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1. Introduction

The issue of supporting entrepreneurship by local government units is a topic that
raises a lot of controversy. In the academic debate a substantial space on this topic is
devoted to financial instruments and solutions based on activities that from the
expenditure or income side stimulate entrepreneurship. Importantly, the legitimacy
of using such solutions is often questioned in the literature, indicating their low
economic efficiency.

The importance of supporting local entrepreneurship is usually discussed in the
academic literature in a serious context. Starting with the indication that
municipalities carry out tasks of administrative, social and economic nature
(Luczyszyn, 2013) and that stimulating a municipality’s growth is tantamount to
supporting entrepreneurship (via exerting an impact on the conditions for running
business activity) (Misiag, 2000). The role of SMEs in the local and regional
development is often underline (Bienkowska, 2004). The authors of the study
entitled “The Local Strategies of Economic Growth. A Guidebook for Municipalities
and Local Leaders”, in the part dedicated to local entrepreneurship development,
indicate that a municipality is concurrently an employer, a principal, a customer and
an investor, which implies that practically every activity of a municipality has a
direct or indirect impact on local companies. Kucinski (2010) specifies that, at the
level of local and regional development, entrepreneurship can be considered in two
aspects. The first one is related to entrepreneurship of the municipal authorities,
whereas the second one — to the business activity that is actually started up and run.

Entrepreneurship understood as an attitude to business, and entrepreneurship
expressed as business activity that is actually started up and run, and how the two
manifestations of entrepreneurship influence the local and regional growth (and are
dependent on its level) depends mainly on the entrepreneurship of public authorities
that coordinate the social and economic life at the local level. Mueller (2006) points
out that entrepreneurs’ decisions are based on local conditions, which already at the
initial stage affect any potential entrepreneurs and are decisive for taking up business
activity. The regional factors that describe the entrepreneurial environment include,
the number of newly founded business entities per 1000 inhabitants, and the share of
small and fledgling business units. Chadzynski indicates that local development
takes place within a specific territory that constitutes a certain local system, an
important element of which is the local community that inhabits the territory
(Chadzynski, Nowakowska, and Przygodzki, 2012).

On the other hand, Mickiewicz, Rodzinka, and Skica (2016) point out that
associating social capital with regional development has been addressed in the
literature for a relatively short time. In order to demonstrate the role of local self-
governments in the processes of local economy management, it is worth quoting the
definition conceived by Blakely, a local economy is a complex process by which the
central authorities, using their own resources as well as those belonging to the public
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and external partners’ capital, stimulate economic development of the administrative
unit in question (Luczyszyn, 2013). A local economy may also be treated as a set of
business entities operating within the municipality, with various connections and
interdependencies among them.

Kogut-Jaworska (2011) points out that exerting an impact on the local
entrepreneurship and attracting external capital is usually a priority of any local
policy of economic growth. Stimulation of local economic growth is a task for local
authorities which should coordinate activities of all the entities operating with a
benefit for the whole local social and economic system. In practice, entrepreneurship
support conducted by local government units takes place simultaneously in various
dimensions and the activities undertaken within them take into account a wide
spectrum of instruments and solutions. Undoubtedly, actions based on financial
instruments are by far the most commonly used forms of support implemented by
local government units (NIK, 2018).

There are at least several reasons for this. One of them is the conviction of local
authorities about the higher effectiveness of financial instruments over other forms
of support for economic activity (Skica et al., 2019), another one is that it is much
easier to implement solutions in commune that are based on forms of financial
support rather than non-financial. The currently applicable regulations make it
simpler to adopt a lower tax rate than to develop the entire set of activities that create
the so-called ‘entrepreneurial climate’. Paradoxically, entrepreneurs are not
interested in this type of support offered by communes (Skica and Wotowiec, 2013).
Lower tax rates only solve a small part of business problems. What is more,
entrepreneurs do not equate financial problems associated with economic activity
with fiscalism of communes. In their opinion, it concerns the access to capital, its
cost or a protection needed to collect it. This fact is striking regardless of whether we
analyze the property tax (Satota, 2014) or the tax on means of transport (Skica et al.,
2011), i.e., two public-law titles most suitable for tax stimulation at the level of local
government units.

Publications on the tasks of communes (in the context of stimulating local
development) focus on the analysis of the activities of entrepreneurship support
centers and job creation. Mountford (2009) was seen an entrepreneurship as a key
contributor to social cohesion and inclusion and business creation was seen as a
means of job creation. Treller (2014) think that, entrepreneurship is the process of
creating an idea and turning it into a business. Entrepreneurial activity creates jobs,
creates new enterprises, diversifies opportunities and accelerates the process of local
economic development. That's the main reason why municipalities typically employ
a range of measures to encourage entrepreneurial development, such as efforts to
provide entrepreneurs with the capital, training and technical assistance they need to
start and grow their business.
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Support for non-governmental organizations and their place in the processes of
stimulating entrepreneurship are the object of analyzes of such authors as Ociepa-
Kicinska (2019), Dorzynski (2013), Kaminska (2011), Grycuk and Russel (2014)
and Fogel (2001). In turn, the issue of measures to strengthen civic participation as
an entrepreneurship stimulator is investigated by Betta et al. (2010), Doh and Zolnik
(2011). Motoyama et al. (2014) indicate the role of organizations in supporting
entrepreneurship perceived through the prism of NGOs, raising the importance of
multi-faceted impact on entrepreneurship support. The authors emphasize the need
to diversify activities aimed at supporting various types of entrepreneurship and the
inability to treat organizational support as universal. Katimertzopoulos and Vlados
(2017) express a similar approach, emphasizing the importance of diverse
organizational support for the creation of new entities and supporting the activities
of entities already operating on the market.

The presented situation indicates a certain objective problem, which part of all
communes does not seem to notice. Conducting support policies based on fiscal
aspects is not only ineffective (or at least not as effective as local authorities would
expect), but it also limits the resources at the disposal of local government units that
would have a better chance to contribute to entrepreneurship support than
misdirected fiscal preferences. This fact is gradually being raised more and more in
the literature (Wagner and Sternberg, 2004), and research on this subject seems to
clearly support a reorientation of support policy from the most easily available, but
at the same time less effective financial instruments to stimulus activities based on
organizational solutions with a much more diverse specificity and impact spectrum
(Jasiniak and Kozinski, 2017). At the same time, while the knowledge about
financial instruments is relatively well developed and the consequences of local
government policies in the area of supporting entrepreneurship based on these types
of instruments are relatively well described, issues connected to non-financial forms
of entrepreneurship support, including in particular organizational activities, still
show a deficit (Andeli¢ et al., 2015; Lee et al., 2011).

Literature abounds in research dedicated to the links between institutions and
entrepreneurship. They were undertaken by Baumol (1990), Sobel (2008),
Katimertzopoulos and Vlados (2017) and others. Motoyama and Wiens (2015) and
Delic et al. (2012) write about the activity and need for communes involvement in
supporting entrepreneurship from the institutional side as well. At the same time,
none of the studies analyzed the relationship of local government units with
institutions in the field of cross-sectoral cooperation for the development and
implementation of solutions aimed at stimulating entrepreneurship. Given the above,
the article aims to fill the identified research gap, and its purpose is:

1) a diagnosis of the scope of organizational instruments for supporting
entrepreneurship available to local government units;
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2) determining the degree of use of individual instruments by local government
units that fall under the category of organizational forms of supporting
entrepreneurship;

3) determining the diversity of the scope and type of forms of support for
entrepreneurship used by communes due to the criterion of category of
communes using them.

For this purpose, in 2019 was conducted a survey in which 896 Polish municipalities
participated (which accounted for over 36% of all Polish municipalities). The
analyzes were performed based on 35413 input data. The chi-square and Kramer V
coefficients were used in the research. The rest of the paper is organized as follows:
the next section discusses forms for local entrepreneurship support. Next, we present
a description of the data and research methods applied. Section 4 contains the
results of the study. In the final section, we conclude with a summary of our results.

2. Forms for Local Entrepreneurship Support

Local entrepreneurship is sometimes referred to as a social phenomenon, seen
especially as a function of competitive behaviours that govern the market and a
function of implementing new business enterprises leading to changes on the market
(Zielinski, 2014). Entrepreneurship is looking for opportunities and making profits
so that it will produce good business performance (Abdullah and Aripin, 2018).
Local economic development is built upon four fundamental pillars, economic,
social, institution and environmental. These four pillars represent the entrepreneurial
environment. In practical sense the relative strenght of these pillars serve to suport
overall community prosperity (Treller, 2014). The World Organization of United
Cities and Local Governments (UCLG) points out that entrepreneurial development
Local or Regional Governments in many countries have set up centres to foster
entrepreneurship in their communities, especially by supporting people who wish to
create a new MSME (micro, small, or medium-sized enterprise). They assist with
such matters as feasibility studies, market surveys, business plans, licensing, and
access to capital. They may also offer workshops and seminars, especially for young
entrepreneur (The Role of Local Governments in Economic Development, 2014).

In fact, functioning of local government in the context of activities focused on
organizational forms of supporting entrepreneurship looks slightly different in
practice. First of all, there is a lack of diversity in organizational support for
operating companies and newly established business entities. Secondly, research
shows a kind of monothematic form of organizational support. The most commonly
used activities include consultative and advisory meetings of local government units
with representatives of economic self-governments and entrepreneurs' associations,
and the least frequently undertaken are activities aimed at establishing economic
councils as opinion-making institutions at the local government units. Grycuk and
Russel (2014) indicate that 78.6% of the communes surveyed did not participate in
any way in creating business environment organizations. This is incomprehensible,
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because the levels connecting the activity of local government units and local
organizations in activities to support entrepreneurship are very wide. As Huczek
(2011) and Wadecka (2003) indicate, these activities may include consultations and
inclusion of representatives of local organizations in the design of activities aiming
to support entrepreneurship, providing organizations with premises and equipment
necessary to carry out activities aimed at supporting local entrepreneurship and,
finally, creating monitoring systems of entrepreneurial needs in the area of a given
commune, based on close cooperation of local government authorities and non-
governmental organizations, enabling the design of solutions that effectively support
economic initiatives in a specific area.

On the other hand, as indicated by Filipiak and Ruszata (2009), the activities of the
organizations themselves in relation to potential entrepreneurs also indicate some
difficulties. These include the growing capital intensity in the provision of financial
services, the increasing demand for public sector products, disruptions in
communication with commune employees, or the lack of confidence in the real
possibility of supporting economic activity for those interested in undertaking it.

The problems identified are therefore two-sided. They are not only connected to the
side of communes themselves, but they are also a consequence of the stereotypical
identification of the process of setting up a business by interested persons mainly
with financial problems. This situation is responsible for a kind of paradox. Potential
entrepreneurs diagnosing problems standing in the way of establishing a business
conquer the role of financial factors, commune (incorrectly diagnosing their
significance), try to solve this problem by reducing fiscal burdens, using a moderate
system of fees for communal services or free transfer of property for use.

Business environment, however, turns out to be much more complex and highlights
the problems associated with running a business in terms of lack of knowledge,
specialist competences (financial, legal, industry-related), which will not be solved
by applying lower fiscal burdens by local government units. At the same time, the
lack of a developed organizational environment in a given area that can constitute an
effective support in all of the above areas hinders the overcoming the deficits of
knowledge, competence and experience (Zeman-Miszewska, 2006). The need for
model resolution of this kind of problems is described, among others, by
Broniewska (2012) — Table 1. The author highlights the three levels of cooperation
between local government units and NGOs as part of activities aimed at stimulating
local development, including entrepreneurship.

The solutions described in the table create a so-called ‘culture of cooperation’
reaching far beyond the provisions of applicable law and constituting (in a manner
appropriate for each local community) a separate model of cooperation between
business, local government units and non-governmental organizations inscribing in
its specificity the development potential, endogenous features and the historical
shape of development determinants along with their levels. A similar overtone is
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obtained by works analyzing individual voivodships of Poland. Pigtyszek-Pych and
Wyrwa (2012) analyzing the institutional business environment in the Lubuskie
Voivodship, Cebulak (2009) focusing on the Podkarpackie Voivodship, or Dropek
(2014) examining the cooperation of organizations and communes in supporting
entrepreneurship in the Wielkopolska Voivodship.

Table 1. Areas of cooperation between communes and non-governmental
organizations

Areano. 1 Area no. 2 Areano. 3

Cooperation of local

government units and non- Cooperation infrastructure -
governmental  organizations includes all locally shaped

Cooperation of local
government units and non-
governmental organizations in

the area of creating public in the implementation of factors affecting the
olic -sstematican?j oFr)derI public tasks - activities functioning of NGOs and
policy - sy Y undertaken by local cooperation between local
actions that are undertaken to

government administration as  government sector and the
part of laws defining the third sector, as well as creating
scope of their public conditions for social activity
competences

Common cooperation principles for three areas

Source: Broniewska, 2012.

solve the most important
problems  affecting  local
inhabitants

These studies are the source of several valuable conclusions that should be treated as
an incentive to discuss the research results presented in the following text. The
diversity of local government authorities' involvement in the creation and
cooperation with governmental organizations to support entrepreneurship varies
across voivodships. It is much higher in the western part of Poland, and lower in the
eastern part of the country. Secondly, this remark corresponds to the generally lower
level of entrepreneurship in south-eastern Poland compared to the western part of
the country.

The reason for this (at least to some extent) are historical events, which has been
mentioned by e.g., Wysokinska (2017). Thirdly, relations with the institutional
environment determining entrepreneurship are also a derivative of objective factors
towards communes (remaining outside their responsibility). These include a level of
social capital (Skica and Inglot-Brzek, 2017). As a result, not always activities
aimed to create an institutional environment that turn out to be efficient in one
region will work equally effectively in other regions of Poland. For this reason, the
analysis of the examined issue in territorial cross-section to which a filter in the form
of individual categories of municipalities has been imposed has a chance to bring a
considerable amount of new knowledge on explaining the issue of institutional
forms of entrepreneurship support by local government units.

3. Data and Methods

The research was conducted from June to October 2019. The selection of units for
the research sample was two-stage. In the first stage deliberate selection was applied,
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assuming that 735 municipalities participated in the Polish edition of the Global
Entrepreneurship Monitor research project from 2015. In the second stage dependent
sampling was used which selected 347 communes from the database of all communes
in Poland so as to provide the sample with the same structure as the actual structure
of communes in Poland by type. After analyzing the situation and the possibility of
effective application, proportional stratified sampling was selected. This choice was
mainly determined by the fact that it ensures high efficiency of the sample selection
(Kowal, 1998). In addition, dependent randomization was used, i.e., without return.

The municipalities were surveyed using the CAWI/CATI method - the CATI method
supplemented the CAWI method for all municipalities from the pool of 735 which
did not send back correctly completed guestionnaires (352 municipalities in total),
and was also the basic tool for examining the selected municipalities (347
municipalities). 513 questionnaires were carried out using CATI method, 84 refusals
were recorded, no contact was possible with 102 entities. As a consequence, the
study was conducted among 896 local government units, which resulted in the study
of over 36% of the entire population.

Additionally, the structure of the units accepted for the study was consistent with the
structure of the general population (by type of commune). Despite the fact that some
of the units accepted for research came from deliberate selection, by adding an
appropriate number of communes of particular types, the appropriate structure and
size of the sample was ensured, and thus it can be concluded that the research was
representative. The exact distribution of communes in the research sample is
presented in the Figure 1.

Figure 1. Structure of the sample by types of local government units

55,40% 23,10%

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

In this part, differences between types of communes and individual non-financial
entrepreneurship support instruments have been studied. The analysis of diversity
omitted missing answers and the "I do not know" response. The point was to show
the differences between the communes where the instrument existed and those
where it was not used. In order to capture the diversity of support instruments, the
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chi-square and Cramer‘s V coefficients were calculated (the presence of support
instruments and the type of local government units are variables presented on
nominal scales).

Chi-square is used to test whether or not some observed distributional outcome fits
an expected pattern (Chi-Square Testing - an overview (pdf) | ScienceDirect Topics,
b.d., s. 1). The chi-square test analyzes the independence of variables. If p <0.05,
there is a relationship between variables, the difference is statistically significant (we
reject the null hypothesis). If p> 0.05, there is no relationship between studied
variables, the difference is not statistically significant (there are no grounds to reject
the null hypothesis). The collected source material was analyzed with the use of PS
IMAGO 5.1 PRO software. The following formula was used to calculate the
variable X " 2.
2

X2 = Si, "E M
where:
X2 — chi-square factor,
n —sample size,
n; —humber in the i-th class, n; (i=1,....1),
pi — probability that a given random variable will take values from the i-th class.

The Cramer’s V measures strength of the relationship between variables. When
rejecting the null hypothesis, we first look at approximate significance. For chi-
square, Cramer's V lies between zero and one inclusive. Contingency coefficient V
lies between zero and one, but will never achieve one (Hsu and Tsai, 2007). The
higher its value, the greater the strength of the relationship between features. The
strength of the relationship:

V <0.3 - weak relationship,
0.3 <V <0.5 - moderate relationship,
V> 0.5 - strong relationship.

Kramer's V coefficient was calculated according to the following formula:

X2
V= \J n'min(l-1,k—1) (2)

where:

V — Kramer’s V coefficient

X2 — chi-square factor

n —sample size

I — number of levels of one variable

k - number of levels of one variable

min(l-1, k-1) — smaller from values (I-1) or (k-1)
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The Cramer’s V coefficient is among all intensity measures based on square
contingency the most used one (Hitka et al., 2019).

4. Results and Discussion

The first issue that was in the authors' interests are activities undertaken by
commune in order to attract new investors (Table 2). Respondents could indicate
actions that are taken in their local government units. Based on literature analysis
and previous research, the list of possible actions was limited to ten.

Table 2. Does the municipality carry out activities listed below to attract new
investors?

Variant Communes City Pearson’s | Asymptotic ,
with - S Cramer’s

of Overall Urban Urban- Rural poviat chi- significanc v

answer rural - square e (2-sided)
rights

1 74.4 85.2 78.3 68.8 84.2 31.527 .000 133

2 58.9 65.2 66.2 51.6 89.5 60.074 .000 .183

3 20.1 226 26.6 14.3 50.0 62.582 .000 .187

4 29.1 43.2 33.8 20.8 55.3 69.546 .000 197

5 71.1 72.3 74.9 68.1 84.2 31.023 .000 132

6 76.2 85.8 79.7 70.2 97.4 57.049 .000 178

7 11.8 20.0 14.0 4.2 65.8 164.002 .000 .303

8 13.7 22.6 145 6.7 65.8 140.177 .000 .280

9 104 18.7 10.1 4.2 57.9 139.696 .000 297

10 10.0 17.4 9.2 3.8 65.8 188.132 .000 .324

Note: (1) marketing activities, external advertising of commune, (2) assistance in finding
spare land or premises, (3) assistance in recruitment and training of employees, (4)
consultancy, including legal and financial, (5) individual assistance in registering business
activities, (6) websites, (7) websites in a foreign language, (8) information and promotion
materials in a foreign language, (9) promoting the commune's offer at foreign fairs, (10)
separating an organizational unit or position for servicing foreign investors.

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

Analysis conducted with the use of chi-square test and Cramer‘s V coefficient
showed that there was a relationship between activities listed in the survey and the
type of commune. In the case of eight of these activities, the relationship should be
considered weak, but in the case of two variables: separating an organizational unit
or position for servicing foreign investors and websites in a foreign language, the
level of Cramer's V ratio allowed the relationship to be described as moderately
strong. In the case of these two variables, it can be clearly seen that the share of
cities with poviat rights using these activities is much higher than in other types of
communes. A subsequent issue that has been analyzed was the location of a special
economic zone in the commune (Table 3).

Special Economic Zones are designed to support the development of new
investments within the meaning of Art. 2 point 1 of the Act of 10th May 2018 on



Tomasz Skica, Jacek Rodzinka, Elzbieta Ociepa-Kicinska

377

supporting new investments. Further analysis shows that there is a relationship
between the type of commune and functioning of its own SEZ, and the level of the
Cramer‘s V coefficient shows that the strength of this relationship is at average
level. In the next stage of survey, respondents were asked to indicate which of the
seven entrepreneurship support instruments are used by their units (Table 4).

Table 3. Is there a Special Economic Zone in the commune?

. Urban Urban-rural Rural City with
Variant of answer | Overall .
commune commune commune poviat rights
Yes 30.5 51.0 46.4 12,7 92,1
No 65.1 44.5 46.9 83,7 53
I do not know 4.5 4.5 6.8 3,6 2,6
Overall 100.0 100.0 100.0 100,0 100,0
chi-square tests
Value df Asymptotic significance (2-
sided)
Pearson’s chi-square 208.725a 6 .000
Likelihood ratio 215.005 6 .000
a. 8.3% of cells (1) have an expected number below 5. The minimum expected number is 1.70.
Symmetric measures
Value Approximate significance
Cramer’s V 341 .000
N of significant observations 896

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

Table 4. Which of the tools aimed at cooperation with entrepreneurs are used in this
commune?

. Commune City :

Xfarlant Over- Urban- With Pegrson’s ':;Z)rl]rir]lipct;rt]lcce Cramer’s
answer | &l Urban | o Rural ﬂc&\rl]ltast chi-square (2-sided) \

1 46.7 60.6 48.8 395 | 711 59.006 .000 .148

2 52.1 71.6 50.7 44.8 76.3 59.600 .000 149

3 62.2 76.8 64.3 55.6 76.3 50.287 .000 137

4 22.8 34.8 24.2 171 39.5 62.645 .000 153

5 13.6 14.8 15.9 9.7 47.4 69.926 .000 161

6 131 148 13.0 9.9 47.4 72.702 .000 164

7 32.8 45.2 24.6 30.2 60.5 50.251 .000 137

Note: (1) advisory and consultancy, (2) dissemination of information on business financing,
(3) dissemination of information necessary to conduct business activity, (4) assistance in
establishing business associations, (5) support in recruitment of employees, (6) support in
employee training, (7) promotion and dissemination of good practices.

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

Analysis prepared with the chi-square test and Cramer‘s V coefficient showed that
there is a relationship between the type of commune and answers to this question,
however the strength of the connection should be assessed as weak. To refine the
knowledge, respondents were asked to indicate what were the forms of consultancy
provided to entrepreneurs in the scope of conducting business activity (Table 5).
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The analysis of an answer to this question with regard to the type of communes
leaves no doubt, the forms of consultancy indicated in the questionnaire form are
particularly used in large communes. There is a relationship between the type of
commune and the answers to this question, but in a low degree. An important issue
that became the object of researchers® interest were forms of promoting communal
investment assets carried out by local authorities (Table 6).

Table 5. What were the forms of consulting provided to entrepreneurs regarding the
scope of conducting business activity in the commune?

Variant Commune C'.ty Pearson’s | Asymptotic s
with - . Cramer’s

of Overall Urban Urban- Rural poviat chi- significanc v

answer rural rights square e (2-sided)

1 40.8 58.1 39.1 34.1 68.4 58.120 .000 147

2 24.7 335 256 18.3 65.8 69.071 .000 .160

3 238 40.6 20.3 16.7 65.8 101.426 .000 194

4 285 40.6 304 214 60.5 59.196 .000 .148

5 28.0 374 27.1 22.0 73.7 66.480 .000 157

Note: (1) electronic guidebook published on the commune's website, (2) organization of
themed trainings, (3) conducting permanent advice and service center for entrepreneurs, (4)
meetings or fairs participated by non-governmental organizations, (5) guides or information
materials in paper version.

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

Table 6. What forms of promoting communal investment assets are carried out by
local authorities?

Variant Commune City A toti

ofa fian Over- with Pearson’s 5|sg)r/1rl2ﬁ: ;)nl(fe Cramer’s
answer all Urban Urban-rural | Rural ln?ig\r?tit chi-square (2-sided) \Y/

1 85.0 86.5 86.0 83.7 92.1 13.084 .159 -

2 63.6 65.8 69.1 58.7 89.5 27.577 .001 101

3 46.9 54.8 52.2 39.9 76.3 37.149 .000 .118

4 38.7 52.3 39.1 321 68.4 44,027 .000 .128

5 24.2 42.6 21.7 16.5 63.2 95.536 .000 .189

Note: (1) communal website or Public Information Bulletin, (2) publications about the
commune (brochures, albums, advertisements), (3) participation in rankings and
competitions organized for communes, (4) participation in fairs and exhibitions, (5) running
a consultation/information center.

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

Communes studied use various forms of promotion in a slightly different manner,
the largest communes approach the promotion of investment assets in a
comprehensive way, making greater use of the tools available to them. Chi-square
analysis proved that all forms, except the first, i.e. use of communal websites and
Public Information Bulletin, are associated with the type of commune. The strength
of the relationship should always be considered weak. The last issue that researchers
studied when analyzing the use of organizational entrepreneurship support
instruments was the issue related to the type of support provided by municipal
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offices of NGOs (Table 7). In the questionnaire, respondents could indicate eight
types of communal support of non-governmental organizations.

Analyzing the results of the research, it can be concluded that there are no
considerable differences when it comes to the use of forms of support. Most often
respondents indicated that they provide materials and equipment to non-
governmental organizations. Almost three-quarters of individuals chose this answer,
while the least often, because in slightly more than sixty-seven percent of cases, the
fifth answer was chosen, providing assistance to NGOs in national and international
networking. No significant differences can be observed if the type of commune is
included in the analysis. Chi-square analysis showed that there is a relationship
between the type of commune and type of support for NGOs, however, this
relationship has meager strength.

Table 7. Did the office support NGOs by applying the solutions indicated in the
table below?

Variant Commune C'.ty Pearson’s | Asymptotic R
of Overall Urban- W'th t chi- significance Sramer s
answer Urban rural Rural ?I;\(]'tz square (2-sided)

1 73.2 67.7 72.0 76.4 60.5 16.339 .012 .095

2 74.7 729 71.0 76.8 737 20.386 .002 107

3 723 78.1 70.0 71.0 78.9 13.942 .030 .088

4 63.1 71.6 65.2 58.7 73.7 27.244 .000 123

5 47.4 59.4 47.8 42.7 57.9 30.751 .000 131

6 54.5 54.8 51.2 54.2 73.7 23.515 .001 115

7 68.0 67.1 68.1 67.3 78.9 18.261 .006 101

8 56.1 67.7 52.7 52.6 73.7 42.553 .000 154

Note: (1) free of charge provision of premises for statutory activities, (2) providing materials
and equipment, (3) informing non-governmental organizations about sources of obtaining
extra-budgetary funds, (4) promoting non-governmental entities operating in the field of
public benefit, (5) providing assistance to non-governmental organizations in national and
international networking, (6) providing assistance in establishing non-governmental
organizations, (7) appointing a person in the Office to be responsible for contact with non-
governmental organizations, (8) patronage over the activities of non-governmental
organizations

Source: Own elaboration based on conducted research.

5. Conclusions

Although the issue of organizational forms of supporting entrepreneurship is studied
in the literature, the specific aspect on which the authors of the article have focused -
the study of the use of entrepreneurship support instruments used by local
government units is complex and not fully explained. In the sphere of research
dedicated to organizational (non-financial) forms of entrepreneurship support by
communes there are no works that could be a reference point for the results obtained
in this article. Despite this, the authors made an effort to compare their results with
other research findings to the possible extent due to objective (indicated in the
introduction) restrictions.
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Results of the study carried out by the Supreme Audit Office (NIK, 2018) are very
intriguing. The questionnaire survey supplemented with conclusions from the
inspections showed that the communes implemented training, consulting and
information activities for entrepreneurs in various ways. Communes with distinct
results took the initiative to set up organizations and associations of entrepreneurs.

Those communes were members or founders of local government associations
supporting economic development and entrepreneurship. communes did not have a
special offer for beginning entrepreneurs, nor did they draw up a separate and
comprehensive offer for entrepreneurs already operating in their area, but at the
same time almost eighty percent of municipalities declared taking action to attract
new investors. The results obtained indicate a certain dissonance between the
declared, undertaken and implemented measures to stimulate entrepreneurship.

Part of the Supreme Audit Office’s study results were consistent with the results of
authors' research. Less than a half of communes assisted entrepreneurs with advice
or consultations. Communes quite extensively cooperated with non-governmental
institutions in activities aimed at stimulating entrepreneurship. Over one fifth of the
communes helped in establishing associations and organizations of entrepreneurs.
Municipalities disseminated information necessary to establish and conduct business
activity or to finance it.

The authors' research has shown that local government units provide NGOs with
materials and equipment, as well as premises for statutory activities. They inform
them about the possibilities of obtaining funds as well. commune support for
entrepreneurship does not have to be directly related to capital involvement. A
similar position on non-financial forms of entrepreneurship support is presented by
Grozdanic et al. (2009). Unfortunately, as research shows (OECD, 2003), in the
opinion of entrepreneurs, assistance in the form of consultancy provided at local
level by specialized institutions is inadequate and does not meet the expectations of
its addressees.

Woodward (2001) studied the weaknesses of the entrepreneurship support system in
Poland, which are based on the institutional environment system. The need to
strengthen the cooperation of municipalities with non-governmental organizations is
also raised by Cebulak (2009). According to his position, these organizations
perform advisory, training, information, financial, pro-innovative and business
functions in relation to enterprises. Author emphasizes that these functions were
pointed out by entrepreneurs with whom these institutions cooperated. However,
from the commune point of view, this cooperation was not sufficient. Author
indicates that the effectiveness of business environment institutions depends on e.g.,
the quality of the service offer, the level of financial resources allocated to
operations and the stability of the institution.
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Wilson (2008) also writes about the importance of business support centers and
incubators aimed at supporting entrepreneurship. The results of Dorozynski’s (2013)
research indicate a positive impact of business environment institutions (BEIS) on
the region's development, BEIs affect the development by providing various services
to entrepreneurs. They contribute to improving the efficiency of economic activity,
creating new entities and developing human and social capital. Dorozynski draws
attention to the fact that the majority of BEIs cooperate with local government units
in the scope of attracting investors (both domestic and foreign) and postulates that
local government authorities should further develop this cooperation emphasizing its
productive character.

Fogel (2001) presents a slightly different opinion on the studied issues. Author
examined small enterprises operating in Hungary. The results obtained indicated that
the most desirable forms of non-financial assistance are: creation of a business
network, training in management and entrepreneurship, technical assistance, mainly
in the field of management, development of the IT system and use of services of
incubation centers and industrial parks. A large part of surveyed companies declared
their willingness to obtain external assistance. Fogel's research was carried out
among enterprises and analyzed their needs, yet it seems that they can in some sense
be compared with the results of the authors who analyzed the studied issue
presenting the offer of communes supporting and cooperating with BEIs. The results
clearly showed that Polish communes use support tools that seem to be appropriate
for the needs of entrepreneurs and BEIs.

Jarczewski (2007), Lichota (2016), Pastusiak and Keller (2014), Mitaszewicz
(2011), and Wang (2013) wrote about the positive impact of special economic zones
(SEZ) operating in Poland on the economy itself. According to the results of the
authors mentioned, special economic zones operated in over thirty percent of the
surveyed units and communes were able to acknowledge their positive impact on
economic development. SEZs were especially popular in cities with poviat rights
and urban communes. This location of economic zones is justified by the results of
Wagner and Sternberg (2004).

Authors pointed out that rural areas and regions with a declining population are less
likely to observe positive changes in the area of entrepreneurship growth. It is the
urbanized regions with a high population density and high population growth rate
that show higher rates of emerging entrepreneurs, thus the location of SEZ in urban
areas is explainable. None of the approaches included in the literature analyzed such
a comprehensive and wide range of communes tools aimed at supporting
entrepreneurship. As a result, the following article is a significant value added to the
analyzed issue.

The results of the research presented in this study show in most areas a weak
relationship between the type of commune and the organizational forms of
supporting local entrepreneurship used by it. Only the part of an analysis concerning
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forms of attracting new investors with the identification of an organizational unit or
position for servicing foreign investors and websites in a foreign language indicates
a strong relationship with the type of commune. The conclusions from the results
indicate that division of organizational tools for supporting entrepreneurship in the
context of types of communes is not justified. At the same time, results of the study
conducted allow to identify the most popular tools used in Polish municipalities.

These observations do not allow for drawing radical conclusions about the
effectiveness or ineffectiveness of specific organizational tools, however, combined
with a similar extensive analysis of financial and non-financial tools in individual
types of municipalities, they may allow to find answers to the questions on which
comprehensive activities of municipalities determine the level of entrepreneurship in
their area. It should also be emphasized that specific tools are interrelated, for
example, the functioning of a special economic zone in the commune. At the same
time it provides information on the use of public aid in this area, for example in the
form of tax exemptions.
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