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ÅTekst prezentacji

Special EconomicZonesin Poland: 
few facts

Created in 1994, will work till 2026, now 2519 

permits. 

14 zones in 146 cities and in 210 municipalities

(9,5 thous. ha = 8,4% of industrial sites in 

Poland). 

Employment for approx. 250 thous. People 

(1,7% of working force in Poland). 

The total investment of 85,8 bilion zğ (approx. 

6% of domestic investment)

Additionally: government and local spending on 

infrastructure amounted to almost 3 bilion zl.  

The sum of tax exemptions is nearly 10 bilion zğ 

(approx. 13% of the investment)

The total cost of creating SEZ is 
approx. 13.5 billion ȊƱ(17% of the 
investment)
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Briefly about the literature on SEZ

1) The annual reports of the Ministry of Economy(and Labour) on Special
EconomicZones- the most important quantitativeand qualitativestatement
of operationsin the SEZ

2) Scientific reports based on annual reports of Ministry of Economy,
expading the selected topics from reports, e.g.: Kisiel & [ƛȊƛƵǎƪŀ(2012),
Szczebiot-Knoblauch, [ƛȊƛƵǎƪŀ& Kisiel (2012), Gryczka(2009), Piwowarczyk
(2013) etc.

3) Scientificreserach: tǊȊȅōȅƱŀ(2010) ςSEZand economicbase of cities,
5ƻƳŀƵǎƪƛ(2008)ςterritorial differentiationof capitalinvestment

4) Information of the SupremeChamberof Control (NIK,2009) about the
audit of functioningandthe extensionof the areaof SEZin 2006-2008

5) Reportsby advisoryfirms: KPMG(2012), E&Y(2011)
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Goalof the research(1)

SEZ, by assumption, are the instrument of supporting economically weaker areas -

mostly the peripheral areas of low endogenous potential, for which the exogenous 

impulses from SEZ were expected to be the driving force of local economies

The fundamental question: Did the municipalities, in which SEZ was located, benefit

from this? Ą budgetary and economic analysis from the perspective of local 

government.

Theoretical assumptions:

- the positive effects of diffusion of growth stimuli (spillover)

- the positive effects of spatial concentration

- Costs (lower revenues from CIT) < Benefits (higher revenues from PIT)

Hypotheses:

1) SEZ provide benefits for both the local budgets in the form of increased own

income and / or for a local labor markets in the form of increased employment.

2) SEZ as an instrument to support cohesion policy, intensify the diffusion of positive

development impulses, both within the municipality, as well as to neighboring areas.
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Goalof the research(2)

- Do SEZ impact positively on economic and social development of the region and its

neighbors? Is there a diffusion of development incentives to neighboring

municipalities?

- Is the SSE is an efficient instrument to support economic development? Did the

municupalities with SEZ significantly improved economic performance compared to

other municipalities in the period of 18 years?

- What is the pattern of developmental changes at the local level: convergence,

divergence or path-dependence (stability over time)? Does between different types of

municipalities, cities, seats of powiat authorities, and municipalities with SEZ exists

structural stability and significant differences in development are emerging?

- Is the hypothesis of quasi "gift exchange" feasible? That local governments attract

investors to improve their situation in the long-term. In the short term, this means

higher costs and expenses (investments in infrastructure, tax exemptions), but with the

hope of increasing their own income from PIT and CIT in the future?

Fourwaysto test it !
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Method 1: Panel charts1995:2012

Expected result: 

Changes of trend ƛƴ αw95 [Lb9{έ 
(should not behave the same as the other municipalities) 

a) should develop quicker if were the same
or

a) Should catch up with the rest if were weaker
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Method 1: Panel charts1995:2012
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Method 1: Panel charts1995:2012

Results

- There is no reason to believe that SEZ as a tool to support the development is an 

important exogenous stimulus for development. In most cases, the municipalities

in which SEZ were established, were mediocre (not the weakest) units, and after a 

few years municipalities with SEZ are in a similar position as in the initial period.

- Municipalities, which have recently been extended to SEZ, are on average better 

than other municipalities and have no development problems. 
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Method 2: Densitydistributions

Expected changes

Source: Kopczewska K., 2014, L-moments skewness and kurtosis as measures of regional
convergenceand cohesion,StatisticaNeerlandica(November 2014)

global shift divergence convergence
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Method 2: Densitydistributionsfor 6-years 
averagesin 1995-2000 and 2007-2012

Expectedresult

Shiftof distribution for SEZ
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Method 2: Densitydistributionsfor 6-years 
averagesin 1995-2000 and 2007-2012
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Method 2: Densitydistributionsfor 6-years 
averagesin 1995-2000 and 2007-2012

Results

- SEZ does not cause a significant improvement in the economic situation of 

municipalities in the long run

- Core regional citires are significantly different, but the rest of groups of 

municipalities have similar empirical density distributionsĄ no impact of SEZ
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Method 3: Cumulativesimultaneusspatial
autoregressivemodel SAC (1)

Ą Objective: To evaluate the significanceof the impact of SEZson the amount of own
revenuesin the years1995-2012
Ą Did the municipalities with SEZobtain significantlyhigher amount of own revenues

per capitathan other municipalities?
Ą Can we assumethe quasiαgift exchange"hypothesis? ςthat local governments
attract investors, to improvetheir situationin the long-run. In the short term, this means
highercostsand expenses(investmentsin infrastructure,tax exemptions),but with the
hopeof increasingtheir own incomes, PITandCIT.

Ą Model: cumulative structure to reflect the flows, resourcesand stocks as well as the
characteristicsof the individualmunicipalities(constantover time). Investmentapproach,
philosophy similar to the NPV model: discounted expenditures compared with the
discounted(deflated) incomesin the wholeperiodof the investment.

Ą Incomes are the own revenues, expendituresare the investments. The first year of
"investment"is1995. Modelsareestimated for eachyear.
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Method 3: Cumulativesimultaneusspatial
autoregressivemodel SAC (2)

Ruleof accumulationof flowsoveryears: 
model 1: 1995
model 2: 1995+1996
model 3: 1995+1996+1997
ΧΧ
ƳƻŘŜƭ муΥ мффрҌΧΧΧΧΦΦҌ 2012

Spatial Estimation: for each yearwe estimate 
SAC modelin general form as following:
◐ ⱬ╦◐ ♫╧ ◊ i      ◊ ⱦ╦◊ ▄

Where:
W ςcontiguitymatrixn x n
for variablesconstantover time: ὼ ὼ
for stockvariables: ὼ ὼȟ, ώ ώȟ, 

for flow variables:ὼ ὼȟ В ὼȟɇὨ, y ώȟ В ώȟɇὨ, wheredt is
deflator for yeart
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Method 3: Cumulativesimultaneusspatial
autoregressivemodel SAC (3)

Discounted cumulatedflows: MONEY: own revenuesper capita, investment expendituresper 
capita, PIT and CIT revenuesper capitain productiveage. 

Valuesfrom the lastperiod: numberof empoyed& numberof  firmsper capita in productive
age. 

Control variablesconstantover time: SEZ active(dummy), SEZ potential (dummy), distance
from municipalityto corecity, status of corecity (dummy)

έύὲὶὩὺȢ ‌ ”ɇέύὲȢὶὩὺ ‍ɇὭὲὺὩίὸάὩὲὸ‍ɇὖὍὝὶὩὺȢ‍ɇὅὍὝὶὩὺ

‍ɇύέὶὯὭὲὫ‍ɇὪὭὶάί‍ɇὛὉὤ ‍ɇὛὉὤ Ȣ

‍ɇὈὍὛὝ‍ɇὧέὶὩὧὭὸώό
ό ‗ὡό‐

Dataset: year1995-2012 (18 years) 
2474 spatialunits
14 variablesin wholeanalysis

сноΩппу 
observations
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Method 3: Cumulativesimultaneusspatial
autoregressivemodel SAC (4)

Expected results: 
έύὲὶὩὺȢ ‌ ”ɇέύὲȢὶὩὺ

+ ‍ɇὭὲὺὩίὸάὩὲὸ
‍ɇὖὍὝὶὩὺȢ‍ɇὅὍὝὶὩὺ
‍ɇύέὶὯὭὲὫ‍ɇὪὭὶάί
‍ɇὛὉὤ ‍ɇὛὉὤ Ȣ

‍ɇὈὍὛὝ
‍ɇὧέὶὩὧὭὸώ

ό & ό ‗ὡό‐

OWN REVENUES dependon:
+   spatialdependence
+   long-term investment (multiplier)
+   componentsof own revenues
+   moreworkersand firms increasetaxes
+   SEZ arehypothesisedto improvethe performance
- peripherciallocationshouldworsenperformance
+   regionalcorecity shouldimproveperformance
~   error spatiallyautocorrelated


