile

5,689,668.1

59.6

Source: elaboration based on the PARP database concerning Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N=381).

182

The above-mentioned breakdowns were based on the results of the CAWI questionnaire.
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The following part of the chapter presents more information concerning the characteristics of the
projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 and the profile of its beneficiaries, based on the results of the CAWI
questionnaire183.
The largest group of the respondents (beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1) included representatives of the
light industry (52 %) and building industry (34 %), while the smallest one – representatives of trade and
service sector (14 %).
The structure of age of the analysed companies was relatively balanced. The smallest group of beneficiaries,
on the one hand, consisted in young companies, i.e. established after 2005 (7 %) and, on the other hand,
the oldest entities (18 %) registered before 1990. In other distinguished groups the analysed companies
were relatively balanced in this matter: enterprises established in 1990-1994, 1995-1999 and 2000-2004
were: 28 %, 22 % and 25 % of population of Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries respectively.
Figure 113. Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries by year of establishing an enterprise (period of operations)
When was your company established (year)?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N=317)
Companies that received co-financing were mostly located in the cities with the population of up to 100 thousand
(45 %), and outside urban area (31 %), rarely in bigger cities with the population of over 100 thousand (25 %).
Companies in case of which the main field of operation was the national market (40 %) and the EU market
(24 %) predominated in the research. Relatively small number of entrepreneurs declared that their main
field of operation was the local (2 %) and regional (11 %) market.
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74.4 % of the population of the SOP ICE Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries participated in the CAWI survey. 93 % of the
analysed enterprises (295 entities) were the beneficiaries of the tranche implemented by PARP, and 7 % (22 entities)
– of the tranche implemented by the Ministry of the Economy. The main group of respondents consisted in representatives of the board of the co-financed medium-sized (47 %) and small (41%) enterprises. Entrepreneurs from
large and micro enterprises accounted for 5 % and 7 % of the sample, respectively.

Figure 114. Sub-measure 2.2.1 beneficiaries by the main market of operation
Please specify the main market of operation for your company.

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N=317).
After specifying the main market of operation, entrepreneurs were asked to provide the estimated share of their
companies in the market. 22 % of the respondents described their companies’ positions as dominant at their main
markets (more than 50 % share in the market). The estimated share of individual enterprises in the market was,
undoubtedly, influenced by the range of the conducted activity. If the EU or global market was the main market
of operation, there were more companies (33 % on average) with the share below 5 %. The opposite situation was
observed at the local, regional and national market - 18% of the companies declared their share below 5 %.
Figure 115. Beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 broken down by the involvement of their companies in the
main market in which they operate
Please specify what is the estimated share of your company on the main market on which you operate?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
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Half of the beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 at the time of the study (i.e. in November 2009) assessed the
economic situation in Poland as “neither good nor bad”, another 32% - as bad, and 7% as very bad. Only
11% of supported entrepreneurs evaluated the economic situation in the country as good. Economic
situation was perceived slightly better in the industry in which the beneficiary operated - situation was
assessed as good by 17% of entrepreneurs, and as very good by 3%. However, with a smaller percentage
of neutral responses (“neither good nor bad”- nearly 39%), the situation in the industry was negatively
assessed by 31% and very negatively by 11% of the examined beneficiaries. In turn, the individual (self) assessment of the economic condition of the company, made by the beneficiaries, fared even better.
Nearly 55% of entrepreneurs rated the company’s economic condition at least as good. With 35% of the
neutral assessments (“neither good nor bad”), only 10% of beneficiaries rated the economic situation of the
enterprise as bad, and three respondents (less than 1%) as very bad.
Figure 116. Assessment of the economic condition of the beneficiaries of the Sub-measure 2.2.1 against
the industry and the domestic market
In general, how do you assess the current economic situation in Poland?
In general, how do you assess the current economic situation in the industry in which your company operates in
the domestic market?
In general, how do you assess the current economic condition of your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
Before the implementation of the project under Sub-measure 2.2.1, 55% of examined beneficiaries
benefited from other forms of EU support. Percentage of those benefiting from EU funds was the lowest for
the youngest firms (registered after 2000) - 43%. In turn, the greatest experience in this field was declared
by medium entrepreneurs (68%) and entities that began operation between 1990 and 1999 (65%).
Before participating in the Sub-measure 2.2.1, the beneficiaries most often benefited from EU support for
investments (83%), consulting (30%) and trainings (25%).
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Figure 117. Experience of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1, related to earlier use of European funds
Have you used other forms of EU support for businesses before the implementation of the project? What were
those projects?

Basis: all beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add up to 100%
due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
In turn, 40% of surveyed companies reported the use of EU support after completion of participation in the
Sub-measure 2.2.1. They carried mostly R&D projects (69%), and benefited from subsidized trainings (27%) and
consulting services (22%). More new projects, funded by the EU, were carried out by the beneficiaries of the Ministry
of Economy tranche (64% and 14 indications in this category) – they were mostly R&D projects. Small and micro
entrepreneurs less often applied for EU funds after completing the participation in the Sub-measure 2.2.1 (34%).
The results showed that over 72% of the beneficiaries of the Sub-measure 2.2.1 benefited in the project
from the services of an expert or cooperated with the commercial consulting company. Micro and small
enterprises most often (77%) applied for consulting support, as well as companies that implemented large
projects, in which the amount of grants was more than PLN 2.5 million (77%). Consultants were used
more often also by companies that - in accordance with the declarations of the respondents - have not
benefited from EU support (78%).
The widest range of cooperation with the consultant occurred in the case of micro and small enterprises,
as well as in those cases where entrepreneurs executed major projects (the value of grants of more than
PLN 2.5 million) and were operating mainly on foreign markets (EU, global). Most often, collaboration
with an expert or a consulting company involved preparation of documentation of the application for
co-financing (99% of companies that benefited from consulting services in the project cooperated with a
consultant at this stage of the project), settlement of the project (62%) and developing the concept of the
project (52%) . When preparing the application documents, support by experts or consulting firms rarely
occurred in the case of medium and large companies (a total of 66% in this category) and the companies
benefiting from EU subsidies earlier (66%). When accounting for the project, most often (50%) the support
of experts or consulting firms was used by entrepreneurs from small firms.
The dominant types of investment projects implemented under the Sub-measure 2.2.1 were: diversification
of production by enterprises (72%), expansion of existing businesses (60%) and introduction of major
changes in the production process (43%). Specific projects involved the creation or acquisition of another
company and investments of another type. In the case of the largest investments (the amount of funding
above PLN 2.5 million) and projects from the tranche of the Ministry of Economy, the beneficiaries often
pointed out that the essence of the project was the expansion of existing business (respectively 77%
and 77% of indications). Many companies combined these types of investments within the projects (e.g.
extension of the company plus major changes in the production process).
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Figure 118. Cooperation of beneficiaries with external expert or consulting company for the project under
Sub-measure 2.2.1
Have your company worked on the project with an expert or a commercial consulting firm,
which helped you in the preparation and implementation of the project?
Did the work with an expert / consultancy firm included the stage ...?

Basis: all beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add up to 100%
due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317), who collaborated in the project with a consultant
(N = 227).

Figure 119. Types of investment projects implemented in Sub-measure 2.2.1
What type of investments your company implemented in the SOP ICE 2.2.1?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
Regardless of the profile of the beneficiary, investments were implemented mainly by purchase or lease of
machinery and equipment (86% of indications), purchase of intangible assets (42%), purchase of computer
equipment (36%), acquisition or leasing of the entire production line (33%) and execution of renovation
and construction (32%). For larger projects, in particular implemented by young companies (registered after
2000), we observed that co-financed investments were much more complex and included various aspects of
the whole production process. For companies operating on the market longer (established before 1990) as
well as for projects of lesser value, there was a greater concentration around one method of investment.
According to the declarations of the respondents, 89% of entrepreneurs introduced new technologies
through the co-financed investment project. Analysing the innovation introduced by technology,
enterprises were asked about the extent of its spread. For 81% of beneficiaries who have introduced new
technologies through the project, implemented technology at the time of submitting the application for
co-financing was not known and used in Poland for longer than 1 year. Analysis of indications showed
a relatively even distribution of positive statements in this regard, among micro, small and medium
enterprises, as well as in subgroup of beneficiaries implementing projects of various sizes (less than PLN 1
million, from PLN 1 to 2.5 million and more than PLN 2.5 million).
Slightly higher percentages of positive were received, referring in the question addressed to entrepreneurs,
to milder evaluation criteria of technology innovation. For 85% of beneficiaries who have introduced new
technology through the project, at the time of submitting the application for co-financing it was known
and used in Poland for no longer than 3 year.
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Figure 120. Characteristics of investment projects in Sub-measure 2.2.1
Implemented investment consisted in...

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
It is worth noting that beneficiaries who declared that under Sub-measure 2.2.1 they introduced an
innovative technology (used globally for no longer than 1 year) accounted for 61% of the examined
population (this percentage was 20% lower than for beneficiaries , who introduced the technology known
and applied in the country for no longer than 1 year). Majority of positive responses for the evaluation
of innovation of introduced technology (acc. to the most stringent criteria for assessing the degree of
spread adopted in this evaluative study) were recorded in the group of beneficiaries of the tranche under
Sub-measure 2.2.1 implemented by the Ministry of Economy - 82% (14 indications, including 9 from large
companies) and entrepreneurs pursuing major projects (over PLN 2.5 million) - 66%.
When asked about the implementation within the project of technology, whose global spread in the
industry in the world was no more than 5%, positive responses accounted for only 34% of surveyed
companies (negative responses in this area accounted for 33%, answer “do not know” was indicated as
often). There were no significant deviations in this area within the different groups of beneficiaries, but it is
worth noting that more statements about the implementation in the project of technology, whose global
spread in the industry in the world was no more than 5%, came from companies whose main business
market was domestic market (41%)
More than half of surveyed companies (52%) had their own laboratory or research and development
department. The highest percentage of beneficiaries with R&D departments was among medium and
large companies (58%).
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Figure 121. Prevalence levels of technologies, introduced by beneficiaries in Sub-measure 2.2.1
Was the introduced technology at the time of submitting the application for co-financing...

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 who introduced new technologies through the project (N = 283).
Figure 122. Own laboratory/research and development department of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Does the company have its own laboratory or research and development department (dedicated team of
employees engaged in R&D)?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
According to the declarations of beneficiaries with their own laboratories/R&D departments, in 83
cases (50% of companies in that group) they were created in connection with the implementation of
the investment supported in Sub-measure 2.2.1. In 22 cases, R&D departments were created after the
completion of projects. Among the supported entities, own laboratory or R&D department before
participating in Sub-measure 2.2.1 were mostly owned by medium and large companies (47% in the group
of beneficiaries with R&D department).
Among the supported enterprises that had laboratories/R&D departments even before the investment, as
well as in the case of those companies that have created them within the project (the group consisted of 125
entities, i.e. 39% of examined population), the technology implemented in Sub-measure 2.2 .1 was created
entirely in the company’s laboratory /R&D department – in the case of 19% of beneficiaries, or with the
participation of the laboratory/R&D department - 31%. Among supported entities, 49% did not implement
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Figure 123. Period of creation of a laboratory/research and development department in enterprises of the
beneficiaries in Sub-measure 2.2.1
When was your laboratory (R & D department) created?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
technology in the project, using its own R&D, and 73% of beneficiaries did not cooperate with the external
research and development unit in the implementation of new technology. For the beneficiaries of tranche
in Sub-measure 2.2.1, implemented by the Ministry of Economy, the percentage of companies that did not
cooperate in the project with external research and development unit was even higher and amounted to 82%
(14 indications). A high percentage of non-cooperation with external research and development unit in the
implementation of new technology within the project was also recorded for small projects (with amount of
funding less than PLN 1 million) - 81%. On the other hand, enterprises implementing medium-sized projects
more often cooperated with external R&D units (grant of co-financing in the range of PLN 1-2.5 million) - 34%
as well as entities whose main areas of activity were foreign markets (EU and global market) - 31% .
Figure 124. Implementation of co-financed technologies with the use of own laboratory/research and
development department among the beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Did the project concern the implementation of technology, which was created in your laboratory/R&D department?
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 who introduced new technologies through the project and
whose laboratories were established before or during the project (N = 125).

Observed changes in economic indicators of beneficiaries in Sub-measure 2.2.1
Employment
The level of employment in the surveyed companies that have benefited from Sub-measure 2.2.1
in 2007-2009184 showed a considerable growth in the first period and stability for the last months of
2009. Between 2007 and 2008, employment increased in the group of beneficiaries - on average at
11%. It should also be emphasized that in the same period the number of unemployed on the year to
year basis decreased by 16% and the number of employed in the economy increased by 2.58%. The
average increase in female employment during this period was higher and amounted to 14% (this
is indirectly associated with greater decline in registered unemployed among women which during
the reference period was 18%)185. In turn, between the end of 2008 and October 2009, there were
no changes in the average level of employment in supported enterprises, and for the employment
of women the beneficiaries showed a slight increase (1%). It is worth noting that during the same
period, unemployment in the economy increased and the unemployment rate in October 2009 was
11.1% (8.8% in October 2008)186.
Figure 125. The average level of employment among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 for 2007-2009

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 275).
Significantly higher employment growth was recorded in the case of beneficiaries of Sub-measure
2.2.1 tranche implemented by the Ministry of Economy - in 2008, as compared to 2007, in this group of
enterprises the employment rose by 21% and between 2008 and the last month preceding the survey
(October 2009) there was an increase of 7%. Analysing the employment rate in terms of the size of the
company, the increase occurred in the case of micro and small enterprises (in 2008, employment increased
by 22%; in 2009 by 5%)187. Also, the analysis of dynamics of employment by the size of grants has shown an
interesting relationship: for beneficiaries implementing smaller projects (grant of less than PLN 1 million),
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As of October 2009.
Based on: “Roczne mierniki gospodarcze”. Part IV, CSO, http://www.stat.gov.pl/gus/5207_PLK_HTML.htm.
Ibid.
One should bear in mind the size of the sample: in case of beneficiaries of the tranche of the Ministry of Economy, the
sample comprised of only 17 entities (most of which were large firms), while the sample of micro and small enterprises (mostly beneficiaries of the tranche of Sub-measure implemented by PARP) comprised in total of 129 cases.

189

increase in employment in 2008 was 10%, while companies that received co-financing worth over PLN
2.5 million, in 2008 recorded an increase of 14% . In 2009, in the case of groups of companies supported
with the lowest and the highest amount of co-financing, there were, respectively: no significant change in
indicator (an increase of only 1%) and no change.
It is worth noting that 84% of all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 reported that the level
of employment in their companies in 2009 would be lower had the company not implemented the
investment, while only 8% said that employment level would be the same.
Figure 126. Average level of employment among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 according to selected
analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 275).
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Figure 127. Estimated change in employment level among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in 2009 by
selected analytical breakdowns
What would be the level of total employment in the company in 2009 as compared with the value predicted for
this year, had the company not implemented the investment under the SOP ICE 2.2.1?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 280).

Revenues from sales
The average total net revenues from sales in 2008 (in comparison to 2007) in the group of surveyed
companies increased by 11%. It is worth to compare these results with the data given by the GUS: in the
same period, revenues from total activity of non-financial businesses increased by 9.9%188.
Figure 128. Average level of revenues among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 for 2007-2009

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of the smallest and largest values of the
indicator (N = 214).
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Balance sheet financial performance of operators for 2008, Central Statistical Office, http://www.stat.gov.pl/
gus/5840_3619_PLK_HTML.htm
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The increase in average revenue has proved to be more stable in the case of medium and large enterprises
- in 2008 it amounted to 10% (in the same period, micro and small companies recorded an increase of 18%),
and in 2009 there was a further progression of 3% (in reference period, average income level for a group
of micro and small enterprises declined by 5%). Among the beneficiaries implementing projects with the
highest value of co-financing (over PLN 2.5 million), increase in average revenue in 2008, as compared to
the previous year, was 11% (was greater in the case of beneficiaries of projects where the amount of cofinancing was between PLN 1 and 2.5 million - an increase of 13%), and in 2009 there was a further increase
by 9% (for beneficiaries implementing projects in which the value of the subsidy was between PLN 1 and
2.5 million, the value of the indicator declined by 5%).
Figure 129. Average level of revenue among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 according to selected
analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 275).

Foreign sales
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One element of Sub-measure 2.2.1 evaluation, which allows for identification of relationships between the
implementation of co-financed investment projects and the expansion of beneficiaries into foreign markets,
was the survey on export growth in supported companies. Majority of analysed companies, already in 2007 in
the total sales indicator, showed the share of export sales (75%, 211 firms) and the share of sales on the Single
European Market (73%, 204 firms). And in 2009 the number of supported enterprises, directing its sales for
export grew by just one company (to 212 entities, representing 76% in this category) and decreased in the case
of beneficiaries who sell goods, products or services for the SEM (72%, 202 enterprises). Similarly, in the case
of average share of export and sales on the SEM in total sales, stagnation of indicators dominated among the
beneficiaries in the considered period. The evaluative study recorded little change in this area: the average share

Figure 130. The average share of sales outside the domestic market in total sales value of beneficiaries of
Sub-measure 2.2.1 in 2007-2009

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 280).
Figure 131. Average export share of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in the total value of sales by
selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 280).
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of exports in total sales of beneficiaries declined in 2008 by 0.2 percentage point to 26.8%, and in 2009 remained
unchanged as compared to the previous year. In case of the average share of sales on the SEM in total sales, in
2008 its value was slightly lower than in 2007 (down by 0.1 percentage points to 20.1%), while beneficiaries in
the following year showed an increase by 0.7 percentage points to 20.8% in the indicator.
The following are also differences in growth rate of exports in selected subgroups of beneficiaries,
distinguished due to: Implementing Authority, company size and the amount of the grant.
When analysing changes in foreign sales of beneficiaries in the context of an investment project under
Sub-measure 2.2.1, it is worth paying attention to the respondents’ answers to the question: What would
be the net revenues from sales outside the domestic market in 2009, as compared with the value predicted for
this year, had the company not implemented the investment?” 75% of respondents indicated that revenues
would be lower had the company not met the investment and 16% claimed that they would be the same.
These results, in relation to the same question concerning employment, indicate that the impact of the
investment project could be larger in employment than in foreign sales.
Figure 132. Estimated change in the level of revenue from sales outside the domestic market among
beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in 2009 by selected analytical breakdowns
What would be the net revenues from sales outside the domestic market in 2009, as compared with the value
predicted for this year, had the company not implemented investments under SOP ICE 2.2.1?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 who conduct export sales (N = 223).

Outlays on innovation activities
Before we will present the results of the analysis of indicators relating to the incurring by the beneficiaries
of Sub-measure 2.2.1 of expenditure on innovation activities, it is worth to look at the subjective feelings of
entrepreneurs regarding the level of these expenses in the period before the investment and after project
completion. Analysis of the level of expenditure declared by beneficiaries in the two reference periods
indicated no significant relationships in the context of the completed project. In general, the entrepreneurs
declared incurring expenditure related to innovation, both before the project, as well as after completing
the co-financed investment. Only in the case of trainings of employees, which were supposed to design
or introduce new or significantly improved product or production process by the beneficiary, the number
of entrepreneurs, who declared incurring expenditure on such projects after the project completion was
much higher than before its implementation (an increase of 14%).
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Figure 133. Expenditure on innovation activities in the period preceding and following the implementation
of the project - opinions of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Did the company before starting the investment/after the implementation of investment incurred expenditure on...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
The average expenditure on innovation activities (calculated as total outlays) among beneficiaries of Submeasure 2.2.1 amounted in 2008 to PLN 3 784 thousand. The growth rate compared to 2007 was 31%.
Figure 134. Average level of outlays on innovation activities among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in
2007-2008

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 276).
It should also be emphasized that in the group of micro and small enterprises a growth of 78% was
observed, with an average value of expenditure on innovation activities at the level of PLN 2 116 thousand
(2008). In the case of co-financed medium and large companies, the growth rate was 20% and the average
value of total outlays in this group of companies in 2008 was PLN 5 264 thousand.

195

Moreover, the dynamics of the indicator was higher in those enterprises where the type of investment
carried out under the project included fundamental changes of the production process, where the
investment was the purchase or leasing of intangible assets and in those cases where the co-financed
investment included repair and construction.
Figure 135. Average level of outlays on innovative activities of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 by
selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 270).
Average expenditure by beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 on intangible assets in 2008 amounted to PLN
815 thousand, which constitutes an increase of 34% as compared to 2007. The dynamics of the indicator
and nominal value of outlays in 2008 was significantly lower in the case of micro and small enterprises
(23% growth rate, average outlays of PLN 368 thousand). Analyses show that the nominal value of indicator
and its growth rate increased with increasing value of the grants - the highest growth was in the case
of beneficiaries implementing projects with the greatest amount of co-financing of over PLN 2.5 million
(46%). Moreover, the dynamics of the indicator was the highest among those beneficiaries who purchased
or lease of intangible assets under the project, but also where the investment’s aim was to diversify the
company’s production and make fundamental changes of the production process.
The average outlays of the beneficiaries for the purchase of rights to inventions, patents and trademarks
in 2008 amounted to PLN 20.8 thousand, and growth rate compared to the previous year was 19%. It
should be emphasized that in this category, as much as 83% of companies indicated a lack of outlays in
the studied periods.
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Figure 136. Average level of outlays on intangible assets of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 by selected
analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 269).
Figure 137. Average level of expenditure on rights to inventions, patents and trademarks by beneficiaries
if Sub-measure 2.2.1 by selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 274).
A similar situation occurred in relation to expenditure on innovation activities defined as costs of completed
R&D works. In this economic category, 79% of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 reported no outlays. For
other respondents, the average expenditure on innovation activities, classified as costs of completed R&D
works in 2008 amounted to PLN 92 thousand. In relation to the previous year there was an increase of 14%.
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Figure 138. Average level of outlays on R&D among beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 according to
selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 269).
Figure 139. Average level of outlays on training employees in innovative activities of the beneficiaries of
Sub-measure 2.2.1 by selected analytical breakdowns
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Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data and the highest indicator
value (N = 270).

Average expenditure on innovation activities counted as outlays in staff training, in 2008 in the group of
beneficiaries amounted to PLN 16.1 (growth at 15%). In this category 41% of respondents showed a lack of
outlays, as compared to 44% in 2007.

Implemented innovations
According to the declarations of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1, in 2009, supported enterprises introduced
on average 3.5 new products (goods or services), a decrease of more than 31% over the previous year.
Figure 140. Average number of new products marketed by beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in 20082009

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 208).
The largest decreases in total number of introduced innovations during the reference period (decrease of
over 52% to an average of 2.32 of introduced innovations by company) was observed among the youngest
firms (founded after 2000) and among companies located in cities with up to 100 thousand residents
(decrease by 47%). An increased number of newly introduced products during the examined period was
indicated by firms located in major cities with over 100 thousand residents (an increase of 8.7%) and retail
and service businesses (6.8%).
It is worth noting that thanks to the implementation of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 - in accordance
with the declarations of the beneficiaries - in 2008, by the average number of new products introduced by
supported companies was 3.23 and 2.12 one year later.
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Figure 141. Average number of new products marketed by beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 in 20082009 by selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data.
New products, used in Poland for no longer than 3 years and introduced by the company through its
participation in the project - in accordance with the declarations of the beneficiaries – were fewer: in 2008
an average of 2.25, in 2009 an average of 1.64. In 2008 34% of surveyed companies (94 indications) did not
introduce any new products or services, used in Poland for no longer than 3 years. In 2009 this figure rose
to 48% (133 indications).
In addition, the average net sales of newly introduced products - according to the declarations of the
beneficiaries - in 2008 amounted to PLN 2.425 million, and the average value of net revenues from sales
of newly introduced products, thanks to the implementation of the co-financed investment project, was
lower in 2008 by 25 %.

200

Figure 142. Average level of revenue of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 on sales of newly introduced
products by selected analytical breakdowns
in PLN thousand

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data.
Average number of new methods of production or supply introduced by beneficiaries in 2008 was 1.57,
but 34% of the respondents (95 indications) did not introduce any new methods of production or supply.
The lowest rates in the range of process innovations introduced in 2008 (new methods of production or supply),
were observed in micro and small enterprises (average 0.97 per company in this category), and the youngest
firms (average 0.82). In turn, the highest - in the case of medium and large companies (average of 2.08 introduced
process innovations in the company), the beneficiaries of projects with the amount of co-financing between
PLN 1 and 2.5 million (average 2.13 per company) and among the oldest companies founded before 1990
(average 3.53). In 2009, the average number of introduced process innovations in companies of beneficiaries
declined significantly (to 0.59, a decrease of 62.1% as compared to 2008), and 56 % of respondents declared in
2009 that they did not introduce any new methods of production or supply (156 indications).
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Figure 143. Average number of new methods of production or supply introduced by beneficiaries of Submeasure 2.2.1 in 2008-2009

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data (N = 237).
Figure 144. Average number of new methods of production or supply introduced by beneficiaries of Submeasure 2.2.1 in 2008-2009 by selected analytical breakdowns

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 with the exception of missing data.
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Number of new methods of production or supply, introduced in 2008 by enterprises through the
implementation of the project under Sub-measure 2.2.1 - in accordance with the declarations of
beneficiaries - was on average 1.33. It should be noted that 37% of beneficiaries did not introduce any new
methods of production or supply (103 indications). In 2009, the number of supported entities that did not
introduce any new methods of production or supply by participating in Sub-measure 2.2.1 rose to 65%.

Assessments and opinions of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Overall assessment of profitability of participation in Sub-measure 2.2.1
Virtually all surveyed entrepreneurs (nearly 99%) believed that the benefits of co-financing obtained under
Sub-measure 2.2.1 were worth the cost, and the effects of the project were in line with expectations (83%).
Figure 145. Benefits of support obtained under Sub-measure 2.2.1
In your opinion, were the benefits of co-financing worth incurred expenditure?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
In the assessment of 5% of beneficiaries (15 entities), the effects of the project exceeded expectations,
while for 10% (32 entities), the effects were below original expectations. In those cases where the effects
were higher than expected, the unexpected demand for new products of beneficiaries was indicated
as the main reason. In the opinion of those entrepreneurs who indicated smaller effects than originally
expected, the main reason was the economic slowdown, related to international economic crisis. The most
pessimistic opinions regarding the potential during the next 12 months of any (additional) positive effects
of the project, were expressed by the representatives of large companies (63% of negative responses in this
group, while for the entire examined population, the level of negative opinions in the studied period was
40%). Most often, the positive effects of project implementation, which the beneficiaries expected within
the next 12 months, were: increased interest in the offer of the company, increase in the number of orders
or growth of sales volume.
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Figure 146. Effects of the implementation of projects in the assessment of beneficiaries of Sub-measure
2.2.1 by selected analytical breakdowns
How would you assess the effects of the project at this moment?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).

Incentive effect under Sub-measure 2.2.1
Evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 also examined the level of so-called incentive effect189, by asking
beneficiaries about their probable course of action with that investment in the absence of co-financing.
Most of the respondents declared that in the absence of subsidies their projects would also be implemented,
but to a lesser extent (67% of indications). Only 21% of supported enterprises would be forced in this
situation to abandon the investment, while one in ten beneficiaries would have carried out the project to
the same extent. More indications of the abandonment of the project in the absence of subsidies came
from the group of micro-enterprises (43% of indications in this group), with a simultaneous decrease in
indications indicating the possibility of project implementation to a lesser extent (52%). The significance
of support for micro-enterprises as an incentive effect is also shown in another analytical breakdown: the
need to abandon the project in the absence of the grant was indicated by 36% of companies operating on
the local or regional level, and 48% reported the possibility of project implementation to a lesser extent.
However, it should be noted that as many as 14% of entrepreneurs in this group indicated the possibility
of project implementation to the same extent without the subsidy.
Medium and large enterprises were at the other extreme, where the possibility of project implementation
under Sub-measure 2.2.1 to the same extent without subsidies was indicated by 13% of respondents. The
implementation of the project to a lesser extent was indicated by 72%, while only 14% of companies in this
category, with no subsidy would be forced to resign from the project.
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The incentive effect (the effect of additionality, added value) is a conceptual category that appears in issues of State
aid. For public aid to be recognized as effective for a specific entrepreneur (and compatible with competition law), it
should have an incentive effect, i.e. without the support the entrepreneur could not undertake the implementation
of the project. The opposite of the incentive effect is the deadweight effect, which means that even without the
support the entrepreneur would have carried out the project.

Figure 147. Proceeding with the investment by beneficiaries in the absence of support from Sub-measure
2.2.1
Had your company not obtained co-financing under SOP ICE 2.2.1, the investment would ...?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
Similarly, the analysis of the impact of co-financing on the date of project implementation showed that
most beneficiaries without subsidies would carry out their projects at a later date (58%), while for 15%
of supported enterprises the co-financing had no effect on the date of investment implementation (in
accordance with their statements, projects would be implemented at the same time). Grant under Submeasure 2.2.1, in the light of the results of the survey, had the greatest impact on the acceleration of the
project in case of medium and large enterprises and companies implementing investments in renovation
and construction (66% of entrepreneurs in these groups would carry out the project at a later date without
subsidies.) The smallest number of indications regarding the implementation of the project at the same
time without the grant, occurred in the case of companies which, under the supported investments,
purchased or leased IT equipment.
The lowest share of the costs of preparing the application for co-financing and project administration
costs in the total value of received support was indicated by beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 of the
tranche from the Ministry of Economy (5.95%, with the average for the whole population of surveyed firms
of 14.8%). The highest share of those costs in the value of the grant was declared by companies for which
the main markets of business activity were local and regional markets (17.98%). Over 60% of respondents
identified these costs at the level of less than 9% of the value of received grant, but - what it is worth noting
- as much as 10% of entrepreneurs reported that the share of these costs was higher than half the amount
of support received under Sub-measure 2.2.1.
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Figure 148. Share of the costs of preparing the application for co-financing and project administration
costs in the value of obtained support in the assessment of the beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 by
selected analytical breakdowns
What percentage of the entire value of support were the costs incurred by the company in the application and
implementation of the agreement?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).

Impact of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 on selected aspects of business
operation
Modernization of technology
As part of the evaluation study the beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 were asked about their own
(subjective) assessment of the modernity of technology used in the enterprise. In the opinion of 44% of
respondents, prior to receiving grants, the modernity of technology used in their company was on the
average level, comparable with other domestic companies. In the case of beneficiaries of the tranche
implemented by the Ministry of Economy (10 indications and 45% in this category) and representatives
of companies that received a grant of more than PLN 2,5 million (30 indications, 29% in this category), a
dominant belief was that their companies had more advanced technology (above average) than other
domestic firms.
In turn, after implementation of the project under Sub-measure 2.2.1 (at the time of the study), 60% of
entrepreneurs indicated that modernity of technology in their companies was much higher than in other
domestic entities. The highest increase in modernity of companies’ technologies on domestic market, as
perceived by beneficiaries (in relation to the period before the implementation of projects), was observed
in the group of companies that implemented the largest projects, with grants worth more than PLN 2.5
million (76% of indications). Beneficiaries who implemented smaller projects, with the amount of cofinancing less than PLN 1 million (45% of indications in this category concerned the following ratings of
modernity of technology - “slightly above average” and “much higher than in other companies”), assessed
their level of technology slightly lower.
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Figure 149. Modernity of companies’ technology in the perspective of domestic and EU market in the
assessment of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
As compared to your industry on the domestic market, how would you define modernity of your company’s
technology BEFORE THE GRANT/NOW?
As compared to your industry on the EU market, how would you define modernity of your company’s
technology BEFORE THE GRANT/NOW?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
49% of beneficiaries assessed modernity of technology used in the company against the industry on the EU
market, before project implementation, as „somewhat below average” and at „much lower level than in other
companies” (respectively 28% and 21%) and 34% classified it as „comparable, at the average level.” In turn, after
project implementation (at the time of the study), 43% of entrepreneurs indicated that modernity of technology
in their companies is „slightly above average as compared to the industry in the EU market”, and 22% rated it as
„much higher than in other companies”. In turn, as much as 29% of respondents, after implementation of the
project assessed the modernity of technology used in their companies at an average level, comparable with
other companies in the industry on the EU market. The observed „gains” in modernity of technology proved to
be most clear (modernity of technology much higher than in other companies in the industry on the EU market)
in the case of surveyed beneficiaries of the tranche of Ministry of Economy (10 indications and 45% in this
category) and the enterprises co-financed with the amount of more than PLN 2, 5 million (34 indications and
32% in this category). Simultaneously, in case of the same categories, the percentage of ratings of modernity
of technology at the average level (comparable to other companies in the industry in the EU market) was
lower than for all the surveyed beneficiaries (respectively: 18% of the beneficiaries of the tranche of Ministry
of Economy, 20% for beneficiaries of grants of more than PLN 2.5 million). What seems interesting is that the
observed „gains” were not higher for companies operating on the EU or global market (average modernity of
technology, comparable with other companies - 26% of indications in this category, slightly above average
- 44%, much higher than in other companies in the industry on the EU market - 27%).
Generally, in the assessment of 89% of supported entrepreneurs, the implemented investment project
contributed to the modernization of technology in their business. In addition, 52% of respondents in this
group indicated a large, 23% a very large, and 14% an average impact of the project on modernisation of
technology in the enterprise.
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Figure 150. Impact of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 on modernization of technology in companies
by selected analytical breakdowns
Did the project implemented under SOP ICE 2.2.1, in your opinion, affect the modernization of technology in
your company?
In general, how do you assess this effect? Was it ...

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
Given the size of the grant, the following relationship was observed: the higher the amount of the grant,
the higher impact of the project on the modernization of technology in companies, as declared by the
beneficiaries. Average rating of this impact on a scale of 0 to 5 (where 0 - no impact, 5 - very high impact)
with co-financing of less than PLN 1 million was 3.89 points, with co-financing from PLN 1 to 2.5 million
- 4, 08 points, more than PLN 2.5 million - 4.21 points. The analysis also showed the impact of the scale of
beneficiaries’ activities on the above results of the assessment - companies operating on a local or regional
market assessed the average impact of implemented project on modernisation of technology used in
the company at the level of 3.97 points, on the national market - 3.98 points and on EU or global market
- 4.14 points. What is interesting, the size of the company had no significant effect on the results of the
assessment in this regard: average ratings for micro and small companies (in total) was 4.1 points, and for
medium and large companies - 4.01 points. Analysing the results of the assessment more accurately in the
different subgroups in terms of the size of the company, we observed the following relationships190: microentrepreneurs assessed the impact of the project on modernisation of technology used in their company
on average at 4.26 points (19 indications), representatives of small businesses at 4.08 points (115), medium
entrepreneurs at 4.05 points (140), and representatives of large companies at 3.58 points (12).

Competitiveness
Evaluation of Sub-measure 2.2.1 also included examination of the impact of completed projects on
changes of competitive position of beneficiaries’ companies. In case of evaluation of competitive position
190
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The results in this area are for illustration only, due to the small number of micro enterprises (N = 19) and large companies (N = 12) in the subgroup.

of own company against the industry on the domestic market, most entrepreneurs at the time of the
study assessed position of the company much higher in relation to the period prior to receiving the grant
- 44% indicated that it is slightly above average (an increase of 20 percentage points) and 45% indicated
that it is much higher than other companies (growth by 41 percentage points). The competitive position
of company against the background of the industry on the domestic market, has been evaluated at
the average level (comparable to other companies) by 9% of the surveyed beneficiaries (down by 35
percentage points in relation to the period before receiving the grant).
In case of assessment of changes in the competitive position of beneficiaries against the background
of companies in the EU market, progress after project completion was not as significant as that of the
corresponding ratings for the domestic market. At the time of the study, 9% of beneficiaries still assessed
their competitive position, as compared to companies on the EU market, slightly below average (down by
23 percentage points in relation to the period before receiving the grant), 31% assessed it at the average
level, comparable with other companies (an increase of 2 percentage points), and 39% slightly above
the average (increase of 30 percentage points). In the opinion of 17% of beneficiaries, the competitive
position of their companies at the point of this study was much higher than other companies in the
industry on the EU market (up by 15 percentage points in relation to the period before receiving the
grant).
It is worth noting that almost all (99%) examined beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 estimated that
the investment project has improved the competitive position of their company. In this dimension of
evaluation, there was not a single negative response among the beneficiaries (about 1% of the indications
were “undecided”).
In the overall assessment of the beneficiaries, as regards the scale of the impact of project implementation
on the increase of competitive position of their companies, the impact was large (54%) and very large (22%).
The average impact of the project in the analysed dimension was indicated by 22% of the beneficiaries. It
is worth noting that a very large impact was often pointed by beneficiaries implementing various projects,
for which the grant amount was more than PLN 2.5 million (35% in this category), and the investment
was the purchase or lease of technology line (36% in this category). In turn, high impact was more often
perceived by beneficiaries of project with the grant amount between PLN 1 and 2.5 million (62% in this
category), and companies already benefiting from EU support (61% in this category).
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Figure 151. Competitiveness of the company in the perspective of domestic and EU market in the
assessment of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
As compared to your industry on the domestic market, how would you define competitive position of your
company BEFORE THE GRANT/NOW?
As compared to your industry on the EU market, how would you define competitive position of your company
BEFORE THE GRANT/NOW?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
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According to observations of the beneficiaries, the impact of investments on the behaviour of their
competitors was limited. Nearly 40% of surveyed entrepreneurs noted investments in the competing
companies, which could result from the example given by the beneficiary (i.e., investments in competing
companies could be a market response to the actions taken by the beneficiary under the project). Most
often, effects in this dimension were observed by beneficiaries who received support of PLN 1-2.5 million
(47% in this category), implementing projects whose object was the purchase or leasing of intangible
assets (45%) and the processing line (43% ), as well as representatives of medium and large enterprises
(42% in this category).
According to the declarations of the beneficiaries, projects implemented under Sub-measure 2.2.1 mainly
influenced the introduction of new products (goods or services) and expanding the company’s offer (90%
of indications), increase in production or service (87%), improvement of product quality (85%), an increase
in the number of national business contacts (79%) and maintaining or increasing market share (76%). To a
slightly lesser extent the beneficiaries declared the impact of the project on entry into new markets (69%)
and increase in the number of international business contacts (61%). To a lesser extent, respondents also
pointed to the increase in efficiency of the enterprise: reduction in consumption of materials or energy
(63%), lower unit labour costs (56%) and reducing the delivery time of products and services (41%). The
impact of investment on such issues as expansion of cooperation with other foreign companies (17%),
expansion of cooperation with R&D institutions (16%) and establishing close cooperation with other Polish
and foreign companies (9% and 5%) was indicated to the slightest extent. In the case of requests for detailed
indication of the most important areas of change, the beneficiaries pointed above all the introduction of

new products and the associated expansion of offers (40%), increased production or service (17%) and
improved product quality (15%).
Figure 152. Impact of projects under Sub-measure 2.2.1 on the improvement of competitive position of
enterprises by selected analytical breakdowns
In general, how do you assess the impact of project implementation on the increase of competitive position of
your company?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
Figure 153. Impact of implemented investments on competition - in the assessment of beneficiaries of
Sub-measure 2.2.1 - by selected analytical breakdowns
Having completed the investment, did you notice investments in competing companies, which could result
from the example that your company gave?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
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Figure 154. Impact of projects on different aspects of business operations (dimensions of competitiveness)
- in the assessment of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1
Please indicate whether the project had impact on the following aspects of your company’s operations?
On which of the selected project areas the project had the biggest impact?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
In the case of the oldest companies (founded before 1990) and located outside the city, interest, the
percentage of indications were lower in the case of the impact of the project on the introduction of
new products (respectively 34% and 37%), while the impact of the project on improving the quality was
often declared by the beneficiaries of grants less than PLN 1 million (20% in this category). The increase
in production or service was more often perceived by beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 tranche
implemented by the Ministry of Economy (41% in this category, but only 9 indications), representatives
of large companies (50% in this category, 8 indications), as well as the beneficiaries of grants of more
than PLN 2.5 million (23% in this category) and the entrepreneurs, whose companies worked mainly on
domestic market (23%).
Most respondents (79%) also confirmed that the investment project contributed to the reduction of
production and services costs. Only 11% of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 did not see the effect of the
project in this dimension, and another 10% had no opinion on this issue (answer “undecided”).
Moreover, in the opinion of 66% of the beneficiaries, the project did not cause effects that were not expected.
Respondents who indicated the unexpected effects (21%), as positive indicated mainly growth in quality
and associated greater than expected increase in interest in products and services of the company. Any
unexpected adverse effects beneficiaries primarily tied to the impact of the international economic crisis.
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Use of co-financing and planned development-oriented actions of beneficiaries of Submeasure 2.2.1
When assessing the added value of support under Sub-measure 2.2.1, the analysis of objectives for which
the company will allocate funds from refunds received after the effective implementation of investment
projects may be important. The vast majority of surveyed beneficiaries indicated that they will allocate
funds received from the refund to pay off incurred obligations (75%), further investments (45%), and also
to cover the running costs of the enterprise (14%). The beneficiaries of various projects, for which the grant
amount was less than PLN 1 million, more often declared allocating the grant for further investments
(51% under this category) and also less frequently pointed out that they will allocate funds received from
SOP ICE for the repayment of incurred obligations (59%). In the case of beneficiaries implementing major
projects, one can observe an increase in declarations regarding repayment of incurred obligations (81% in
the group of beneficiaries of medium-sized projects, i.e. with the amount of grant between PLN 1 and 2.5
million, and 85% in the group of large projects, i.e. amount of grants of more than PLN 2.5 million). At the
same time there was a decrease in the number of declarations regarding allocation of refund for further
investments, in the case of beneficiaries of medium-sized projects (46%) and large projects (38%). The
largest percentage of respondents in the group of large companies declared commitment of funds from
the refund for further investments.
Figure 155. Allocation of funds obtained from the refund after the completion of projects by the
beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 by selected analytical breakdowns
Where will your company allocate funds received from the refund after completion of the project under SOP ICE 2.2.1?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317); values in the figure on the right side do not add
up to 100% due to the possible choice of several responses by the respondent.
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Figure 156. Plans of beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 associated with the use of EU support by selected
analytical breakdowns
Do you intend to use the EU support for businesses in the next 12 months?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 (N = 317).
On what projects?

Basis: all surveyed beneficiaries of Sub-measure 2.2.1 who intend to make use of EU support in the next year (N =
143), values in the figure do not total 100% due to the choice of several responses by the respondent.
It should also be noted that in the following 12 months, most of the surveyed beneficiaries (69%) intends
to benefit from EU support in the implementation of other projects. According to the declarations of the
beneficiaries, the projects are to be R&D projects (83%), subsidized training (37%) and consultancy services
(31%). The number of entrepreneurs planning to use EU support in the near future is highest among those
firms that previously benefited from such support.
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5. Impact of direct subsidies on SMEs
Introduction
This article presents the results of analyses performed in the evaluative study completed in 2009 in the
Polish Agency for Enterprise Development. The study was devoted to the evaluation of selected Measures
implemented by PARP under the Sectoral Operational Programme Improvement of the Competitiveness
of Enterprises, years 2004-2006 (SOP ICE). This article focuses on one of the dimensions of the evaluation, which was the measurement of impact, understood as a causal consequence of a grant given to the
beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 of SOP ICE. Entities benefiting from the support of the Measure received nonrepayable financial assistance, covering part of the cost of investment projects in the enterprise. The study
included an analysis of effects of consulting projects undertaken by companies (Measure 2.1). However,
the results in this area are cited in the article only for the purpose of any comparisons between these two
components of direct support to enterprises, implemented under SOP ICE. Main attention is paid to the
effects of Measure 2.3, which is justified on the one hand by the scale of ongoing projects (budget of Measure 2.3 was over 25-fold greater than the budget of Measure 2.1), and on the other the currently ongoing
debate on the continuation of direct support to companies.
The article also presents the findings of the updated estimates of the effects of Measure 2.3 made by PARP
in 2011, which can help establish the scale of the impact of EU support in the long term191. The presented
data shed additional light on the analyses performed in 2009 on the impact of the support on survival of
companies.

Research approach
The main objective of this study was to estimate the effects of SOP ICE grants, intended for companies
from the SME sector. The approach was based on the concept of the so-called counterfactual analysis the study determined what would happen with supported entities if contrary to what actually took place,
they had not received co-financing. To predict the effects of such an alternative scenario the study used a
quasi-experimental approach, involving comparing the beneficiaries with the control group. The control
group comprised of selected companies that applied for support, but finally did not receive it (unsuccessful applicants). Since both groups differed significantly from each other, the assessment of effects
involving the comparison of so-defined groups was exposed to significant measurement error. Therefore,
in order to minimize the error in estimating intervention effects, arising from differences between the two
populations, the study used statistical procedures, whose task was to align the two groups on selected
characteristics (observable variables). In order to do that the study used the propensity score matching192
technique.
To create comparison groups similar, as well as to estimate the effects, the analyses used two data sources.
The first were data at the disposal of PARP (databases of applicants and beneficiaries of Measure 2.3), the
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Analysis is conducted using a similar statistical model. The results will be available in early 2012.
More about the technique: http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/evaluation/evalsed/sourcebooks/method_techniques/counterfactual_impact_evaluation/propensity/propensity_details_en.htm
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second source were the reporting data of Central Statistical Office (GUS)193. In the first case, the data were
used for the selection of the reference group (to minimize the observed differences between the compared groups), and in the second to determine the effect of support.
The analysis of effects consisted of comparing the change in mean values of selected economic indicators
of enterprises across the two reporting periods - the period following the implementation of the investment (about 12 months after the settlement of the project) to the situation corresponding to the reporting
period preceding its implementation. The study also included an analysis of the dynamics of the observed
indicators in the group of beneficiaries and the control group. The compared groups were equally numerous and had 755 observation units.
It should be noted that the analyses - due to the range of available GUS data194 – omitted micro entities, and
therefore further results and formulated conclusions of the study do not apply to companies of this size.

Results of the study
The analyses determined the value of a number of indicators that characterize the two populations. Individual indicators concern such issues as the problem of the continuity of enterprises’ activities (survival),
employment, income, foreign sales and investments. Presentation of the estimated effects in designated
areas is the core of the later part of the article.
Survival of businesses
The analyses of the survival of companies show that both compared groups (beneficiaries and the so-called
unsuccessful applicants included in the model), in the period between submitting the application for co-financing (which took place in 2004-2005) to the end of June 2011, showed a high survival rate. Economic activity in
its original form, by June 2011, was conducted by approximately 96.1% of the analysed beneficiaries and 95% of
representatives in the control group. The observed small difference between the two populations is not statistically significant195. Additional analyses found that most companies withdrawn from the Register of Companies
are still active, and unregistering resulting from the closure of business applies to only 0.8% of the beneficiaries
and approximately 1.4% of enterprises in the control group. The most common reason for exclusion from the
register was the need to re-register, resulting from a change in legal form of business. However, one should note
a tendency in the control group. While in the case of the beneficiaries we can talk about the relative constancy
of the analysed phenomenon, in the control group an increase can be observed in 2008. One can hypothesize
that this is connected with the advent of the economic crisis in Poland and a way to respond to it by the various
operators. Verification of this hypothesis would however require additional data.
It should be noted that in light of the available data, one cannot consider support of Measure 2.3 for businesses as a factor that would have any bearing on the continuity of their operations.
Impact of support on employment
Conducted analyses show that Measure 2.3 had a positive impact on employment growth in enterprises
of beneficiaries. Registered change indicates that the beneficiaries during the analysed period reported
employment growth of around 34.1%. Corresponding increase in the control group was about 20.5%. In
absolute terms, the beneficiaries increased employment an average by 30 full-time equivalents (FTEs)196,
while the representatives of the control group reported an increase of 16 FTEs. Based on the collected
data, one can conclude that the Programme caused an additional increase of employment among its
beneficiaries, amounting to an average of 13.6%. When interpreting this result in absolute terms, one can
193
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Data collected by the CSO in the form F-01/I-01 Report on revenues, costs, financial performance and expenditure on
fixed assets.
Forms F-01/I-01 are to be filled by companies employing more than 9 employees.
T test was used for independent samples, with a confidence level of 0.95.
FTE – Full Time Equivalent – number of employed persons in full-time jobs

Figure 157. Increase in the number of companies withdrawn from the Register of Companies (REGON)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
also conclude that the effect of implementation of the co-financed project was the creation on average
of 14 additional jobs197.
This change had inter alia, its consequences in the form of increased expenditure on salaries. Companies
participating in the Measure increased spending in this area by about PLN 1 766 thousand (an increase
of 74.5%), while entities in the control group in the same period recorded an increase in expenditure on
salaries of about PLN 1 163 thousand (increase of 59%).
The observed change should be assessed positively, but the issue of changing employment needs further monitoring. Demonstrated difference may in fact largely result from the strategies of companies, which are set at the
stage of applying for support. Investment projects of the beneficiaries were evaluated inter alia, in terms of their
impact on the change in the level of employment in the enterprise - the application could receive up to 10% of
the total evaluation for this item198. It should be emphasized that the vast majority of the beneficiaries declared
that the project will lead to employment growth (two thirds of subjects indicated that employment will increase
by over 10%, while about one third of the beneficiaries indicated that it will increase by up to 10%)199. These
statements are reflected in target values of project indicators, which are subject to monitoring and the requirements for sustainability. Moreover, the issue was reviewed at the stage of settlement of the project. So there is
a risk that at least some beneficiaries hired extra people just for the purpose of obtaining co-financing.
Impact of support on selected financial indicators
The growth of sales income in the group of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 and in the control group was similar. These dynamics shaped at the level of approximately 48.1% and 47.6%, indicating the effect of grants
equal to 0.5% in this case. Comparing the value of the indicator after the participation in the Programme
to the value prior to submitting an application for co-financing, the beneficiaries increased net income
from sales by an average of about PLN 11 394 thousand. At the same time, the companies from the control
group increased income by an average of about PLN 9 035 thousand.
197

198

199

For comparison, in the group of beneficiaries of Measure 2.1, which provides consultancy support to entrepreneurs,
there was a change of 29%, as compared to 21% in the control group (difference in growth rate at 8%). Nominal
effect was on average at 5 FTEs.
“Rules of the Working Group for the Evaluation of Projects under SOP ICE Measure 2.3 (for I, II and III application
round)” http://www.parp.gov.pl/index/index/275
Data from the substantive appraisal of applications for co-financing submitted in the four competition rounds of
Measure 2.3 SOP ICE, in 2004 and 2005.
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Figure 158. Employment and wage costs as an effect of Measure 2.3

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
Figure 159. Net income from sales (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
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At the same time there were no clear differences between the beneficiaries and the control group in each
subcategory comprising the net income from sales, i.e. in terms of net income from sales of products
(growth rate of 53% for beneficiaries and 54% in the control group) and income from sales of goods and
materials (growth of 32% for beneficiaries and 33% for the control group). The only significant difference
was seen in the category of net income from sales of goods and materials for export, where the beneficiaries reported an increase of nearly 59%, whereas the control group representatives reported a decrease of
almost 10%. However, it should be noted that in terms of absolute value, this income is a small fraction of
total net income from sales in the analysed companies.
Participation in Measure 2.3 translated slightly into an increase in operating costs of co-financed enterprises. The dynamics in this area were slightly higher in the group of beneficiaries (49.7%) than in the control
group (46.9%). A part of these costs are the already mentioned salary costs. It is their growth that had a

Figure 160. Net income from sales of goods and materials for export (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
significant effect on the observed difference in operating cost indicator between the compared groups.
Nevertheless, it should be noted that the beneficiaries and the control group developed very similarly and
apart from the direct impact on salary costs, we can not talk about the significant impact of co-financed
projects on other dimensions of operational activities of the beneficiaries. The hypothesis concerning the
specifics of the employment rate in the group of beneficiaries is also up-to-date. If jobs created by the
beneficiaries prove unstable, the observed difference in operating costs between compared groups will
be even smaller. At the same time, one could not talk about any result of support under the SOP ICE in
this dimension.
Figure 161. Operating costs (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.

Financial obligations of enterprises
Financial obligations of beneficiaries grew at a much faster pace than in the control group. In the case of
short-term obligations, the beneficiaries increased their value on average by PLN 3 209 thousand (increase
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on average by 71.2% as compared to the level before the project). At the same time, control units increased
the value of the relevant obligations by an average of PLN 2 118 thousand (increase of 52.8% on average).
An important component of short-term obligations were borrowings. It should be noted that growth in
this area, in both groups was even greater - the beneficiaries over the analysed period doubled the value
of short-term obligations arising from loans. In the control group the increase was almost 85%.
Figure 162. Short-term obligations of companies (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
The situation with regard to long-term obligations was similar, although the gains here were even greater
(in absolute terms they are smaller than short-term obligations). Similarly, the obligations of beneficiaries
increased to a greater extent than in the control group. Moreover, this increase was characterized by much
higher dynamics. As one can see, the loans were the main component of all long-term obligations in the
analysed companies. Beneficiaries reported an increase in obligations in this respect by an average of PLN
1 206 thousand (an increase of 156.6%), as compared to PLN 704 thousand in the control group (118.9%).
Figure 163. Long-term obligations of companies (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
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Foreign trade
Analysis of foreign trade indicates that the project under Measure 2.3 could bring beneficial effects in this
area for the beneficiaries. First, the beneficiaries during the analysed period reported a significant increase
in revenues from sales treated as exports. In absolute terms it was respectively PLN 2 901 thousand in the
group of beneficiaries (the dynamics of more than 70%) and PLN 1 510 thousand in the control group (with
the dynamics of approximately 55.5%).
Figure 164. Income from the sale treated as exports (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
The observed difference can be interpreted largely as the result of the already described changes in the net
income from sales of goods and materials for export, where the beneficiaries noted a significant increase
(59%) and entities in the control group a decrease (10%). If the situation in this dimension was similar in both
groups, the dynamics of changes in income from exports would be at a similar level. This raises the question, what was the cause of such different scenarios of development of beneficiaries and those who did not
receive co-financing. Unfortunately, in light of the available data it is difficult to give an unequivocal answer.
Secondly, a greater degree of linkage of beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 with the foreign markets is reflected
also in the total imports, for which the dynamics of change again was higher among the beneficiaries
(45.5% versus 42.4% in the control group). The estimated Programme effect is particularly evident in the
subcategory value of purchases of imported raw materials and semifinished products for production,
where the beneficiaries increased the import volume by 48%, as compared to an increase of 27% recorded
in the control group. Simultaneously, the opposite trend was observed in subcategory import of goods
intended for resale, in which, admittedly, beneficiaries reported an increase of 29%, but it was significantly
lower than in the control group (60%).
To summarize the above observation one can argue that Measure 2.3 significantly contributed to the increase in production capacity of the beneficiaries, resulting in the observed growth rate of imports of raw
materials and semifinished products for production in these entities. However, it should be noted that
this is consistent with the objectives of Measure 2.3, which supported the development of the production
potential of companies, and consequently forced the inflow of raw materials and semifinished products
that allow companies to develop their own products in the newly enlarged machine park. Thus, the importance of agency in trading materials and finished goods declined for the beneficiaries. Other entrepreneurs in the control group who received no support remained in this field.
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Figure 165. Value of purchases in total imports (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.

Expenditure of enterprises
The results of the analysis indicate that Measure 2.3 had a positive impact on the growth of total expenditure level in the group of beneficiaries. In the analysed period, the beneficiaries increased spending on average by about PLN 1 813 thousand, during the same time, companies from the control group recorded a
growth of this indicator by about PLN 1 161 thousand. What is important is that the beneficiaries increased
their spending also with higher dynamics (95.6% versus 74.7% in the control group).
Figure 166. Total expenditure (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.
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It is worth to note the observations of individual components of total expenditure, which include inter alia,
expenditure on machinery and technical equipment and R&D expenses. In both areas, beneficiaries significantly intensified their efforts by increasing expenditure. In the period under review, the beneficiaries
more than 3-fold increased the value of investments in machinery and technical equipment, while in the
control group expenditure grew by 72.4%. Beneficiaries increased the level of investment in machinery
and technical equipment from an average of PLN 108 thousand, observed before the Programme, to the
value of PLN 436 thousand, recorded about a year after the end of their participation in the Programme

(an increase of PLN 328 thousand). In the control group the analysis showed an increase from the average
level of PLN 145 thousand to the level of PLN 250 thousand (change of about PLN 105 thousand). At the
same time, what is especially worth noting, the beneficiaries of Measure 2.3 reported almost equally dynamic growth in spending on development projects (growth of 260.4%). For comparison, among subjects
in the control group similar expenses increased by only 9.5%, remaining almost unchanged.
These observations lead to the conclusion that the beneficiaries after the completion of the project continued development of their own machine park and conducted development projects. No impulse in the
form of grants in the control group, had its effect in a much smaller investments in machinery and equipment and stagnation in terms of development works. The impact of grants in this area must therefore be
assessed especially positively.
Figure 167. Expenditure of enterprises on machinery, technical equipment and development (in PLN thousand)

Source: Author’s compilation of GUS data.

Summary and conclusions
The analyses identify potential areas and the possible scale of the impact of direct grants on supported
companies. In light of the presented data, results of the support include first of all the employment growth,
increased use of external funds to finance own economic activity (loans), the growth of foreign trade and
expenditure, including in particular on machinery and technical equipment and development projects.
In each of the described dimensions the group of beneficiaries recorded higher growth (in absolute and
percentage terms) than the control group.
On the other hand, there were no significant differences between the compared groups in terms of financial results, such as the value of net income from sales or operating costs. In this case, the growth
rate in both groups was very similar. Similarly, no differences were found in terms of sustainability of individual operators’ activities - the vast majority of subjects continue to work in unchanged form, regardless of
whether they received funding under Measure 2.3. These findings may lead to the following conclusions.
First, financial support provided impetus for significant changes in enterprises, but the magnitude of its
impact, for the moment, seems to be limited. Particularly worrying is the lack of visible effects of grants
in financial dimension, taking net income and operating costs of the beneficiaries as a central reference
point. This state of affairs may have at least two potential sources. The first is the lack of actual causal relationship between investment support of Measure 2.3 and the improvement of financial performance of
companies. Beneficiaries, admittedly, increased employment as a result of the project (which resulted in
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the increase in operating costs), built machine parks for which they also increased the import of relevant
raw materials or semi-finished products, but this has not led to productivity growth in financial terms
– with greater potential, they reached a similar financial performance in the field of income. Second,
more optimistic explanation points to the untimely conduct of estimates of effects. Data on changes in
supported business were collected for the reporting period following the settlement of the project (i.e.
approximately 12 months after its completion). It is likely that this was a too short period for all the effects
of the investments, observed in the financial results of beneficiaries, to occur. At the same time it should
be noted that the moment of execution of the study may also have a second, more pessimistic dimension.
This applies especially to the effects which were identified already at this stage, in particular the issue of
employment growth in supported enterprises. One of the risks for Measure 2.3 is in fact the issue of sustainability of created jobs, which were largely planned in connection with the implementation of co-financed
investments. Potential increase in employment was a subject of substantive appraisal at the stage of applying for support, the issue was also monitored at the stage of project accounting. As a result, more than
two thirds of the beneficiaries, at the stage of submitting applications for co-financing declared that the
project will increase employment in the company by more than 10%. For this reason, there is concern that
jobs - at least in some part - were created in order to increase chances of receiving co-financing, with no
relation to the development plans of individual entities. The result of such a strategy may be low durability
of created jobs, which should be subject to further monitoring.
Secondly, the data presented give grounds for believing that supported companies will continue to grow
at a faster pace than it would in the absence of co-financing, and measurable effects (including financial)
should appear in the longer term. This is supported by the significant increase of obligations, including a
significant share of loans, with simultaneous increase of expenditure in areas such as purchases of machinery, equipment and conduct of development projects. Most likely, these elements are largely related. In
light of the available data, the observed changes can be included as potential impact of support under
Measure 2.3. One can also hypothesize that the investment co-financed under Measure 2.3 has brought
with it further development activities whose effects will be delayed. This causal mechanism should be verified in separate studies. As with employment issues - these effects require further observation over time.
In conclusion, the study showed that direct grants have a positive impact on operators. At the same time
it is difficult, based on currently available data, to make a definitive assessment of the effectiveness of
Measure 2.3, because the time that elapsed since the implementation of individual projects until the estimation of effects seems to be still too short. There are grounds to be argued that some of the effects can
be observed only in the long run (especially when it comes to financial performance), on the other hand,
there are justified concerns that some effects attributed to Measure 2.3 may be characterized by relatively
low stability (e.g. effects on employment).
It is worth to note in the end that PARP is currently carrying out a separate research project, which should
verify the above hypothesis in substantial part. The results will be available in early 2012.
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