
 
 

Give to AgEcon Search 

 
 

 

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library 
 

 
 

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the 
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search. 

 
 
 

Help ensure our sustainability. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

AgEcon Search 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu 

aesearch@umn.edu 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only. 
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright 
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C. 

https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu


7Barbara Wieliczko
Institute of Agricultural and Food Economics – National Research Institute, 
Świętokrzyska 20, 00-002 Warsaw, Poland
barbara.wieliczko@ierigz.waw.pl

Is the allocation of CAP  
support for agriculture  
in Poland optimal?

Abstract: Since the Polish EU accession each EU programming period has 
brought changes in CAP and the level of funds assigned for Poland. There is  
a wide range of research publications presenting the structure of Common Ag-
ricultural Policy support for the Polish agriculture and rural areas. Yet, most of 
them cover only one programming period or concentrate on structural changes in 
agriculture and rural areas informing about the level of support only as a starting 
point for further analyses. 
The aim of the paper is to assess the actual objectives of the CAP implementation  
in Poland. These objectives are reconstructed by analysing the level of support 
allocated to different types of farms and farming regions and the types of instru-
ments applied to transfer these funds. 
The analysis is conducted based on the national statistical data concerning ag-
riculture including the last two censuses – in 2002 and 2010 as well as the data 
on the CAP transfers made by the Agency for Restructuring and Modernisation 
of Agriculture during the period 2004-2013. Some comparisons use also Polish 
FADN database.
The results show that generally the key beneficiaries are the smallest and the 
largest farms. However, there are significant differences in the division between 
winners and losers when specific policy instruments are analysed. 

Keywords: Polish agriculture, CAP, direct payments, investment support, agri-
environmental measures.
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8 Introduction

The strong impact of the inclusion of the Polish agriculture into the Common 
Agricultural Policy (CAP) is unquestionable. There is a wide range of studies 
presenting the influence exerted by the CAP on the Polish agriculture at the 
national (Józwiak 2014, Wigier 2014, Zaleski, Tomaszewski, Zembaty 2007) 
and regional level (Wieliczko 2015, Zawalińska 2009) as well as on different 
types of agricultural production (Łopaciuk 2014) and the ones analyzing this 
problem for different periods (Wieliczko 2012) or policy instruments (Czu-
bak, Jędrzejewski 2011, Wieliczko 2014b). The changes that have occurred 
in the Polish agriculture since the beginning of the 21st century are closely 
related to the Polish accession to the EU. It is hard to access the impact of 
each of the CAP measures and the impact of the EU hygiene, sanitary and 
animal welfare standards in the growth of the Polish agri-food sector. Yet, the 
general assessment shows that the EU accession served as a catalyst for rapid 
development of the agriculture and food industry in Poland.

Moreover, it led to an increase in the diversity of the Polish farms. The diffe-
rences between regions and single farms are growing. There is a group of far-
ms already showing competitive ability and a group of farms that can achieve 
this ability within a short period (Józwiak 2015). Yet, the extend of the in-
troduction of innovations is still small which can become a hindrance in the 
further development of the Polish agriculture (Józwiak et al. 2014). 

The literature on the financial aspects of CAP funds directed to Poland is not 
extensive. It deals with the comparisons of the level Polish state funds for the 
sector and the ones coming from the EU (Czyżewski, Matuszczak 2011) or 
compares the figures for Poland with the EU-15 (Poczta 2013). There are also 
some studies that undertake a more profound problem of the raison d’etat in 
the implementation of CAP in Poland discussing the structure of allocation 
of funds received by Poland (Rowiński 2010). Despite the significance of the 
question “Whom and how to support?” the debate seems not to be of interest 
even for economists, which is probably a result of the fact that the actual de-
cision is made based only on political calculations, in most cases concerning 
short-term perspective.

It seems that the CAP’s objective in Poland, given the way the funds are alloca-
ted and the eligibility criteria set, serves not the purpose of achieving a clearly 
stipulated key objective but a plethora of objectives that often contradict one 
other. This is a result of trying to tackle all the possible issues and problems 
at once leading to watering down both the objectives and the effects of policy.

The theoretical background includes the whole area of economic policy ana-
lysis starting with the works of Tinbergen as well as the relations between 
political power and economic policy as presented by G. C. Rausser, J. Swin-
nen, P. Zusman (2011). It also includes the issue of market failure and the 
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9problems related to agricultural policy and its objectives as well as such issues 
as multi-functionality of agriculture and relations between scale of production 
and competitiveness of agricultural holdings.

The paper is divided into two main parts with the second one dominating it. 
The first part is devoted to the identification of rural development measures 
targeting agriculture and their division into three categories based on the way 
they operate and their key aim. The second part tackles three EU program-
ming periods: 2004-2006, 2007-2013 and 2014-2020. In this part the struc-
ture of RDP funds within the measures focusing on the agricultural sector is 
presented. This part also includes the analysis of regional differences in the 
structure of funds received in the period 2004-2013. Moreover, it presents the 
differences between regions and different types of farms in the rates of direct 
payments to be received within the system of direct payments operating in the 
period 2015-2020.

The answer to the question posed in the title of this paper is presented in 
conclusions. It is based on the findings presented in earlier parts of the paper.

CAP rural development measures targeted at agriculture

Support implemented within the EU rural development policy includes a 
number of different instruments. In subsequent programming periods the ran-
ge of support and the names of some instruments changed. The instruments 
of this policy can be divided into several groups depending on the form or 
direction of support. In this study a simple division of these instruments was 
applied. Its greatest advantage is the fact that it uses basic economic catego-
ries. This approached is based on the one applied in the study of the impact of 
the Polish Rural Development Programme 2007-2013 on the Polish economy 
conducted by the Institute for Structural Research1. Following groups of in-
struments are named:

1. Transfers:
1.1. Early retirement.
1.2. Participation of farmers in food quality schemes.
1.3. Support for semi-subsistence farms.
1.4. Agricultural producer groups.
1.5. Support for farming in mountainous areas and other areas less favoured 

areas (LFA).
1.6. Agri-environmental program (agri-environment payments).
1.7. Afforestation of agricultural land and afforestation of non-agricultural 

land.
1.8. Restoring forestry production potential damaged by natural disasters and 

introducing prevention.

1 This approach was also used in the paper by B. Wieliczko (2014c).
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10 1.9. Village renewal and development.
2. Investments:
2.1. Setting up of young farmers.
2.2. Modernisation of agricultural holdings (for the 2004-2006 period: invest-

ment in agricultural holdings).
2.3. Adding value to agricultural and forestry production (2004-2006: impro-

ving the processing and marketing of agricultural products).
2.4. Improving and developing infrastructure related to the development and 

adaptation of agriculture and forestry (2004-2006: Development and im-
provement of infrastructure related to agriculture).

2.5. Restoring agricultural production potential damaged as a result of natural 
disasters and introducing appropriate prevention actions.

2.6. Diversification into non-agricultural activities (2004-2006: Diversifica-
tion of agricultural activities and activities close to agriculture to provide 
multiple activities or alternative sources of income).

2.7. Creation and development of micro-enterprises.
2.8. Basic services for the economy and rural population.
2.9. Implementation of Local Development Strategies.
2.10.Implementation of cooperation projects.
2.11.Compliance with the EU standards (only for the period 2004-2006)
3. Support for human resources:
3.1. Vocational training for persons employed in agriculture and forestry.
3.2. Use of advisory services by farmers and forest owners.
3.3. Information and promotion.
3.4. Functioning of the Local Action Group.

Not all of the CAP rural development measures implemented in Poland in the 
programming periods 2004-2006 and 2007-2013 directly targeted agriculture. 
However, the number of the measures not focusing on agriculture was small 
and their share in the total budgets for rural development programmes in these 
two programming periods was also insignificant. Non-agricultural instruments 
include: restoring forestry production potential damaged by natural disasters 
and introducing prevention (transfer), village renewal and development (trans-
fers), diversification into non-agricultural activities (investments), creation and 
development of micro-enterprises (investments), basic services for the economy 
and rural population and LEADER measure (investments/transfers).

Within the Polish Rural Development Programme 2014-2020 the share of 
funds to be spent on non-agricultural measures is similar to the ones in the 
previous programming periods and amounts to 20.2%2. Also the measures 
tackling other than agricultural needs are similar to the ones used in earlier 
programming periods.

2 Calculation based on the division of the budget of the Polish RDP 2014-2020 presented by the Polish 
Ministry of Agriculture and Rural Development (2014).
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11Structure of CAP funds targeted at agriculture and regional 
differences 

The majority of funds targeted at the agricultural sector in the programming 
periods 2004-2006 and 2007-2013 was spend on investment measures (fig. 1). 
Yet, the share of transfers was also high – 45%. This implies that the develop-
ment potential of the financial resources employed within these programmes 
was not fully used. As showed by Rokicki (2013) the more funds is targeted 
towards investment measures, the higher the positive impact of these funds on 
the development of the Polish agriculture and the whole economy.

Figure 1. Share of different types of measures focused on agriculture in the  
budgets of the Polish rural development programmes 2004-2006 and 2007-2013
Source: Own elaboration based on the data presented by the Polish Ministry of Agriculture 
and Rural Development. 

In the case of the RDP 2014-2020 the key measures for agriculture – in terms 
of their share in the agricultural part of the RDP 2014-2020 – are: moder-
nisation of agricultural holdings (22,3% of the agricultural budget of RDP 
2014-2020) and payments to areas facing natural or other specific constraints 
(20,1%). The first of them belongs to the group of investment measures, while 
the other is a representative of transfer measures.

The assessment of the combined share of all measures belonging to the three 
categories shows that the share of investment measures in the whole agricultural 
budget of the RDP 2014-2020 is lower than the one showing total share for all 
the rural development agricultural measures implemented during the previous 
programming periods (fig. 2). Yet, analysing the shares of these categories in the 
total agricultural budget it must be borne in mind that the total budget for RDP 
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12 is in this programing period much lower than in the previous one – EUR 13.5 bn 
currently vs. EUR 17.1 bn in the period 2007-2013. Moreover, over 5% of the 
current budget is to be spend on early retirement payments, that is on payments 
for which the state obliged itself to pay during the previous programming period3.

Figure 2. Share of different types of measures focused on agriculture  
in the budgets of the Polish rural development programme 2014-2020
Source: Own elaboration based on the data presented by the Polish Ministry of Agriculture 
and Rural Development. 

The regional differences not only in the amount but also in the structure of 
CAP funds received were visible already in the previous programming periods 
(fig. 3). Applying Grade Data Analysis (GDA)4 the overrepresentation of the 
Polish regions in the share of a given group of CAP instruments was calcula-
ted. It allowed a division of the Polish regions into three clusters:
• Cluster 1 – includes the regions: Opolskie, Dolnośląskie and Warmińsko-

Mazurskie. It is characterised by a slight overrepresentation of the Single 
Area Payment and a slight underrepresentation of investments and transfers.

• Cluster 2 – includes: Zachodniopomorskie, Lubuskie, Śląskie, Pomorskie, 
Wielkopolskie and Kujawsko-Pomorskie. It is characterised by a rather 
equal distribution of payments (of both Pillar I and II). However, this dis-
tribution is not as uniform as in the cluster 1.

• Cluster 3 – includes following regions: Mazowieckie, Podlaskie, Lu-
belskie, Łódzkie, Podkarpackie, Małopolskie and Świętokrzyskie. It is 
characterised by a slight overrepresentation of investments and transfers 
and a slight underrepresentation of the Single Area Payment.

3 The EU regularion no. 1305/2013 shaping the functioning of rural development programmes in the period 
2014-2020 does not envisage this measure for the implementation within the RDPS 2014-2020.
4 A description of the GDA can be found for example in Jarochowska et al. (2005).
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13These differences are related to the differences in natural conditions of con-
ducting agricultural activity, historical developments in agriculture (especially 
in relating to the agrarian structure) and in the case of some RDP instruments 
by the state policy determining the share of a given region in the total budget 
(such a division applies i.e. to modernisation of agricultural holding and set-
ting up of young farmers).

Figure 3. Funds raised by Poland under the CAP in 2004-2013
Source: B. Wieliczko (2014a), Fig. 2.11.

In the period 2015-2020 the differences between regions and farms will be-
come wilder. It is connected with the new system of direct payments that 
started operating in 2015. Poland decided to make use of the maximum limit 
of the CAP funds to be used for direct payments coupled with production. The 
stated rationale for this decision is the need to support specific types of agri-
cultural production. Therefore, the new system of direct payments includes 
following types of payments coupled with production:
• payment for cattle,
• payment for cows,
• payment for sheep,
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14 • payment for goats,
• payment for sugar beet cultivation,
• payment for soft fruit cultivation,
• payment for protein crops,
• payment for hops cultivation,
• payment for potato starch cultivation,
• payment for tomato cultivation,
• payment for flax cultivation,
• payment for hemp cultivation.

Yet, it must be stated that under the system of direct payments that was used in 
the period 2004-2014 most of the above listed payments was also used (some 
of them only in part of this period). Thus, the payments coupled with produc-
tion cannot be treated as a new way of diversifying the situation of different 
farms and regions.

There are other new categories of direct payments that will lead to increa-
sing differences among farms. A simple calculation summing up categories 
of payments for which the largest number of farmers is eligible shows that 
although the differences between the average farms representing each of the 
Polish regions, their situation will be different as some will be obliged to fulfil 
the requirements of the so-called greening to receive payments for agricultural 
practices beneficial for the climate and the environment.

Polish farms are on average small enough to be exempt from the obligation of 
having ecological focus areas (EFA). However, there are regional differences 
and in some regions even the average farm must have EFA, not to mention 
diverse crops and have at least two different crops with the main one not ex-
ceeding 75% of arable land.

Assuming that a typical farm in each of the Polish regions fulfils the greening 
obligations (if they apply to it) and thus it is eligible to receive payments for 
agricultural practices beneficial for the climate and the environment its ave-
rage rate of direct payments will be different. Table 1 presents the average 
rates of payments to be received in 2015. It was calculated as a sum of basic 
single area payment, payment for agricultural practices beneficial for the cli-
mate and the environment and redistributive payment. The differences are not 
huge but the average farm in none of the regions exceeds 30 ha UAA5, which 
is a threshold for redistributive payments. Only in three regions the average 
rate of payments will not exceed EUR 200. These are the regions with the 
smallest farms. Yet, most of small farms probably opted for a special scheme 
for small farms that is more beneficial for them.

5 The average size of farms in the Polish regions was calculated based on the average amount of single area 
payments received within the campaign 2014.
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15Table 1. Average rate of direct payments and greening obligation applicable  
to a typical Polish farm in a given region

Source: Own calculation based on date available at: www.arimr.gov.pl.

The differences in the average rate of direct payments will be more profound 
when farms with different size of arable land are compared (tab. 2). The high-
est average rate will apply to farms with 30 ha of UAA due to the fact that they 
will receive the maximal amount of redistributive payments. The lowest rate 
of direct payments will apply to the largest farms. Already farms with 50 ha of 
UAA will have the per hectare rates about EUR 15 lower than the farms with 
30 ha of UAA.

Table 2. Payments in 2015 for different types of farms (in EUR)

Source: Own calculation based on date available at: www.arimr.gov.pl.

Conclusions

The allocation of CAP support for agriculture in Poland is not optimal in 
terms of maximizing its positive impact on the development and competi-
tiveness of this sector. The Polish agriculture still lags behind the EU-15 
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Region Average 
UAA (ha)

Average payment per 1 ha UAA  
in 2015 (EUR) 

Greening 
obligations 

Dolnośląskie 15.33 211.29 2 crops EFA 
Kujawsko-pomorskie 15.75 211.51 2 crops EFA 
Lubelskie 7.59 203.24     
Lubuskie 19.95 213.12 2 crops EFA 
Łódzkie 7.75 203.57     
Małopolskie 4.07 189.45     
Mazowieckie 8.94 205.64     
Opolskie 18.08 212.50 2 crops EFA 
Podkarpackie 4.54 192.52     
Podlaskie 12.52 209.52 2 crops   
Pomorskie 18.15 212.52 2 crops EFA 
Śląskie 7.21 202.38     
Świętokrzyskie 5.64 197.72     
Warmińsko-mazurskie 21.78 213.63 2 crops EFA 
Wielkopolskie 14.05 210.57 2 crops   
Zachodniopomorskie 28.86 215.00 2 crops EFA 
Average 10.28 207.40 2 crops   
 

Payment 10 ha 15 ha 30  ha 50 ha 100 ha 
Single area payment 1,070.0 1,605.0 3,210.0 5,350.0 10,700.0
Greening 718.0 1,077.0 2,154.0 3,590.0 7,180.0
Redistributive payment 282.8 484.8 1,090.8 1,090.8 1,090.8
Total 2,070.8 3,166.8 6,454.8 10,030.8 18,970.8
Average per 1 ha 207.08 211.12 215.16 200.616 189.708
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agriculture in terms of their efficiency of using resources and especially the 
labour productivity is low in Poland as compared with the EU-15 countries. 
Therefore, what is most needed is investment in innovative technologies that 
would give the Polish farm a cutting edge and enable them to compete not 
thanks to low labour costs but to high efficiency. This becomes more and 
more burning issue as the labour costs are growing and the hiring of Uk-
rainian employees, who accept low wages, is just a way of postponing the 
necessary changes. Thus, the focus of the support for agriculture should be 
investment leading to higher efficiency. This also applies to using natural 
resources, especially water. Poland is a country with tiny reservoir of under-
ground water. It is comparable to the underground water reserves of Egypt. 
In the years of drought, as showed the summer of 2015, many farmers are 
hard hit by the lack of rain. This applies not only to plant production, but also 
to farmers with milk production whose grazing land due to the lack of water 
cannot produce sufficient amounts of grass. 

The other problem that should be tackled by investment support is the need for 
decrease production of methane and other GHGs. With the EU climate policy 
becoming more and more restrict also the agriculture will be obliged to reduce 
the scale of negative externalities it produces.

Given the investment needs, the decision of transferring 25% of the CAP pil-
lar 2 funds envisaged for Poland within the EU 2014-2020 to increase the na-
tional envelop for direct payments cannot be seen as optimal. This transfer of 
funds means that approximately 3/4 of the CAP funds for Poland in the years 
2014-2020 will be spent on direct payments. Thus, the funds will be spread 
thin with no guarantee of undertaking necessary investment projects by farms 
that should invest. 

The way the redistributive payments are to function in Poland is also not opti-
mal. A better option was to differ the rates of these payments and offer lower 
rates for the first hectares of eligible land up to the national average (10 ha) or 
even up to 15 ha. This would free a significant amount of funds to be paid for 
the remaining hectares of UAA up to 30 ha. In such a way the support received 
by middle-sized (in Polish conditions) farms and give them more funds for 
undertaking investment projects boosting their competitiveness.

Summing up, it can be stated that the allocation of the CAP funds in Poland 
is not optimal given the needs of the Polish agricultural sector that relate to 
investment in new innovative technologies that could boost the sector’s effici-
ency in using land, natural resources and labour force. Moreover, such invest-
ment would not only support strengthening a long-term competitiveness of the 
Polish agriculture, but it would also let it become climate-smart, which is the 
new aim of the EU agriculture set by the Luxemburg presidency in September 
2015 [Towards … 2015].
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