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AsstrRACT: The focus of this article is the study of centre-periphery intraregional development disparities using Poland’s
largest and most diversified Mazovia Province (Mazowieckie Voivodeship) as an example. The economic downfall of
the Radom subregion, in comparison with the booming Warsaw agglomeration, clearly illustrates the polarisation of
this province. A research question was if the location of the Radom subregion in Mazovia Province is a significant fac-
tor of its relative regression. In order to answer this question, selected development indicators of Mazovian subregions
have been compared with their counterparts from surrounding provinces. Research results have shown that a subre-
gion’s location in a big and diversified province is a significant factor of intraregional centre-periphery development

discrepancies.
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Introduction

Centres vs. peripheries: Factors of growth
and degradation

The distinction between central and periph-
eral regions (Heffner, Gibas 2017) relates to their
economic potential and socio-economic activity
(Leszczewska 2010; Pawlas 2019). Central regions
profit from a diversified set of favourable features
such as good geopolitical location, well-devel-
oped hard and soft infrastructure, good access to
well-educated labour as well as close proximity
to capitals and metropolises (Leszczewska 2010).
On the contrary, peripheral regions are those
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that suffer lack, deficiency or malfunctioning of
these assets. There are clear disparities between
well-developing central regions and their poor
peripheral counterparts (Pawlas 2019). This fact,
however, raises the questions if the rapid devel-
opment of scarce centres is somehow related to
poor performance of their peripheries and what
circumstances may be acknowledged as factors
of growth and collapse.

The main factor of a region’s prosperity seems
to be the performance of its urban centres. Thus,
what are the features of cities being at the fore-
front of progress? Size (Sleszytiski 2017), proxim-
ity to other centres (Sleszynski 2017) and admin-
istrative functions (Dascher 2000; Kisiata 2017;
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Szymarnska 2013; Kaczmarek 1996; Liszewski,
Maik 2000) are regarded as these features. A
threat of losing socio-economic position imper-
ils mainly distant and smaller towns (Sleszytiski
2017). Contrarily, as some authors advocate, lo-
cation of power and management institutions
is a significant impact factor of concentration of
people and attraction of further urban activities
(Dascher 2000; Kisiata 2017). All these features
of urban centres indirectly impact prosperity of
their hinterlands. A question is, however, how
far-reaching is this positive influence? There
is evidence that distance is a factor of develop-
ment diffusion (Heffner, Gibas 2017). Thus, the
larger the region, the larger its peripheral zone
is (Heffner, Gibas 2017). Larger regions are less
congruent in all possible terms—spatially, eco-
nomically, socially and in terms of infrastructure
(Heffner, Gibas 2017). The distance from the re-
gion’s capital is not compensated by its size ei-
ther (Heffner, Gibas 2017).

Development of Poland: Convergence or
divergence?

Since the 1989 political turn, Poland has en-
countered both international convergence and
domestic interregional divergence. According
to Martin (2005), ‘global convergence - local di-
vergence’ (Krawczyk 2017: 86), is a development
pattern specific not only to former communist
countries, but also to the whole European Union
(Krawczyk 2017; Sawicz 2013). The phenomenon,
also called ‘club convergence’, is caused by the
fact that richer regions grow quicker than poor-
er ones, and richer regions in relatively poorer
countries grow quicker than richer regions in
more affluent countries (Boldrin, Canova 2002;
Sawicz 2013; Krawczyk 2017).

Irrespective of any assessment, there is a con-
sensus that growth in Poland concentrates in the
largestagglomerations (Lijewski 2003; Sleszyniski
2007; Korcelli 2009; Sokotowski 2011; Czyz 2012;
Heffner 2015; Zaborowski L. 2015, 2016). The ef-
fect of this phenomenon is a process of social and
economic polarisation (Sleszyriski 2017). A hy-
pertrophy of settlement functions (Wyznikiewicz
1997; Lijewski 2003) in selected agglomera-
tions, accompanied by ‘washing them out” from
smaller centres (Korcelli 1999; Smetkowski
2007; Sleszyriski 2009; Korcelli-Olejniczak 2012;

Owsinski, Sleszyﬁski, 2016), may undermine
Poland’s historically established polycentric set-
tlement pattern (Sleszynski 2017). Such a deg-
radation may be observed in former capitals of
Polish administrative provinces (voivodeships)
that lost their status due to the reduction in the
number of regions from 49 to 16 in 1999; hence,
their condition is a common subject of research
(Dziemianowicz 2000; Wilk 2004; Sokotowski
2006, 2011; tukomska 2011, Komorowski
2012; Krysinski 2013, 2015; Szymariska 2015;
Kurniewicz, Swianiewicz 2016; Kisiala 2017).
Results of this research are ambiguous. Some
indicate that the former capitals of regions have
lost their development rank since 1999, in con-
trast to current capitals (Kisiata 2017), while the
others claim the contrary (see Komorowski 2012;
Kurniewicz, Swianiewicz 2016). Nonetheless, the
regional capital status is claimed to be one of the
factors of over-proportional social and econom-
ic growth of capital subregions (Spychata 2018).
There are financial development mechanisms
granting distribution privilege to central (Kisiata
2017) and regional administration, which may
favour provincial capitals (Sokotowski 2006;
Krysinski 2013, 2015).

The phenomenon of regional divergence
(Berbeka 2006; Krawczyk 2017) in Poland has at
least two scales. At the NUTS 2 level, referred
to as ‘regional’ in Poland, distinct provinces
(voivodeships) have developed differently, thus
the development disparities between them have
augmented (Wectawowicz et al. 2010; Krawczyk
2017). Simultaneously, at the NUTS 3 ‘subre-
gional’ level, inequalities have grown between
metropolitan and peripheral areas (see e.g.
Korenik 2008; Heffner 2009; Ehrlich et al. 2012;
Kuhn 2016; Maly 2016; Heffner, Gibas 2017).
Vast peripheral zones may be observed especial-
ly in larger provinces, where a limited diffusion
power of growth poles does not suffice to cover
the whole region’s area (Adamczyk-Lojewska
2011; Krawczyk 2017).

Polarisation of Mazovia Province

The outlined problem of polarisation is visibly
present in the largest Polish Mazovia Province
(in Polish wojewddztwo mazowieckie). It has a
size of 35,558 km? and a population of 5.32 mil-
lion, among which 1.75 million inhabitants live
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in Warsaw, the capital city of Poland. Mazovia

Province does not reflect other Polish provinc-

es. With over 5 million people, it is larger than

several EU states such as Croatia and Slovenia,
and almost 5 times the size of the neighbouring

Swietokrzyskie Province.

From 1 Jan 2018, the administrative Mazovia
Province comprises two statistical NUTS 2 re-
gions - the Warsaw metropolitan region (formed
of three NUTS 3 subregions - the capital city of
Warsaw and two surrounding hinterland ones,
of Warsaw east and Warsaw west) and a dough-
nut-shaped compilation of other peripheral sub-
regions of Plock, Ciechanow, Siedlce, Ostroteka
and Radom.! All these peripheral subregions
share common features related to their adminis-
trative position in Mazovia Province:

- their capital cities lost their status as the cap-
ital of a province as a result of the Polish ad-
ministrative division reform in 1999.

- due to the large size of the province, the dis-
tance from all subregions’ capital cities to the
capital city of the region is long.

- all are located in the province that is simulta-
neously the country’s capital, which triggers
a significant disparity in both size and promi-
nence of the province and subregions’ capital
cities.

Mazovia Province, being the largest one in the
country, is the richest one at the same time. During
the period 2007-2016, it had the fourth most rap-
id shift in wealth generation among all EU NUTS
2 regions (Eurostat 2018). The whole of Mazovia
Province, as the first Polish region, reached the
75% level of the average GDP in the EU, and thus
was excluded from some European regional aid
programmes. Nevertheless, the reason for this ex-
traordinary economic power is not the economic
performance of the whole province, but the unu-
sual concentration of money and resources in the
capital city of Warsaw. As stated in The Strategy

The statistical division of Poland is as follows:

- NUTS 1 level comprises statistical macroregions
formed of several administrative provinces (woje-
wodztwa [voivodeships]);

- NUTS 2 level comprises 15 out of 16 administrative
provinces, except the biggest Mazovia Province that
comprises two NUTS 2 entities;

- NUTS 3 level comprises statistical subregions formed

of either one big city (e.g. Warsaw or £L.6dz) or a small-

er city with its hinterland.

of Development of Mazowieckie Voivodeship un-
til 2030 (SRWM 2013), apparent good economic
performance of the province largely depends on
Warsaw’s exceptional position considering im-
portant sales markets and a centre of administra-
tive, management and political functions.
Notwithstanding the outlined extraordinary
economic power of Mazovia Province, it suffers
the biggest disparities too. It comprises both the
richest Warsaw metropolitan area and the vast
peripheral zones that are underprivileged and
disproportionally weak in terms of human cap-
ital and production capacities (Sleszyriski 2015).
The scale of economic discrepancies is reflected
in the unemployment rate in the region. In 2011,
it amounted to 3.8% in Warsaw, whereas in the
counties (poviats) of Szydlowiec and Radom,
it was 37.2% and 29.9% respectively (SRWM
2013, 2.1, 2.3). Whereas GDP per capita in 2010
in Warsaw reached ca. 300% of the national av-
erage, in the Radom subregion, it amounted to
only 75%. The GDP per capita of the peripher-
al subregions of the province (the subregions of
Ostroteka, Siedlce and Radom) is similar to the
GDP per capita in neighboring subregions lo-
cated in regions classified as so-called ‘Eastern
Poland’ that are subject to significant subsidies,
because of their alleged poverty (GUS 2010).
The Strategy of Development of Mazowieckie
Voivodeship until 2030 assumes that the devel-
opment would diffuse from Warsaw towards
peripheral subregions (SRWM 2013). However,
evidence shows that a diffusion of development
incentives is limited to at most 40 km from the
capital centre (Sleszyriski 2015). Additionally, it
is accompanied by an outflow of assets, mostly
human ones, from peripheries (Sleszynski 2015).
The large peripheral zone of Mazovia Province
covers a majority of the region’s doughnut, i.e.
subregions of Ciechanéw and Ostroleka in the
north, Siedlce in the east and Radom in the south
(Heffner, Gibas 2017). All the above-mentioned
towns are former provincial capitals that lost
their status as a result of the 1999 administrative
reform. They suffer various disadvantages, rang-
ing from significant loss of functions to unfavour-
able social and economic conditions (Sleszynski
2017). These phenomena are typical to most of
the administratively degraded post-provincial
cities (Sokotowski 2006, 2014). The recent growth
pattern of the province widens the development
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gap instead of alleviating it (GUS 2010). As the
research of Rakowski (2011) shows, in the years
1999-2007, the differences have grown in the lev-
el of development between the Ostroteka-Siedlce
subregion and Warsaw. Rakowski’s conclusion
from this research is that the region’s develop-
ment strategy has not been implemented.

The most evident example of a degraded city
is Radom, the second largest town in Mazovia
Province (214,000 inhabitants). According to
some research, Radom lost its economic func-
tions to the largest extent, when compared to all
Polish cities having more than 200,000 inhabit-
ants (Sleszyniski 2017). The GDP per capita of the
Radom subregion, as a share of the province’s
average, had been falling since 2001, achiev-
ing 45.5% only in 2012, which was the smallest
amongst all the Polish subregions. It is a symp-
tom of Radom subregion’s economic downfall
in comparison to the richest, central subregion
of Warsaw. One of the various reasons blamed
for this situation is Radom’s marginalisation in
Mazovia Province (Sokotowski 2014) (Fig. 1).
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Research methods

Based on the outlined premises, the following
research questions arise:

- Are there any correlations between features
of the analysed subregions that derive from
the peripheral location in a province and the
adopted development indicators?

- If so, are they stronger than correlations with
other possible features of subregions?

In order to answer these questions, features
of the analysed subregions related and not re-
lated to the peripheral location in a province
have been identified as independent variables
(IndVar). Then, their correlations with the adopt-
ed development indicators (dependent variables
[DepVar]) have been measured.

The following features of the analysed subre-
gions (IndVar), which are related to the peripher-
al location in a province, have been considered:
- provincial capital status of the subregion’s

largest city (IndVar 1),

P
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(country average=100)
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Fig. 1. Purchasing power of Polish subregions, 2016. Radom subregion and Mazovia Province are marked in
yellow circles.
Source: GfK (2019), own elaboration.
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level of centrality within the province (Cp)
(IndVar 2) defined as

where S is the size of the subregion’s largest
city, S_is the size of the province capital and d is
the road distance between them (see Sleszyriski
2015).

The following features that are not related to

the subregions’ peripheral location in a province
have been considered:

the size of the subregion’s largest city (Ind-
Var 3),

the administrative status of the subregion’s
largest city (IndVar 4),

the level of centrality within the country,
measured as a distance between the subre-
gion’s and country’s capitals (IndVar 5) (see
Greenberg et al. 2018; Pawlas 2019).
Subregions’ development levels in the years

2005 and 2015 (in some cases 2008 and 2016) have
been taken into account because of data availabil-
ity. The following features, deemed as develop-
ment factors, have been considered:

fixed assets in companies per capita,
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average salary as share of country’s average,
share of dwellings treated by sewage treat-
ment plants,

gas network per area,

expenditure on environmental protection,
number of beds in hospitals,

neonatal fatalities per 1,000 births (an inhibi-
tor),

unemployment rate (an inhibitor),

buildings completed per capita (for the years
2008 and 2016),

dwellings completed per capita (for the years
2008 and 2016).

They have been aggregated into the following

development indicators (DepVar):

development levels for the years 2005 (2008)
and 2015 (2016) (DepVar 1) (see Spychala
2018),

absolute difference between the develop-
ment levels in 2005 (2008) and 2015 (2016)
(DepVar 2)

relative difference between the develop-
ment levels in 2005 (2008) and 2015 (2016)
(DepVar 3) (see Kisiata 2017).

All subregions in Mazovia Province have been

analysed (see below). As a reference, all subre-
gions located in provinces neighbouring the
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Fig. 2. Research area. Radom subregion is marked in a yellow circle.
Source: own elaboration.
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Radom subregion have been considered, i.e. the
provinces of £.6dz, Swietokrzyskie and Lublin.
Such a delimitation of reference area accounts for
the subregions that differ in features deemed as
possible development factors (IndVar); however,
in many terms, they may be considered as simi-
lar to minimise the third variable problem (Le6n,
Montero 1997) (Fig. 2).

To maximise subregions’” comparability, sta-
tistical NUTS 3 subregions were modified in a
form close to functional city regions, perceived
as a core city with its hinterland that exceeds
boundaries of its urban agglomeration. It was
needed because among statistical subregions,
some are similar to functional city regions (e.g.
subregions of Radom, Lublin and Kielce), some
are doughnut shaped (e.g. the subregion of £.6dz)
and some are identical to big cities (Warsaw and
L6d2).

In 2008, joint subregions of Ostroleka and
Siedlce (ostrotecko-siedlecki) as well as Ciechanéw
and Plock (ciechanowsko-ptocki) were split. To
reach comparability, they have been treated as
joint subregions, as they were in 2005. All units
developed in such a way that they have been uni-
formly called ‘subregions’ in this research. Figure
3 shows all the subregions considered.

Ciechanéw - Plock
subregion

Skierniewice
subregion

todi
city region

Sieradz
subregion

Piotrkow
Trybunalski
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Warsaw
city region

AN

Radom
subregion

subregion

Jedrzejow - Sandomierz
subregion

As a method of assessment, The Pearson
correlation coefficient was applied (see Spychata
2018):

ny xy; = Y Xy,
RN S

where 7 is the number of subregions analysed
(n=14), x is the value of each development factor
(1-10), y is the value of each independent varia-
ble (IndVar 1-5) and i is the respective subregion.

To measure the desired correlation between
independent (IndVar 1-5) and dependent
(DepVar 1-3) variables, firstly the Pearson corre-
lation coefficients between the values of each in-
dependent variable (IndVar 1-5) and the values
of each development factor relevant to each of the
dependent variables (DepVar 1-3) were calculat-
ed (FimavariDepVarl,, -+ TindVarsDepVar3,,)- Secondly,
mean values (Mnn arpepvan My, WWSDLWM) of the
Pearson correlation coefficients obtained in this
way were calculated for each pair of independ-
ent (IndVar 1-5) and dependent (DepVar 1-3)
variables.

The following detailed research hypotheses
(HD) have been formulated:

Ostroteka
- Siedlce

Biata Podlaska
subregion

Lublin
subregion

Chetm - Zamos¢
subregion

Fig. 3. Analysed subregions. The two city regions defined for this research are marked in yellow circles.
Source: own elaboration.
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1. HD 1-3: The provincial capital status of the
subregion’s capital (IndVar 1) as well as sub-
region’s level of centrality within the province
(IndVar 2) are the positive factors of the fol-
lowing:

- development levels for the years 2005 (2006)
and 2015 (2016) (DepVar 1) (HD 1),

- absolute difference between the development
levels in 2005 (2006) and 2015 (2016) (DepVar
2) (HD 2), and

- relative difference between the development
levels in 2005 (2006) and 2015 (2016) (DepVar
3) (HD 3).

2. HD 4-6: The provincial capital status of the
subregion’s biggest city (IndVar 1) is a more
significant positive factor of DepVar 1 (HD 4),
DepVar 2 (HD 5) and DepVar 3 (HD 6) than
comparative factors (IndVar 3-5).

3. HD 7-9: Subregion’s level of centrality within
the province (IndVar 2) is a more significant
factor of DepVar 1 (HD 7), DepVar 2 (HD 8)
and DepVar 3 (HD 9) than comparative fac-
tors (IndVar 3-5).

Results

Table 1 depicts the calculated mean values of
the Pearson correlation coefficients M, VartDepVart
- M spevas that represent correlations be-
tween each of the independent (IndVar 1-5) and
dependent (DepVar 1-3) variables.

As

- >
"IndVar1DepVarl "IndVar2DepVar3

detailed hypotheses HD 1, HD 2 and HD 3 have
been positively verified.

In order to better illustrate ranking of signifi-
cance of subregions’ features (IndVar) in terms of
their correlation with respective dependent var-
iables (DepVar), several graphs have been used
(Figs 4-6). As can be seen in Fig. 4, it is the size
of the subregion’s largest city that mostly corre-
lates with subregions’” development levels for the
years 2005 (2006) and 2015 (2016).

The research conducted here has shown that
both the independent variables related to the
subregions’ peripheral location in a province, i.e.
lack of the provincial capital status of the sub-
region’s largest city (IndVar 1) and low level of
centrality within the province (IndVar 2), are not
as significant factors of subregions” development
levels as the size (IndVar 3) and administrative
status of their largest city (IndVar 4) (Fig. 4):

<
ndVar1DepVarl "ndVar3DepVarl

M

<
"ndVar2DepVarl "IndVar3DepVarl

This means that the detailed hypotheses HD 4
and HD 7 have been negatively verified.

As far as the absolute difference of develop-
ment is concerned, Fig. 5 illustrates its correlation
with the respective independent variables.

The ranking of correlations shows that the
two most important factors that correlated with
the absolute pace of subregions’ development are

Table 1. Mean values of the Pearson correlation coefficients.

IndVariDepVarl *** rIndVarSDepVar3
Absolute differ- | Relative difference
Development lev- . .
ence in develop- in development
els for years 2005 . .
and 2015* ment levels in 2005 | levels in 2005 and
and 2015* 2015*
DepVar 1 DepVar 2 DepVar 3
Provincial capital status of largest city IndVar 1 0.35 0.13 0.09
Level of centrality within province IndVar 2 0.24 0.11 0.02
Size of largest city IndVar 3 0.46 0.09 0.13
Administrative status of largest city IndVar 4 0.37 0.09 -0.02
Level of centrality in country IndVar 5 0.34 0.01 -0.08

*2008 and 2016 respectively in specified cases.

Source: own elaboration.
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Fig. 4. Mean values of the Pearson correlation coefficients between independent variables and development
levels for the years 2005 and 2015* (DepVar 1).
*2008 and 2016, respectively, in specified cases.
Source: own elaboration.
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Fig. 5. Mean values of the Pearson correlation coefficients between independent variables and the absolute
difference in development levels in the years 2005 and 2015* (DepVar 2).
*2008 and 2016, respectively, in specified cases.
Source: own elaboration.
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Fig. 6 Mean values of the Pearson correlation coefficients between independent variables and the relative
difference in development levels in the years 2005 and 2015* (DepVar 3).
*2008 and 2016, respectively, in specified cases.
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the provincial capital status of the subregion’s
largest city (IndVar 1) and its level of centrality
within the province (IndVar 2):

TIndVar1DepVar2 TIndVar3DepVar2 *** "IndVar5DepVar2

< .
TIndVar2DepVarl TndVar3DepVar2 "IndVarsDepVar2

This denotes that the detailed hypotheses HD
5 and HD 8 have been positively verified.

Other results can be seen in Figure 6 in the
case of the correlation between independent var-
iables and the relative difference in subregions’
development levels in the years analysed.

The most important factor of alleviating exist-
ing disparities is the size of the subregion’s larg-
est city (IndVar 3):

<
"ndVar1DepVar3 "ndVar3DepVar3

<
TndVar2DepVar3 "ndVar3DepVar3

It implies negative verification of the detailed
hypotheses HD 6 and HD 9.

Conclusions

The following conclusions may be drawn
from the conducted research.

The provincial capital status of the subregion’s
largest city, as well as its high level of centrality
within the province positively impact the perfor-
mance of the subregion in terms of the develop-
ment level and its dynamics (Table 1). In the case
of peripheral subregions of Mazovia Province, it
means that their location in this huge province
and their capital cities” loss of the former pro-
vincial capital status are negative development
factors. This conclusion supports the thesis, that
above-mentioned two circumstances may be one
of the reasons for the degradation of the Radom
subregion that has been observed since its inclu-
sion in Mazovia Province.

Figure 4 shows that all the surveyed features
of the subregions, i.e. the size of a subregion’s
largest city, the administrative status of its larg-
est city, its provincial capital status, the level of
centrality within the country and the level of
centrality within the province, are significant fac-
tors of the past and current subregions’ level of

development in recent years. However, the ab-
solute level of subregions” development is most-
ly related to factors historically developed over
time, such as the size or the overall administra-
tive status of their largest cities.

Figure 5 shows the factors for the absolute rate
of subregions” development in recent years. It in-
dicates that the provincial capital status as well
as the central location of the subregion within its
province are the most significant development
factors among all surveyed ones.

The interpretation of Figure 6 is more com-
plicated. In terms of the relative rate of surveyed
subregions’ development in recent years, the
most important factor is once again the size of
their largest city. It means that the poor subre-
gions which have big central cities are catching
up quicker than the poor subregions with smaller
cities. The second important and the only other
significant factor in this regard is the provincial
capital status of the subregion’s largest city. It im-
plies that the poor subregions of provincial capi-
tals are catching up quicker than the poor subre-
gions the largest cities of which are deprived of
the provincial capital status.

Additionally, the development distance is
reduced faster by the subregions located periph-
erally in the whole country, which may be ex-
plained by the ‘Development of Eastern Poland’
programme launched under the EU Cohesion
Policy (Spychata 2018). This programme aims to
support peripheral and poor eastern Poland re-
gions (Czudec et al. 2019). What does it signify
for the Radom subregion?

As the capital city of Radom is a considerably
large subregional centre, the Radom subregion
is privileged in terms of the relative rate of de-
velopment. On the other hand, Radom’s lack of
provincial capital status as well as its central lo-
cation in Poland inhibit the catch-up pace. Other
Mazovian subregions share these two regrettable
circumstances too.

Combining the results presented in Figures 5
and 6, one can conclude that in the case of con-
siderably affluent subregions, their further devel-
opment is conditioned mainly by the provincial
capital status of their largest cities as well as their
central location within the province. Both fea-
tures, by definition, are present in the subregions
of provincial capitals. This fact detrimentally af-
fects the pace of development of all peripheral
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Mazovian subregions in comparison to the pro-
vincial capital ones.

The reasoning presented allows answering
the general research questions posed. Firstly,
there are correlations between features of ana-
lysed subregions that derive from their periph-
eral location in a province and adopted develop-
ment indicators in all terms, i.e. the development
level and its absolute and relative pace. These
correlations are stronger than all other presuma-
ble ones in the case of absolute development pace
only. However, in other two measures, these two
features are the second and third most important
development factors, outdone by the feature of
the size of the subregion’s largest city only.

This research has supported the thesis that
both the provincial capital status of the sub-
region’s largest city as well as the subregion’s
central location within its province are impor-
tant growth factors in contemporary Poland. In
the case of the Radom subregion, it implies that
Radom’s loss of the provincial capital status in
1999 and its location in Poland’s largest Mazovia
Province, the capital city of which is also the cap-
ital of the country, may be deemed an important
factor of its relative downfall ever since. This re-
grettable situation is shared by other former pro-
vincial capitals located in the analysed area too,
especially those located in Mazovia Province.

Discussion

The main objective of The Strategy of
Development of Mazowieckie Voivodeship until
2030 has been built on a paradox: “territorial co-
hesion, perceived as lowering development dis-
parities in Mazovia Province as well as growth
of Warsaw Metropolitan Area’s importance in
Europe (...) (SRWM 2013, 1). So, such an in-
consistent definition of ‘territorial cohesion’ in-
evitably implies a dilemma: what should be the
priority - growth of backward subregions or the
prosperous Warsaw Metropolitan Area? A ‘stra-
tegic goal’ was formulated as follows: ‘increase
of region’s competitiveness through growth of
economic activity (...)" (SRWM 2013, 4). It should
be implemented e.g. through the following ways:
‘Warsaw as the capital city - growth and sup-
plementing of metropolitan functions, support-
ing growth of regional and subregional centres’

(SRWM 2013, 4). Unfortunately, such a provi-
sion does not grant a higher priority to activities
aimed at developing economically backward sub-
regions, but treats them equally or even worse in
comparison to the further strengthening of the
Warsaw city region. The authors of the strategy
explain such a choice by arguing that the Warsaw
Metropolitan Area has ‘the biggest potential of
socio-economic development that has a vital im-
pact on the growth of the whole region” (SRWM
2013, 6.2). This claim is disputable. Firstly, it
seems rather that places with the greatest devel-
opment potential are those that suffer economic
downfall while having a demographic potential,
unemployed labour force and material assets,
e.g. the city of Radom. Secondly, significant dis-
advantage of peripheral Mazovian subregions
towards the Warsaw Metropolitan Area denotes
that promoted growth of the Warsaw city region
does not pass on to province peripheries. As this
research has proved, the grim reality of statis-
tics clearly indicates that development diffusion
model does not work in practice. The main di-
lemma of Mazovia Province is thus how to bind
two types of areas, so that the economic success of
Warsaw could be beneficial to the whole province
(Sleszyriski 2015).

The lack of desirable development priority of
disadvantaged subregions discussed above re-
flects a delimitation of ‘strategic intervention are-
as’ set up in the strategy (SRWM 2013, 6). Because
intervention measures are to be taken in order to
change a poor condition, it could be assumed
that a “strategic intervention” would apply only
to problem areas. Nonetheless, the strategy de-
fines practically the whole province as ‘strategic
intervention areas’. It encompasses all peripheral
subregions as well as the Warsaw Metropolitan
Area, causing any ‘strategic intervention’ to be a
fiction (Zaborowski T. 2013).

The current regional administrative division of
Poland has been frequently criticised by scientists
(Sokotowski 2014; Miszczuk 2003; Zaborowski L.
2009). It has been pointed out that the number
and the form of regional territorial entities is an
effect not only of a rational debate, but also of the
pressure put by local communities, lobbies and
political horse-trading (Nelicki 2001; Kowalczyk
2000; Wendt 2001; Miszczuk 2003; Piotrowski
2004; Bober et al. 2013; Zaborowski L. 2013). In ef-
fect, present administrative division does not suit
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any of the proposals made by scientists, being a
combination of big and middle-sized regions’
concepts (Miszczuk 2003; Zaborowski t. 2013,
2016). Therefore, many experts advocate a reform
of the controversial division (Habuda, Habuda
2014; Honka 2014; Sokotowski 2014; Zaborowski
E. 2014; Sleszyriski 2015a).
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