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Abstract: 
The main objective of the article is to investigate why entrepreneurs from the Mazovian region are 
not eager to apply for the EU funds. The authors asked the following research questions: Why are the 
entrepreneurs reluctant to apply for the EU funds? How (if) has the situation changed comparing the 
2007-2013 and the 2014-2020 perspectives? What should be changed from the side of the EU per-
spective? In the research a qualitative method – direct interview with entrepreneurs – was used. 171 
entrepreneurs were interviewed. Purposive sampling was used. The authors chose the companies, 
which fulfilled the following conditions: they were interested in applying for the EU funds; they had 
experience in getting support from the European Union; they perceive themselves as “innovative”. 
All enterprises were from the Mazovian region in Poland. It was stated that a large number of com-
panies wants to apply for the EU funds, but they cannot do it due to many factors such as the necessity 
to include own funds; no interest to participate in any project; the willingness to purchase the appa-
ratus or appliance or too high bureaucracy. The best way to make the EU funds available for the 
companies is to meet their problems and expectations first. It should be done in the form of consulta-
tions between the government and business world. Such consultations would bring ideas, which topics 
should be included into the proposed programmes. The originality of this work lies in studying factors, 
which make the entrepreneurs from the Mazovian region impossible to apply for the EU funds. It is 
very important to recognise them as the 2014-2020 perspective offers a huge amount of money, which 
could be well spent by the entrepreneurs, if they managed with hampering factors. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Entrepreneurship plays a significant role in the society (Clark, Guy, 1998; Griffith 
et al., 2004; Acs et al., 2004; Audretsch, Keilbach, 2004; Lee et al., 2010; Staniew-
ski et al., 2016). First of all, it contributes to the implementation of innovations 
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(Grabher et al., 2008; Shneider, Veuglers, 2010; Stoner, 2011; Huarng, Yu, 2011; 
Bettiol et al., 2013; Badzińska, 2016). In order to facilitate the development of in-
novations by enterprises, in the 2014-2020 perspective the European Union proposes 
to undertake a lot of various initiatives, which seem to be very attractive for benefi-
ciaries. In Poland there are, among others, national programmes (Infrastructure and 
Environment, Smart Growth, Knowledge Education Development, Digital Poland, 
Eastern Poland, Technical Assistance), regional programmes (16 programmes – one 
for each region) and European Territorial Cooperation Programmes. 

The Mazovian Region is perceived as one the most developed (Annoni, 
Dijkstra, 2013). This is a region with the highest amount of foreign capital. This 
mainly so because the capital city of Poland – Warsaw – belongs to this region. 
Moreover, in the region there are 17.3% of innovative enterprises. The position of 
the Mazovian region is similar to regions from old EU members (Dziemianowicz 
et al., 2012). On the other hand, more than 73% of investments are financed from 
own funds of entrepreneurs. It seems that the support of the EU funds could im-
prove the level of the entrepreneurship in the region. 

Therefore, in order to promote the innovativeness in the region, there is the 
possibility to use funds, among others, from the Regional Operational Programme 
for the Mazovian District 2014-2020. The basic aim of the Programme is to 
strengthen innovativeness, competitiveness and entrepreneurship of the Mazovian 
region. It is planned that 23% (c.a. 491.5 million EUR) of the programme budget 
should be directed towards entrepreneurial development. The emphasis is put on 
the R&D – business links, higher engagement of enterprises in R&D activities and 
the application of innovative products in companies. 

The programme offers the project calls, which are strongly linked with regional 
“smart specialisation strategies” (European Commission, 2014; Rusu, 2013; 
Jucevičius, 2014; Capello, Kroll, 2016; McCann, Ortega-Argiles, 2016), i.e. the ar-
eas particularly popular and important in the region. The programme promotes the 
projects supporting these smart specialisations. In the Mazovian region there are four 
smart specialisations distinguished: high quality of life, safe food, intelligent man-
agement systems and innovative services for business. Selected smart specialisa-
tions for the Mazovian region result from the Regional Innovation Strategy for the 
Mazovian District till the year 2030. This is the basic document for the units, which 
want to apply for funds. It includes directions that should be included in the projects. 

In total, in 2016 there are nearly 50 project calls for entrepreneurs. The scope 
of the support is huge. The funds are offered to entrepreneurs for the development 
of innovations and investment in the area of R&D. Thanks to the EU funds the 
Mazovian region wants not only to integrate scientific environment with enter-
prises, but to strengthen economic potential in the region as well. 

Apart from regional programmes, entrepreneurs from the Mazovian region 
have the opportunity to apply for national funds, mainly from the National Centre 
for Research and Development or the Ministry for Development. Such an interest-
ing and rich offer should attract entrepreneurs to use funds for the improvement of 
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their activity (Tloczynski, 2016; Massimo et al., 2016; Scholleova, 2014). Unfor-
tunately, many enterprises are not interested in obtaining support from the EU 
funds (Tödtling–Schönhofer et al., 2012). The article presents the reasons why 
Mazovian entrepreneurs do not often apply for the EU funds. 

2. BACKGROUND 

Since Poland joined the European Union in 2004, it has been successfully catch-
ing up with the old EU member countries. The main aim of the structural funds 
is to decrease differences in the development of countries and regions and at the 
same time to increase in the competitiveness of member countries and the Eu-
ropean Union on the global market. 

The aim of structural funds is also to create companies more innovative. In 
literature we can meet different definitions of the innovativeness of an enterprise. 
To be the most general, it is the motivation to search and to use commercially the 
results of scientific research, new concepts, which lead to the increase in novelty and 
competitiveness position of a company. The companies can be seen as innovative if 
they are able to create, absorb and achieve new products (services) and these ones, 
which are able to adopt changes from the market (Janasz, Leśkiewicz, 1995). 

The Polish economy has been trying to converge to EU-15 economies, how-
ever in terms of innovation and R&D, Poland is even behind the Czech Republic 
and Hungary – its two closest regional peers. Polish enterprises do not readily 
spend funds for R&D. The data show that the 2007-2013 perspective supported 
approximately 28.000 enterprises (c.a. 15.000 micro, 7.500 small, 3.750 medium, 
c.a. 1.500 big enterprises), but it gives only 1%-2% of the total enterprises in 
Poland (European Commission, 2015a). 

Many evaluation reports of the 2007-2013 perspective show that in Europe 
this indicator is not high. Similarly to Poland, c.a. 2% of total number of the Euro-
pean enterprises used the European funds (European Commission, 2015).  

What are the reasons that the companies do not apply for EU funds? It seems 
that there are many. First of all, we have to be aware that we can distinguish on 
the market companies so called “innovative” and traditional companies. Surely 
these first ones are mainly engaged in receiving the EU funds. The traditional 
companies are less competitive and they make investment with the use of own 
funds (European Commission, 2015a). 

To see more deeply if there is the majority of innovative or traditional compa-
nies, the authors present the chart of companies in Europe (Figure 1). 

It can be seen from the Figure that the traditional companies constitute the 
majority. Regarding the second group, in Poland there are c.a. 23% of innovative 
companies. It is not a high number comparing e.g. to Germany or Luxemburg. Even 
Turkey and Serbia have more companies of this type. 

The companies can treat themselves as “innovative”, but a very important aspect 
is how much they spend on R&D (Figure 2). As it can be seen, although Polish com-
panies think they are innovative, they spend very low amount of money for R&D. 



68  Ludmiła Walaszczyk, Beata Belina 
 

 

The situation has not changed during the period of ten years: from 0.54% to 0.87%. 
The countries, which spend the highest money for R&D, are Germany and Sweden. 

 
Figure 1. Share of innovative enterprises in Europe in 2010-2012 (% of all enterprises) 

Source: EUROSTAT – Community Innovation Survey 2012. 

Moreover, as it was stated before, only a small rate of companies were sup-
ported from the EU funds (Figure 3). It can be seen here that companies so called 
“innovative” do not get high funding from the European Commission. Regarding 
Poland it is c.a. 15.6% of innovative companies, what gives c.a. 3% of all enter-
prises in the country. The situation in other countries is similar as aforementioned 
the Czech Republic – c.a. 16.4% and Hungary – 20.6% of innovative companies. 
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Figure 2. Gross domestic expenditure on R&D, 2003-2013 (% of GDP) 

Source: EUROSTAT Science, technology and innovation in Europe. 

 

 
Figure 3. Product and / or process innovative enterprises that received public financial 

support for innovation activities in 2008–2010 (% of the total of product 
and/or process innovative enterprises) 

Source: EUROSTAT Science, technology and innovation in Europe. 

What causes then that the companies use the EU funds in a very little scope? 
A response can be partly found in the report of the European Union on “Support to 
SMEs – Increasing Research and Innovation in SMEs and SME Development” 
(2015), in which it is stated that the main reasons, which did not allow for applying 
EU funds were: innovation backwardness, limited access to capital, lack of R&D and 
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ICT infrastructure, insufficient cooperation among firms and between firms and re-
search centres, low internationalization of Polish SMEs (European Commission, 
2015). According to another report “How to make business in Poland? The truth 
about the most important sector in Polish economy” (Tomczyk, 2014) the reasons, 
which contributed not to apply for funds were: the lack of need, the lack of belief that 
the funds could have been received, very weak information and access to knowledge 
on European programmes, the lack of funds in specialised branch, the lack of time, 
too high requirements concerning own equity. The report also made research on the 
issue if the entrepreneurs intended to apply for funds in the 2014-2020 perspective. 
From the participants 68.5% did not take any decision, 17.8% said they would not 
apply for funds and 13.7% said they would apply. The reasons for not applying were, 
among others, the following: very weak access to information on European funds, 
the lack of receiving funds in specialised branch, the lack of time, too high require-
ments concerning own equity, the lack of appropriate support (counselling). 

The reasons, which make the entrepreneurs reluctant, are similar in other coun-
tries. Again, in the Czech Republic entrepreneurs are open to apply for the EU funds, 
but they meet obstacles such as a complicated system of subsidy drawing and a lack 
of methodology and rules. It makes almost impossible to use available money (En-
trepreneurs would appreciate easier drawing from EU funds, 2014). 

The Czech entrepreneurs however agree that the money had a positive impact on 
their business and the EU funds are very important for companies. Among the opera-
tional programmes, which were available for Czech applicants, the Operational Pro-
gramme “Enterprises and Innovation” is perceived as the most successful. 72% of the 
respondents assessed the programme as very good. On the contrary, Regional Opera-
tional Programmes were assessed quite weak, which is a surprising result due to the fact 
that the regional competitiveness improvement and its attractiveness for investors are 
the main goals (Entrepreneurs would appreciate easier drawing from EU funds, 2014). 

Poland, as one of the main beneficiaries of the EU funds, should take 
care about proper expenditure of funds. However, it can be again observed 
that the entrepreneurs are not in favour to apply for funds. What are the rea-
sons? Can any obstacles be eliminated? 

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The main objective of the article is to investigate why entrepreneurs from the Ma-
zovian region are not eager to apply for the EU funds. 

Research questions 
The following research questions were put: 

− Why are the entrepreneurs reluctant to apply for the EU funds? 
− How (if) has the situation changed comparing the 2007-2013 and the 

2014-2020 perspectives? 
− What should be changed from the side of the EU perspective? 
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Method 
In the research a qualitative method – direct interview with entrepreneurs – was used. The 
qualitative research gives a greater understanding of the reasons why entrepreneurs are 
not eager to apply for the European funds. Qualitative methods enable research aiming at 
the analysis of processes or structures in order to indicate dependencies and relations in 
a descriptive way. They are used in situations, when phenomena are difficult to be de-
scribed with the use of indicators or when data are not available. With the use of qualita-
tive methods a lot of aspects can be tested more efficiently, e.g. through conducting in-
terviews with beneficiaries. There are different types of interviews, e.g. CAPI – Computer 
Assisted Personal Interview, CAWI – Computer Assisted Web Interview and CATI – 
Computer Assisted Telephone Interview. They can be of the following structure: 

− structured interviews – when the participants give their opinions according to 
the questions of the interviewer; 

− semi-structured interviews – the form of an interview is described, but it can 
also include additional questions in order to consider selected aspects; 

− non-structured interviews – the participants give their opinions freely, without 
any specific questions. 

Before making a non-structured interview, the authors contacted with 250 
companies in order to ask if they will to answer the questions regarding the reluc-
tance to apply for EU funds. 171 enterprises (65% of all chosen enterprises) agreed 
to participate in the research. A non-structured interview was used and the partici-
pants were asked questions “Why are the entrepreneurs reluctant to apply for the 
EU funds?” and “How has the situation changed comparing the 2007-2013 and the 
2014-2020 perspectives?” These responses enabled the authors to investigate what 
should be changed in the 2014-2020 perspective. 

Participants 
171 entrepreneurs were interviewed and asked why they did not use the European 
funds, available both at national or regional levels, in order to develop their busi-
ness activity. Purposive sampling was used. The authors chose the companies, 
which fulfilled the following conditions: 

− they were interested in applying for the EU funds; 
− they had experience in getting support from the European Union; 
− they perceive themselves as “innovative”. 

All enterprises were from the Mazovian region in Poland. The Mazovian region 
was selected due to the fact, as mentioned before, that it is the region with the capital 
city of Poland and this is the region well developed. On the other hand, from the statis-
tics we can get to know that the EU funds are not spent very actively. The region is not 
at the top of regions, which are the most involved in the use of the EU funds. That is 
why the aim of the article is to get to know about the reasons of not being eager to apply 
for funds. Micro, small, medium and big enterprises were considered (Table 1). 
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Table 1. Types of enterprises taking part in the research 

Type of enterprise Number of enterprises participating in the research 
Micro 18 
Small 75 

Medium 39 
Big 39 

Source: own study. 

Procedure 
The interviews were conducted between 2015 and 2016 in the Mazovian region. 
All participants were invited to answer the question concerning the reasons for their 
lack of possibility in applying for the European funds. The authors asked about the 
reasons of not applying for funds within the programmes offered by the National 
Centre for Research and Development (NCBiR), Polish Agency for Enterprise De-
velopment (PARP) and Regional Operational Programmes, as such programmes 
are most often offered in this perspective. The programmes indicated by the authors 
have similar or the same formal requirements and the same management style. Re-
garding the content-related aspect, the programmes aim at developing product or 
process innovations. Each interview lasted about 20 minutes. The same questions 
were directed to micro, small, medium or big enterprises. The person, who an-
swered the question, was mainly the owner of the company, or in some cases, any 
other body responsible for management or financial issues. 

4. FINDINGS 

The responses received from the companies were coded by the authors in terms of 
grouping them into four groups: financial, technical, organisational and social. The 
study showed the following reasons for not applying for the European funds, which 
were included into one of the aforementioned groups: 

− financial: the disproportionally high costs of the initiative in comparison 
with the expected outcomes; the necessity to include own funds; problem 
with the de minimis rule; 

− technical: previous purchase of a machine, device etc.; the necessity of under-
taking preliminary research before the launch of the project; the willingness 
to purchase the apparatus or appliance; 

− organisational: the lack of an appropriate project call; too high bureaucracy; 
− social: no interest in participating in any project. 

The results are presented in Figure 4. 

Disproportionally high costs of the initiative in comparison with the expected outcomes 
13% of the interviewed entrepreneurs were interested in applying for the European 
funds, but it turned out that the costs, which should be covered by the applicant, are 
too high in comparison with the expected outcomes. As the example, we can give 
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the particular situation in which a small company wanted to find a solution how to 
heat cost-effectively a production hall. After the discussions with other enterprises 
and scientific institutions it turned out that the execution of the project would re-
quire undertake additional preliminary research and costs and therefore the entre-
preneur gave up with the submission of the project. 

 
Figure 4. The reasons for not applying for European funds in the Mazovian region [%] 

Source: own study. 

Necessity to include own funds 
A big number of participants (43%) mentioned this problem. They would be inter-
ested in applying for the European support, only if no own funds were needed. It 
mainly concerned micro, small and sometimes medium enterprises. 

In fact, there are a lot of project calls for enterprises, but in all of them, 
own funding is required. The amount of own funds depends on the size of the 
enterprise. The example of own funding in the Mazovian Regional Operational 
Programme is presented in Table 2. 

As we can see from Table 2, even 20% of own funds for micro or small com-
panies is too much. They would be interested in gaining 100% of the European 
funds. The reasons, why they do not want to give their input are the following: 

− they do not have such amount of money; 
− they do not want to take any risk in the project – mainly economic risks, but 

technological or legal as well; 
− they are not aware of the aim of the European funds. 

Own input in regional projects is not very high compared to national pro-
ject calls. As the example we can give the call offered by the NCBiR (the Na-
tional Centre for Research and Development) – Intelligent Development Oper-
ational Programme “R&D activity of companies” in which minimal costs are at 
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the level of c.a. 1.220.000 EUR. The companies have problems to put such 
amount of money into one project. 

Table 2. Requirements on own funding in the Mazovian Regional Operational Programme 
Type 

of 
enterprise 

Industrial research Experimental research 
Max.  

co-funding 
Max. co-funding 

with bonus1 
Max. 

co-funding 
Max. co-funding 

with bonus 
Micro 70% 80% 45% 60% 
Small 70% 80% 45% 60% 
Medium 60% 75% 35% 50% 
Big 50% 65% 25% 40% 
Source: own study. 

Problem with the de minimis rule 
11% of companies would like to use the European funds, but they had problems with 
the de minimis rule. De minimis is a kind of public support, which is not notified by 
the European Commission. According to the norm of the Roman law de minimis non 
curat lex – the law does not care for small things, so not significant aid does not 
disturb the competition on the market. Detailed descriptions are included in Com-
mission Regulation No 1407/2013 from of 18 December 2013, which came into life 
on 1 January 2014. According to this Regulation, the public support at the level not 
higher than 200.000 EUR in the last three years shall not be reported (European 
Commission, 2013). Some enterprises used such public support, so they cannot ap-
ply for the funds due to the fact that some calls considered the de minimis aid. 

Previous purchase of a machine, device, etc. 
Almost a quarter of interviewed people (27%) do not need the funding, because 
the equipment, which they needed in their business activity, has already been 
bought. In this case the project is not needed anymore. 

Necessity of undertaking preliminary research before the launch of the project 
In order to launch the project, 16% of the companies needed to do preliminary 
research. In some cases it was not possible to be done, because the company did 
not have an appropriate staff to execute such research or they did not want to 
pay additional money for the research. 

Willingness to purchase the apparatus or appliance 
In some cases (34%) the companies would have been interested in applying for the 
project if they had had the opportunity to buy apparatus or appliance. Unfortu-
nately, the project calls assume that the purchase of apparatus and appliance is not 
a qualified cost. In the 2014-2020 perspective the project calls are, among others, 

                                                      
1 If the company wants to use this option, it has to guarantee that the achieved results will be published in at least 
2 journals of international scope or promoted at conferences or seminars. 



Entrepreneurship development vs. reluctance in applying for the European… 75
 

 

directed at the development of the R&D centres in the companies. On the contrary, 
the companies are not interested in applying such an approach. 

Lack of an appropriate project call 
Some companies (28%) were interested in applying for the funding, but they were not 
able to find an appropriate project call. In many cases the topics were so specific that no 
call was appropriate. Therefore, the companies are still waiting for other project calls. 

Too high bureaucracy 
A lot of the interviewed (40%) stated that they would like to apply for the project, 
but the procedure is too complicated. They are not able to fill in the application 
form correctly and attach all necessary appendixes. Regarding the regional pro-
gramme, the biggest problem concerns the business plan, which has to be de-
signed and which requires a lot of information. 

No interest to participate in any project 
Almost half of companies (57%) are simply not interested in applying for the Eu-
ropean funds. One of the reason is linked with the fear of losing own funds. Another 
reason concerned the lack of willingness to take any risk. 

5. DISCUSSION 

In interviews there are many different responses observed. It can be stated that 
the main reasons for not being eager to apply for the European funds are: the 
necessity to include own funds; no interest to participate in any project; the 
willingness to purchase the apparatus or appliance and too high bureaucracy. It 
is in accordance with the report “Support to SMEs – Increasing Research and 
Innovation in SMEs and SME Development” (2015). 

Taking into account the first mentioned factor, the entrepreneurs are not able 
to give own input because of insufficient capital (e.g. Titman, Wessels, 1988; Hall 
et al., 2000; Aivazian et al., 2005). In this research 16 micro, 33 small, 20 medium 
and 5 big enterprises did not decide to submit the project proposals due to the ne-
cessity of including own funds into the project (Figure 5). 

The lack of sufficient capital is the factor hampering the development of 
enterprises (Tödtling – Schönhofer et al., 2012; Wilson, Silva, 2013). It can also 
be confirmed by the research conducted in Poland in 2013. A high percentage 
of companies (26%) proved that they did not have long-term financing; 30% of 
them indicated the lack of working capital and 38% said that the financing costs 
were too high (Grant Thornton, 2013). This fact can be proved by the Global 
Competitiveness Report 2015-2016 in which Poland ranked 41 according to 
which the most problematic factor for doing business is, among others, access 
to financing (Global Competitiveness Report, 2016). 
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In the Mazovian region the financial reason is crucial. Although the R&D ex-
penditures are the highest in comparison to the rest of regions in Poland, the entre-
preneurs still hesitate if they should use the EU funds, because they fear about the 
necessity to include own funding. New technologies and techniques of their pro-
duction require a large investment. The problem mainly concerns SMEs in produc-
tion or service sectors. The lack of own funds is a big barrier to the development of 
a company (Freel, 2007, p. 31; Hutton, 2011; Mina et al., 2013, p. 883). These 
problems come from a high interest taken by commercial banks. Despite a wide 
bank’s offer of credit services such as loans, guarantees, invest funds, SMEs still 
must have their own funds, because the access to credits is difficult. The main rea-
son any banks do not want to give loans is the lack of assets necessary to secure 
loans and the documents confirming a long presence of the company on the market. 
That is why the companies do not want to input their own funds into the projects, 
as such investments can be sometimes very risky. 

 
Figure 5. Reasons for not applying for EU funds – necessity to include own funds 

Source: own study. 

The European Union wanted to help enterprises to have easier access to bank 
services and therefore the call “Technological credit” at the national level was pro-
posed (Duda, 2012). Own funding is also required: 45% for micro and small enter-
prises and 55% for medium enterprises. In the city of Warsaw own funding is dif-
ferent: 70% for micro and small and 80% for medium enterprises. In 2015-2016 
period only 10% of enterprises from the Mazovian region submitted the proposals. 

Another reason, why companies do not apply for the EU funds, is no inter-
est to participate in any project (Figure 6). 

The companies are not interested in engaging in EU funds mainly due to psy-
chological factors. First of all, they state that they simply do not need the support 
as they perceive themselves as self-sufficient (mainly big enterprises). Another se-
rious problem is distrust of the European funds. The entrepreneurs do not believe 
that they can get the funds without the necessity of returning them when the project 
is well executed. What is more, they are not aware of the importance of innovation 
(Andersson et al., 2016; Autio et al., 2014; Herrera, 2016). The lack of need is also 
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underlined in the report “How to make business in Poland? The truth about the most 
important sector in Polish economy”. In fact the lack of need is met in the whole 
Poland, mainly regarding traditional companies.  

 
Figure 6. Reasons for not applying for EU funds – no interest to participate in any project 

Source: own study. 

If the companies finally decide to apply for the funds, they want to get some-
thing for them, e.g. the apparatus and appliance (Figure 7). 

 
Figure 7. Reasons for not applying for EU funds – willingness to purchase the apparatus 

or appliance 
Source: own study. 

As we can see in Figure 7, companies can be interested in applying for the 
European funds, but only if, after the termination of the project, they get to purchase 
new equipment. Unfortunately, the idea of the current projects has changed in the 
last years. Now it is almost impossible to purchase the apparatus or appliance. As 
an example, in the Regional Operational Programme in the Mazovian District, the 
qualified costs concerning the apparatus and appliance are the following: 

− costs of depreciation of apparatus and appliance during the time in which they 
are used for the needs of the projects; 

− costs of commercial use of R&D apparatus; 
− costs of elements, which must be included in the prototype permanently. 
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Costs of purchase of apparatus or appliance are not qualified. 
In programmes at the national level the problem is the same. For example, in 

the programme financed by the NCBiR – the Intelligent Development Operational 
Programme “R&D activity of companies (1.1.1)” the depreciation costs are qualified, 
whereas the costs of purchase are not qualified. Another example, in the programme 
financed by the Ministry of Development “Support of investments in R&D infra-
structure of enterprises, Intelligent Development (2.1)”, the entrepreneurs can buy 
apparatus, appliance, technologies and other necessary infrastructure, but only on the 
condition that they will build or develop an R&D centre in the company and this 
equipment will be the support for the conduction of R&D work in order to design 
innovative services and products. Such a solution is not convenient for companies as 
they are not interested in maintaining R&D centre, and paying for additional staff. If 
they have to do some additional work, they prefer to sub-contract it. A proposed ap-
proach discourages them to apply for the European funds in this programme. 

Another aspect, which was taken into account in this research, was too high 
bureaucracy (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8. Reasons for not applying for EU funds – too high bureaucracy 

Source: own study. 

The research shows that entrepreneurs are reluctant to participate in applying 
for the funds because of the necessity to complete very detailed application form, 
which is often very long and much information needs to be included (Wostner, 
2008). An example indicated by the entrepreneurs the most often is “business 
plan”, very difficult to design. There are a lot of tables to be filled in and compa-
nies either do not know how to do it or they do not have time. Such a detailed 
document “scares off” the companies. Besides the business plan, there are a lot 
of other documents to be filled, which means that companies would sooner not 
apply for the project than waste time on filling in the forms. 

During the interviews the representatives of the companies added that they 
had propositions from other institutions to apply together (mainly in the partner-
ship) for the EU funds. It could come from the fact that in the 2014-2016 period 
the project calls are mainly directed to apply for the projects by enterprises. Other 
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institutions like universities or research institutes are not to be applicants and can 
only be sub-contractors in the projects. They offer the cooperation to the compa-
nies as partners or sub-contractors (Figure 9). 

 
Figure 9. Propositions for applying for the EU funds coming from other institutions 

Source: own study. 

As it can be seen from Figure 9, many of them rejected such an offer – 
8 microenterprises, 52 small enterprises, 25 middle enterprises and 18 big enter-
prises. It seems that scientists are more interested in such cooperation and there 
are many reasons for this fact, e.g. conducting additional research, the possibility 
to verify achieved results in real conditions, the possibility to use machines. In 
order to develop their own career, they wish to do research in industry. However, 
entrepreneurs are not so fond of cooperating with the scientific world (Fereira et 
al., 2013). People from the science sector must have the bibliometric results, 
while the industry is interested in applying the research results in production as 
quickly as possible. They cannot afford for long tests and research due to a great 
number of competitive companies on the market. 

Cooperation between scientific world and the companies is very important as 
it contributes to many benefits for the society (Muscio, 2010; Ponds et al., 2010). 
Integration of scientists and entrepreneurs is supported by many governmental ini-
tiatives, such as regional, national or even international programmes for coopera-
tion. Unfortunately, these are mainly scientists, who are interested in cooperating 
with the industry (Ibrahim et al., 2009; Siegel et al., 2003). 

The interviewed people stated that current situation concerning applying for 
funds (the 2014-2020 perspective) is not significantly different from that one in the 
2007-2013 perspective. They indicated that the main reasons of not having applied 
for funds in the old perspective were: the lack of own funds, too high bureaucracy, 
need of the cooperation with the scientific world and the lack of calls, which would 
have been appropriate for the companies. The entrepreneurs did not see a big dif-
ference between these two perspectives and that is why many of them gave up with 
trying to apply for funds. In different report and other publications we can find 
information about the differences, especially financial management (electronic 
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documentation of the project, reduction of institutions participating in the project 
execution process etc.) (European Commission, 2015a; Jaworska, 2016), but the 
main problems of the entrepreneurs are still the same. 

5. CONCLUSIONS 

The Polish government offers a lot of initiatives to enterprises from the Mazovian 
region. However a big number of companies cannot use these funds. After having 
interviewed the representatives of the companies it seems that the best way to make 
the EU funds available for the companies is to meet their problems and expectations 
first. It should be done in the form of consultations between the government and 
business world. Such consultations would bring ideas, which topics should be in-
cluded into the proposed programmes. If the government decides on the topics 
without asking the business representatives, the results can be the following: 

− the companies will not use the funds, 
− the level of the innovativeness and the competitiveness will not increase, 
− large amount of funds will have to be given back to the European Union as 

not consumed. 

The programmes should be more convenient for the companies. Therefore, the 
competitiveness and the innovativeness will increase and easier access to the pro-
grammes will cause that enterprises will use the EU funds more often. Surely, in sev-
eral publications it is stated that there are significant differences between these two 
perspectives: 2007-2013 and 2014-2020, mainly in terms of financing and manage-
ment (Jaworska, 2016; European Commission, 2015). However, the entrepreneurs 
still see problems, which make them impossible to apply for funds successfully. 
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