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Abstract

This paper presents a discussion on the signifiearicspace in the implementation of
development policies by local governments. Thethgse that geographical distance
weakens the transmission of the socio-economidaj@went policy, and peripherally located
local governments are weaker than those centrattpted was theoretically justified and
empirically tested. On the basis of the measursthdces between municipalities (NUTS5)

and voivodeship capitals (NUTS2) before and afteri999 territorial-administration
reform, performance indicators were calculatedIfaral governments in 1995-2007. The
results show that the effective range of regiomalties is limited to adjacent municipalities
within a distance of 15 km, and other local goveents should be considered to be of
peripheral significance.
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1. Introduction

The activities of territorial government authorsticare predetermined by the
institutional framework. Both the geographical ramj their activities and their competencies
at the respective level are specified. The teratadministration reform of 1999 changed the
institutional and spatial regime for self-governisein Poland. The strategic objectiaf the
reform was to create strong regions — voivodeshipst could become partners for other
European regions (Kaczmarek, 2005). 49 small vaships, corresponding to NUTS3
were merged to form 16 NUTS2 units. DistrictpoWiaty, NUTS 4), the level of
administration which had existed prior to 1975, eveeintroduced, to play the role of
intermediary government between the municipalityeleNUTS 5) and voivodeship level

(NUTS 2). The assumption was that new voivodeshipish a stronger financial and

! Another goal was to adjust the public statistigstesm to the EUROSTAT reporting requirements, anbreak
up with the socialist regime.

2 Before the 1999 reform, the NUTS classificatiorswat used in Poland. At present, there are norigimative
authorities at the NUTS1 (regions) and NUTS3 (sediems) levels.



3 Central European Conference in Regional Scier€@ERS, 2009 — 474 —

organisational capacity, were to stimulate wealkeall authorities within their respective
operating areas. The reform and financial suppannfEU funds were supposed to be a
remedy to the country’s spatial diversity. Thetfipgrceptible effect of the reform was the
change in the spatial relation between the selkegawent authorities. Primarily, both the
geographical and the institutional distance betweemicipalities and voivodeship capitals
increased.

Much research has been carried out in respectediutictioning and the effectiveness
of the provision of public goods by local / regibrslf-governments. Usually, however,
studies focus on the concerns of ongoing adminigtran the existing institutional settings.
Nearly 10 years later, the collected data enaldeatialysis of the institutional changes alone,
and the determination whether the new adminiseasitructure is more effective than the
former one in respect of promoting sustainable bgreent. The reform assumed that a
diffusion mechanism would occur — stronger regismild enhance weaker regions. The
decentralisation was to be reinforced by the patitynvesting in the “drivers” — the richest
cities, which were to push forward the developn@niveaker areas. The implementation of
those mechanisms is strictly related with the pubdictor, its tasks, competences, capabilities,
budget etc. The establishment of a hierarchicdtggalernment formed the basis for those
processes, where functions were assigned to eaeh ledividual or overlapping in terms of
their scope, but not in terms of the territory aeek A question arises, whether the
established institutions which form the framewook the functioning of local governments,
were designed in such a way as to improve the tefeess of the provision of public goods
and of the transmission of the policy promotingisaconomic development. Institutional
analysis can cover many topics, this paper, howeveledicated to spatial aspects.

The institutional rent is an important concepthe study and it is understood as the
proximity of regional authorities with significantompetence or financial power —
voivodeship authorities in particular. The admirstve reform has deprived many
voivodeship capitals of their status, and thusiheseased the distance between a substantial
part of municipalities and regional centres. Du¢h institutional transition, which changed
the relative location of municipalities, many otth became peripheral. This applies mostly
to weaker local governments, which were adjoinea $stronger core.

The objective of the study is to determine to wéeent the detrimental change, i.e.
the increased average distance between municgsalénd voivodeship capitals, has been

balanced by other institutional changes. In paldicut is important to determine whether the
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geographical distance is a discriminating featurethe developmental regional policy
implemented by local governments, in the provissépublic goods and in the promotion of
development. This paper will focus on the hypothdbiat the spatial effective range of
regional centres, i.e. voivodeship capitals, isiffisient, and the performance of peripheral
local governments is poorer than that of the max@dirably located local governments, i.e.
closer to the centre. The local government refoms kBnhanced the significance of the
institutional rent to local development, which lsdd a stronger diversification at the regional

level.

2. The Spatial Performance of the Public Sector

Regional and local governments have two operatiegsawhere space is of utmost
importance: the provision of public goods and smsiand the transmission of regional and
local policy within a hierarchical structure. Thaadysis of institutional and economic
mechanisms provides much evidence to confirm theifstance of the geographical aspects.

The provision of public goods and services is diapprocess. The spatial factor is
involved in the decisions on locating hospitalf)asits, roads, designating catchment areas
for schools and public offices, and it is signifitafor the performance of public
responsibilities (Oakerson, 1992). Local governmeme expected to perform effectively: the
supply of the public goods should meet the demandnomies of scale should be used to
provide public goods, and the policy should coroespto the heterogeneous preferences of
local communities (Hooghe and Marks, 2009). Wita strong autonomy and unwillingness
to cooperate, local governments are seeking toice#te provision of public goods to their
respective areas, when the provision of those ggedsrates a positive spatial external effect
experienced by the communities of other local gowmmnts, without any costs of
participation on their side. An spatial externdeef of a good or service is understood as the
part of supply that may be taken over by the intaaits of other local entity, due to its spatial
range. A neighbouring local government can act &gearider. From the perspective of an
individual local government, the effective locatioh community or urban infrastructure,
enabling the provision of public goods, is closerthe centre, so that the effective range is
equal to or smaller than the respective territ@ge(Figure 1). Such behaviour is contrary to
the postulate of global effectiveness. Intermedigoyernments should be responsible for

eliminating such behaviours.

% External effects are spatially limited (Hanink 0B0).
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An example to illustrate the model of effective dbon (see Figure 1) can be the
construction of a hospital on the border of a vdeship. The effective range of the institution
would reach beyond the administrative borders, tjerserating spatial external effects and
reducing the effectiveness of the local governmBeing faced with the choice whether to
have a zone that is beyond the effective rangeooretch beyond the borders of the
voivodeship, authorities will be enticed by thenf@r scenario (see Figure 1B, C), which will
result in the shortage of public goods and serviadsetter solution (for the local authorities)
is to locate the hospital in the depths of the sdaship, thus depriving the inhabitants of the
border municipalities of the access to healthcap/ices. The mechanism of locating
infrastructure for the provision of public goods dgferent when the generated effect is
negative. A landfill might serve as an example.dlagovernments do not have any incentives
to internalise the negative social and environmniegftacts, and thus such operations will be
located at the border of the area of the local gawent.

Excess supply "lost” to anather local The effective range of public goods Insufficient supply to meet the
government overlapping the territary of the local demand of inhabitants
government

3

= \“‘-ff
Spatial range of sel-government Spatial range of public good

Figure 1: Effective Location of Public Goods

The problem of dividing space and providing pulgmods can be compared to the
issue of providing universal services. The zonifgastal services and catchment areas of
post offices can serve as an example here. Whegatthment area is too small, the post
office might be economically unviable, and when ¢aéchment area is too large, and thus the
customer traffic is too heavy, the performance t# post office can be paralysed. The
problem of regional and local governments is armalsg Considering the economies of scale,

with a small scale many processes can be unecoabrAitocal government (a municipality)
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can be too small to operate effectively. Distrith® intermediary level, although better suited
in terms of “size”, do not have the necessary cdemues, as their statutory responsibilities
are of a different nature than those of municigitwhile voivodeships are too large and the
cost of scale increases within a limited budget.theory, decentralisation enables the
adjustment of the provision of public goods to hegeneous social preferences. However,
there is a trade-off between cost effectivenesslamanaximisation of social utility.

The spatial range of local governments applies é&tsdhe effects of the socio-
economic policy. Here, a spatial scale exists adl, weeing a consequence of the
administrative and territorial division (Spicer,08). The vertical hierarchy and the size of the
local government, and the associated division ohmetences and influence diversify the
effective range of the policy. Within hierarchiadministrative structures, the intermediary
level is the source of unreliability. In this inteediation extent and range are of great
importance. Voivodeship authorities forward progna@s of action to district authorities,
because these are more suitable in terms of gdogramd competences than the
municipalities. It can be modelled as “signal trarssion” (see Figure 2). Districts are
expected to transmit the “signal” further to mupddities. At this stage, a particularly
significant question arises — whether the distrietdance or weaken the signal, when
transmitting it to the municipalities? As a trantsr, the districts ought to augment the
transmission to reach each municipality, even tlestmemote ones. If, however, the district
weakens the signal, it is likely that the signall wot reach the municipality level. It means
that the municipalities would not fully implemeritet voivodeship policy. What affects the
strength of signal transmission by districts? Thene at least two factors: the competences
and the cooperation network. Competences are unddras the general influential power of
district authorities. It consists of the legal capa budget and governance. Limited
competences are restrictive. The cooperation n&twbmunicipalities within a district is
significant. The district needs to make more eftortreach an individual, non-cooperating
municipality than to transmit the same signal tmeawork of interrelated municipalities.
Another factor is the geographical distance. THecéie range of voivodeship authorities
does not need to cover the entire territory of wbrodeship, owing to the transmissions at
the level of the district. However, when distri¢gsl to duly meet their responsibilities, it

might turn out that the influence of voivodeshigdmot go beyond the district level.
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Figure 2: Policy transmission within a voivodeship

The transmission mechanisms should work both taprdand bottom-up. Assuming
that it is the role of the district to act as ateimediary, the district, as a level that ties the
municipalities together, should be expected to destrate initiative to integrate the
municipalities and to transmit the “signal” to theivodeship authorities. An inefficient
district will not act as an integrator or transemiftthus forcing the municipalities to cooperate
with the voivodeship authorities on their own. There remote a municipality is, the more
difficult it finds to interact with the centre.

The first law of geography according to Waldo TolE970) can also come true in
the transmission of regional policy. Top-down pwplgignals can be suppressed by a weak
intermediary or by the nature of the transmissiiseli. When treated as a stream of tacit
knowledge, the policy transmission is better reegiby the municipalities and districts
located near the voivodeship entities. The circatabetween heterogeneous actors is strictly
dependent on the distance, which includes the gpbgral, cultural, social distance etc. The
more remote the authorities, the weaker the flovkradwledge. In the literature concerning
local innovation, the significance of spatial caomcation in the learning process is
emphasised, understood as the ability to develap ways of acting, skills, networks of
social interrelations, etc. (Lundvall and Johnsd®94). In addition, learning requires
interaction and combining knowledge and informatiftom many sources. Those
mechanisms benefit from proximity (Albagli and Mel¢i2007). The implementation of
policy is founded on two groups of actions. Pridyaron the direcfinancial transfer. This
usually applies to central authorities, which (jyartcontribute to the budgets of local
governments. The effective range here is basiaafiymited, and the implementation is
instant. Things are quite different withanagerial activities, where specific decisions are
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made, relating to a specific location and situatibime simple accounting transfer mechanism
does not apply here, and distance is of utmost itapoe. The more remote locations, the
poorer the mutual understanding: of people, sibuati conditions, circumstances, etc. In large
administrative units, it is more difficult to knoall local entities, what could result in wrong
decisions, unsuited to the circumstances. In atleeds, large voivodeships may “fail to see”
the problems of the most remote municipalities. &bwer, the geographical distance and the
population potential may be of significance — ofiereal management of a large unit is more
difficult than in the case of a small entity. Th@asal range is positively correlated with the
size of infrastructure. Under the new administetiwision, the average travel time from the
most remote municipalities to voivodeship capit@sceeds 3 hours. Therefore, the
development of the IT infrastructure to connecigalernment levels is important, in order to
enable the efficient management of the availaldeurces (Jeruzalski, 2009).

The above presented mechanisms do not explicithfagx why more remote local
governments are weaker. The core-periphery moddtidoe an explanation, where the core
attracts resources from the periphery. Strongsciti@ke peripheries dependent on them, and
the absence of cooperation between the cities ldurrounding municipalities, with their
relations being rather based on competition, supptite detrimental mechanisms and
increases the distance between the areas (Kopcae@@89). Divergence is a natural process,
like the fact that only the fittest survive in nagult means that an equal opportunity policy
(convergence and cohesion) is a must, both fosdleesty and for the economy. The absence
of such a policy entails an increasing regionaledyence. What is more, the expected
diffusion mechanism is often imperfect. The poliafy supporting the drivers implies the
diffusion, but the process requires institutiongb®ort. Infrastructure is usually the basis for
the support, and economic or social benefit isddtermining factor. In the absence of signals
and transmission channels, the mechanism failsclwig particularly detrimental to the
peripheral municipalities.

The existence of the institutional rent is a consege of the core-periphery model.
Voivodeship capitals, as strong regional centrésac business and new inhabitants, while
municipalities where no administrative authoriteeg located are less attractive in terms of
investments, living, culture, etc. Municipalitieslj@acent to the centre benefit from the
institutional rent. Their location is often the prdource of comparative advantage over other
municipalities, similar but peripheral. On the athand, the spatial distribution of economic

and social activity or of the regional welfare mportant. When large voivodeships are an
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effect of an administrative marriage between weak strong units, strong municipalities are
usually located in the centre, and weaker adjomedicipalities are located in the periphery,
as the objective of the reform was to join develeptdrivers with the peripheries. Therefore,
remote municipalities are naturally weaker. Suchadministrative reform deteriorates their
relative location, which does not provide any depetental incentive but rather consolidates

their developmental stage.

3. Space Transformation by the Administrative Refom

There is broad literature on the Polish territoadministration reform of 1999, its
preparation, implementation, expected outcome, nastitutional settings, etc. (e.qg.
Kaczmarek, 2005). The most important change catist the relocation of regional centres
— voivodeship capitals. The elimination of the nnigyoof voivodeship capitals caused the
voivodeship territories to grow (three- to sixfolt)d thus increased the distance in the core-
periphery relation (see Table 1). In the previoystem, the average distance between a
municipality and the central city within a voivothgs ranged from 17.5 km to 46.4 km, while
the maximum distance (the voivodeship span) rarfgaa 28 km to 143 km. Under the
existing administrative division, the average dis&afrom a municipality to a voivodeship
capital is 55 km (within a range of 30-80 km), ahd most peripheral municipalities are at a
distance of 121 km on average (between 69 and )9 dee Figure 3). With the population
density in municipalities and cities remaining teame, the population density within
voivodeships is less diverse, which is a purelyisiteal effect, being a consequence of very
different administrative units being combined irdimgle bodies. On the other hand, the
establishment of the district level, that is cloger the municipalities than the former
voivodeship capitals, has brought the municipaitrearer the centres of power, however,

with less competence.
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Table 1: The sizes of local governments after the©29 reform - statistics for all existing
voivodeships

Average | Max.

Number | distance | distance Inhabi-

of between | between tants in

munici- | municipal- | municipali-: Num | Inhabi- | Inhabi-  voivod-

palities | lity and  ty and: -ber | tants tants pet ship Density

Area | in voivodship | voivodship | of (2006) | munici- | capital | of
(km?) | voivod- | capital capital dist- | (in pality (in: (in popula-

Voivodeship 2005 | ships (km) (km) ricts ithous.) ithous.) | thous.) | tion
Dolnacslaskie 19947 169 68 145 29 | 2882.32; 17.06 634 144.50
Kujawsko-Pomorskie 17972 144 60 111 23 2066.37 14.35 363 114.98
Lubelskie 25122 213 62 127 24 | 2172.77; 10.20 353 86.49
Lubuskie 13988 83 51 119 14 :1008.52: 12.15 86 72.10
t 6dzkie 18219 176 53 107 24 2566.20: 14.58 760 140.85
Matopolskie 15183 180 51 108 |22 327121 1817 | 756 | 215.45
Mazowieckie  [SSSSTLUSIAT 72 133 |42 SI7L70 1647 [NIORN 14545
Opolskie 9412 71 36 69 12 © 1041.94: 14.68 127 110.70
Podkarpackie 17846 160 48 109 25 1209756 13.11 163 117.54
Podlaskie 20187 118 61 134 17 | 1196.10
Pomorskie 18314 123 30 132 20 | 2203.60
Slaskie 12334, 166 46 91 36 | 4669.14
Swigtokrzyskie 11710 103 44 83 14 | 1279.84
Warmiasko-Mazurskie 24173 116 65 151 21 | 1426.88
Wielkopolskie 20827 226 75 156 35  3378.50
Zachodniopomorskie 22892 114 =80 =479 = 21  1602.84
min 9412 71 30 69 12  1008.52 10.14 86 59.03

*(with capital city Warszawa)

Table 2: The sizes of local governments in 1975-1®9 statistics for the smallest and the
largest voivodeship

Average distanci Max. distance Inhabitants
between between in Inhabitants in
Number of municipality and municipality and voivodship | cities and Desity  of
Voivod- | Area | cities and voivodship capita voivodship (1996) municipalities | population
ship (km?) | municipalities | (km) capital (km) (in thous.) | (in thous.) (per knf)
Min 1523 20 17,5 km 28 249,7 11,89 46,46
Max 12327 | 150 46,4 km 143 3918,4 26,12 729,61
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Distance hetween municipalities and voivodeship capitals Distance between municipalities and voivodeship capitals
prior to the 1999 reform after the 1999 reform

O center
O distance up to 15 km
B distance between 15 km and 50 km

O center
O distance up to 15 km

B distance between 15 km and 50 km
B distance between 50 km and 100 km
B distance of more than 100 km

B distance between 50 km and 100 km
B distance of more than 100 km

Figure 3: Distance between municipalities and voiwteship capitals prior to and after
the 1999 reform

The 1999 administration reform redistributed thepomsibilities and competences
between the local and regional levels of authofyilosophy of the power separation results
in the catalogue of responsibilities, obligatiomghts etc. It can be assumed that the
responsibility of voivodeship authorities is to dwp long-term regional development
strategies. An activity profile, priority actionsssential investments etc. are identified for the
entire voivodeship. Thus, the voivodeship authesitset the general direction of changes and
the support framework. Municipalities are in chaagjemost of the ongoing activity, which
should be carried out in such a way as to providelip goods and services that are best
suited to the needs and preferences of the inlmbitlnvestments or future-oriented activities
are supposed to be in line with the voivodeshiatsgy. Districts are responsible for ongoing
activities, mostly local, but of an intermunicigglicharacter, such as intermunicipality
infrastructure, the labour market, security andedeé& etc. Such an arrangement of
responsibilities implies a natural cooperation lestw municipal, district and voivodeship
authoritied. On one hand, the voivodeship government idestiffee strategic path for the
future, and on the other hand, its responsibibtya respond to the needs of its districts and
municipalities. It is important for the voivodeshapthorities to acknowledge the concerns of

the local level, especially when it is located m&igmetres away. The worst scenario, albeit

* Municipality authorities (village mayomnjt) / town mayor Burmistra / city mayor prezydent miasjadistrict
authorities §tarostaanddistrict board and voivodeship authorities (the voivodeship afrsind thesejmik.



3 Central European Conference in Regional Scier€@ERS, 2009 — 483 —

likely, is when the voivodeship is too large touggle for the even development of its
peripheries.

According to the assumptions of the administrateferm, voivodeships are supposed
to be strong bodies. At present they concentrapeilpions from 1 to 5 million. This equals
the population of many European countries, sucliEstenia, Slovenia, Lithuania, Latvia,
Ireland, Croatia or Norway, which gives the voiveki@ the potential to play a significant
role on the international market. Districts are a@mned to be local centres, in many cases
without any chance to become the real core, ddleetio location and territories, hierarchy and
competences. They do not exceed a population ofd0B80peopld with a population of
100 000 on averafeThe “old” voivodeships were closer to the peopleeir population
ranged between 300 000 and 4 million, but mosthefrt did not exceed a population of a
million. Such a magnitude of the local governmeantresponds to large cities, such as
Warsaw, Pozng Krakow.

3. The Significance of Spatial and Institutional Fators to the Performance of Local

Governments

The objective of the study is to determine how tberipherisation of local
governments, being a consequence of the relatigeardie between municipalities and
voivodeship capitals, affects the performance oalgovernments and the implementation of
the sustainable socio-economic policy. On the baistee available budget and development
indicators, a cross-section time-series analysis peaformed at the NUTS5 level. Distances
between municipalities and their respective voighile capitals were calculated for both
administrative division’s Development trends were compared for the murlitigs (cities
with district rights) which used to be voivodeskgpitals and the municipalities located at a
distance of less than 15 km, 15 to 50 km, 50 toKriGand more than 100 km (see Figures 4
and 5), using municipality development indicatoos the years 1995-2007. The distance
applies to a certain year, thus the groups of npalities located at a certain distance before
and after the reform are not composed of the sanmaaipalities. Therefore, statistical bias
occurs. Before 1999, only 4 municipalities werealed at a distance of more than 100 km
from voivodeship capitals, and after the reformg $ample of voivodeship capitals was

substantially reduced.

> Approximate population of such cities as: kthIKoszalin, Tarnéw, Plock, Ruddaska or Watbrzych.
® Approximate population of such cities as Legni@aydzadz, Chorzéw, Tychy.
" The Euclidean distance was calculated betweenehgoids of figures representing the municipaitie
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The transmission of the regional policy to the Idegel is to equalise socio-economic
development parameters. This should be reflectedsimilar patterns of municipality
development, irrespective of their location. Thdigyotransmission should also be reflected
in the balancing of the structure and magnitudenohicipality budgets, both in terms of
receipts and expenditure. The investigation ofaffiective range of a regional government is
an attempt to answer the question whether the pegioce of the municipalities that are
remote from voivodeship capitals is significantlyffetent than that of more central
municipalities. The distribution of the municipadg at specific distances from the centre (see
Table 3) clearly indicates that the prevailing aite shifted from the 15-50 km interval to 50-
100 km.

Table 3: Number of municipalities within a distanceof 15, 50 and 100 km from their
respective voivodeship capitals

Adm_|n_|s_trat|ve V0|v0(_15h|p Distance<15| 15< Distance<50 50<Distance<100 Distab@0
division capital
Old division 49 293 1694 431 4
New division 16 92 917 1168 266

The analysis implies (see Figures 4 and 5) thatistance is correlated with funding
for the municipalities. The periods before andrate reform are not fully comparable, as the
principles of financing have changed for local goweents. From a cross-cutting perspective,
the revenue of municipalitigger capita for each year is substantially higher in voivodpsh
capitals. In 2007, the amount available to localegpments located just 15 km away from the
centre was approx. 25% lower than the amount aleileo voivodeship capitals, and the
amount available to local governments located nibesmn 15 km away was approx. 35%
lower. Own revenues of the municipalities locatathiw a distance of 15 km is 27% lower,
and at a distance of more than 15 km — as mucld%sléwer than in voivodeship capitals.
Much the same, PITPersonal Income Taxrevenues accounts only for 60% of the
voivodeship capital level within a distance of Ih,kand approx. 30% at a distance of more
than 15 krfl. The investment expenditure of the municipalitesated at a distance of more
than 15 km from the centre is similar and accoudotsapprox. 50% of the investment
expenditure of voivodeship capitals.

8 Statistics are biased due to the “farmers’ effeathiere the farmers are not covered by PIT. The murolh
farmers increases with the distance to the cefitnerefore, the effect of decreased PIT revenueoisigd
(lower income of population and lower number of payers).
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Budgeting in municipalities has certain common dead: voivodeship capitals have,
earn and spend much magper capita Municipalities adjacent to voivodeship capitate a
weaker than the centres, however, their revenuesastantially higher than that of other
municipalities, where it is difficult to note a sifjcant variation relating to distance. It means
that in principle, the periphery is the area lodaté a distance of more than 15 km from the
voivodeship capital. Therefore, there is no spatitierentiation in the activities of the local
governments, only the institutional effect can le®rs Is it a good outcome? It can be
interpreted in two ways. The size of the voivodpstoes not affect the municipality budgets.
Non-core municipalities act in a similar way acrdbe entire territory. However, the
substantial difference between those municipalitesl the centres is puzzling — it is a
reflection of regional divergence without any dgffon. Voivodeship capitals are development
drivers, generating a substantially higher reveramas$ expenditure. However, they do not
stimulate the other municipalities. The municipa$tiocated within a distance of 15 km from
the town are usually the “bedroom suburbs”, perfograuxiliary functions to the core. They
benefit from the geographical and institutionaltyatbeit only a moderate one.

Substantial inequalities can be seen in the scmok@mic sphere. Business is clearly
concentrated in voivodeship capitals (approx. 186@ties per 1000 inhabitants), and for
municipalities located at a distance of more th&nkin, the level is approx. 50% of the
voivodeship average. The unemployment rate is quitiéferent issu being strongly related
with the distance between the municipality and dbetre. In the municipalities located at a
distance of more than 100 km, since 2003, the ul®ment rate has been consistently
double the voivodeship capital rate. In 2007, oerage, in each subsequent distance interval,
the unemployment rate was 1.5 percentage pointsehigand in 2003 (when the general
unemployment rate was higher), the difference wa&ss2percentage points. The farther a
municipality is from the centre, the fewer childréas a population percentage) attend
kindergartens. This is due both to the scarcitiinflergartens and to population ageing. Most
likely, it is not a cultural effect linked to nonerking women, as in remote municipalities
there is even more than 1.2 employed women perdoged man. An opposite phenomena
can be seen in the municipalities adjacent to \aeebip towns, with approximately 7% less
women than men among the employed. However, thasecmpalities are strictly dependent
on voivodeship capitals, which may distort the istats. Voivodeship capitals are

characterised with strong population ageing, howetés effect might be linked to the fact

® Percentage share of the number of unemployed pligrulm the number of economically active populatio
(according to the Central Statistical Office).
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that many people live in cities without registerimg their rented flats. Residential
development has experienced substantial developsiec¢ 1999, however, it is primarily
concentrated within voivodeship capitals and adjacaunicipalities (an approx. 15%
increase). In the municipalities located at a distaof more than 15 km, the growth since
1999 has been just 7-8%.

The study shows that the model of the decreasiiegtefe range of local governments
is only true on the labour market. Substantialedléhces can be seen in the unemployment
rate (to the detriment of the most remote munidiea) — the farther from the centre, the
more difficult the labour market. It reflects thrarismission (or rather the absence thereof) of
the labour market policy and is an indicator of #teactiveness of peripheral municipalities.
In spite of the fact that the number of firmer capitais not related to location (except the
centre), the labour markets of the most remote onpalities demonstrate a high
unemployment rate (vs. low) and a high (vs. lowjcpatage of women in the employed

population.
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Figure 4: The significance of distance between mutipalities and centres of power — the
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Figure 5: The significance of distance between mutipalities and centres of power — the
socio-economic sphere
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4. Summary

The objective of this study was to determine whetbgional and local governments,
despite the varying location relative to the centneplement a balanced socio-economic
policy. The hypothesis that the distance from tlete (voivodeship capital) is important to
the performance of municipalities has proven tdrbe. After the 1999 administration reform,
which envisaged the establishment of large andngtn@gions (voivodeships), an ever-
growing divergence phenomenon can be observedgaloth the emergence of strongly
developing voivodeship capitals and weaker peripseiThe municipalities located just 15
kilometres away from the voivodeship capital, adowy to the study, can already be
considered to be peripheries. In those municigslitihe distance is not so significant — many
processes are similar both at a distance of 15ran1@0 km from the centre. Such a spatial
pattern indicates that actually there is no difftasirom the core towards the peripheries,
beyond the borders of voivodeship capitals. Voighile capitals carry out the development
process on their own, and adjacent municipalitessefit from diffusion to a moderate extent.
The influence of regional governments and the efééanstitutional rent do not go beyond
the distance of 15 km from the core.

The presented statistics clearly point to a prooésscal divergence. Socio-economic
processes and the activities of local governmemttheé centre are different than those of
peripheral municipalities, and municipalities leghjust 15 km away from the regional centre
should be considered to be peripheries. This prthessthe core-periphery model is growing
stronger. It should be noted that before the adstrative reform, location was not so
important, especially for municipal budgets. Totalvenues, own revenues, investment
expenditure or education expenges capitawere similar. The analysis of changes over time
shows that the gap is growing, which may lead weaper marginalisation of non-central
municipalities and to the concentration of socioremic activity only in large cities.

The above presented analyses lead to the concliisainthe establishment of 16
strong centres in place of 49 weaker centres hasedathe regional divergence to intensify.
The absence of the diffusion process has cause@deship capitals to grow in strength at
the expense of other local governments. The pretlivision equipped a larger number of
urban centres with the instruments to stimulater trespective peripheries. Leveraging the
institutional rent of smaller centres of power dedbthe wider diffusion of development
processes within the natural reach of approx. 15Rkamadoxically, a larger number of weaker
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voivodeship capitals ensured better institutionettisgs for the promotion of sustainable

development.
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