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Abstract. The EU Cohesion Policy was observed to be marked by financial compliance problems due 
to a relatively high level of irregularities. This problem brings into question the issue of how to pre-
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investigates how Poland worked to prevent irregularities during the 2014–2020 programming period. 
Specifically, the focus is on whether prevention measures enhanced Poland’s financial compliance 
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which has shown encouraging results that might be relevant also for other Member States.
Key words: Cohesion Policy, financial compliance, Poland, quality of government, Technical As-
sistance.

* Julia WALCZYK, University of Maastricht, the Centre for European Research in Maastricht, Lim-
burg, the Netherlands, j.walczyk@student.maastrichtuniversity.nl, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-
0002-8853-9398
** Nicola Francesco DOTTI, Vrije Universiteit Brussel, ECOOM Unit, R&D Department, Pleinlaan
2, 1050 Brussels, Belgium, nicola.dotti@vub.be, ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1029-173X

© by the author, licensee Łódź University – Łódź University Press, Łódź, Poland. This article is 
an  open  access  article  distributed  under  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  Creative  Commons  
Attribution license CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/) 
Received: 19.08.2020; Accepted: 25.10.2021

https://doi.org/10.18778/1231-1952.28.2.11
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8853-9398
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1029-173X
mailto:j.walczyk@student.maastrichtuniversity.nl
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8853-9398
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8853-9398
mailto:nicola.dotti@vub.be
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1029-173X
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


196 Julia Walczyk, Nicola Francesco Dotti

1. INTRODUCTION 

The EU Cohesion Policy (henceforth: CP) constitutes a relevant domain to inves-
tigate financial compliance in EU expenditures. Specifically, financial compliance 
stands for the conformity with financial rules applicable to the EU’s budgetary 
expenditure, such as public procurement or state aid (Mendez and Bachtler, 2017; 
Stephenson et al., 2020). Financial compliance is a crucial part of financial ac-
countability, providing scrutiny and legitimacy of how EU Funds are spent, which 
is essential for the credibility of the European project (Davies and Polverari, 2011; 
Stephenson et al., 2020). Furthermore, CP is a “massive area of the budgetary 
expenditure” as financial allocations to this area exceed one-third of the EU’s 
seven-year budget (Hoerner and Stephenson, 2012; Mendez and Bachtler, 2017). 

However, compliance problems have been reported in the case of CP as evi-
denced by a high number of irregularities found against other areas of the EU’s 
budgetary expenditure (Davies and Polverari, 2011; Mendez and Bachtler, 2011). 
Irregularities imply both fraudulent and non-fraudulent infringements of contrac-
tual obligations and rules applicable to EU expenditure (Mendez and Bachtler, 
2017; Stephenson et al., 2020). Deficiencies in the administrative capacity of 
some Member States have been argued to be a critical cause for ineffective and in-
compliant ESI spending (Dotti, 2016; Incaltarau et al., 2020; Kuhl, 2020; Mendez 
and Bachtler, 2017). Notably, this problem concerns the Central and Eastern Eu-
ropean (CEE) countries, such as Poland, where reforms in public administration 
did lag (Verheijen, 2007). Further, as reported by the European Court of Auditors 
(2019), compliance has not received enough attention due to the lack of formal 
requirements for Member States to assess fraud risk before adopting Operational 
Programmes. This requirement is critical to prevent money misuse in CP spend-
ing, thus ensuring compliance. Along these lines, detection and reporting irreg-
ularities constitute essential elements of the management and control system of 
ESI Funds (Kuhl, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020). Next, should irregularities be 
detected in payment procedures, Member States’ authorities are responsible for 
applying financial corrections and recovering ineligible expenditures from benefi-
ciaries (Kuhl, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020). In other words, financial correction 
refers to the recovery of undue funding by withdrawing ineligible expenditures. 
Notwithstanding the importance of detection and reporting irregularities, there 
arises the problem of how to prevent such infringements.

Against this problematic backdrop, this article addresses the following re-
search question: “Did measures aimed at preventing irregularities in the EU Co-
hesion Policy contribute to enhancing Poland’s financial compliance during the 
2014–2020 programming period?”. In other words, the analysis seeks to show 
whether those measures contributed to stimulating Poland’s financial compliance 
performance in CP for the 2014–2020 programming period. Within this scope, the 
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article uses a triangulation method combining content documentary analysis (i.e., 
policy reports), semi-structured interviews with key policymakers, and statistical 
data on irregularities. As a result, this approach enables the addressing of the re-
search question posed.

This article is structured as follows. The next section reviews the literature in 
the field of CP, focusing on compliance. Section 3 presents the article contribu-
tion, its research approach, and how this approach is operationalised. Section 4 
and Section 5 present and discuss the empirical analysis. The final section con-
cludes with a reflection on the findings and limitations. 

2. THE CHALLENGE OF FINANCIAL COMPLIANCE IN COHESION 
POLICY 

Research on EU law compliance has gained increased prominence over the last 
decade, investigating the underlying reasons for (non-)compliance, as well as ana-
lysing cross-country patterns (Börzel and Buzogány, 2019; Falkner et al., 2004; 
Falkner and Treib, 2008; Toshkov, 2012; Zhelyazkova et al., 2017). However, 
this research field has faced challenges in measuring compliance performance 
across Member States and policy sectors (Hartlapp and Falkner, 2009; Treib, 
2014; Versluis, 2005). In addition to that, academics have had difficulties in prov-
ing clear-cut solutions for improving Member State compliance performance, and 
they mainly focused on the transposition of EU directives to measure compliance 
(Börzel and Buzogány, 2019; Falkner and Treib, 2008; Toshkov, 2012; Zhelyaz-
kova et al., 2017). 

Regarding the financial dimension of EU law compliance, CP has been a major 
focus of attention because of the substantive EU budgetary investments in this 
domain (Cipriani, 2010; Davies and Polverari, 2011; Kuhl, 2020; Mendez and 
Bachtler, 2017). To provide a deeper understanding of EU financial compliance 
in CP, Mendez and Bachtler (2017) examined financial correction patterns for the 
European Regional and Development Fund (ERDF) across Member States dur-
ing the 2000–2006 programming period. This assessment dismantled a commonly 
argued ‘fault-line’ in compliance performance between the EU-10 and EU-15. 
On the contrary, the highest correction rates were found in Spain, Greece, and 
Ireland, while Latvia, Hungary, and Cyprus were among the top five best per-
formers regarding financial compliance (Mendez and Bachtler, 2017). Although 
this assessment of financial compliance was narrowed to financial corrections, not 
every irregularity necessarily leads to a financial corrections imposition. Davies 
and Polverari (2011) showed yearly trends in the number of errors (i.e. incorrect 
project accounting or non-compliance with contractual and legal requirements), 
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as detected by the European Court of Auditors. Notably, most yearly errors re-
sulted from non-compliance with EU rules and ineligible spending (Davies and 
Polverari, 2011). Indeed, the level of errors during that period remained relatively 
high, indicating the necessity to reduce such financial compliance problems in CP 
expenditure. 

The 2004 EU enlargement further increased the attention on CP performance 
due to the geographical shift of the Funds’ allocation in favour of the EU-10, 
of which Poland is the largest beneficiary (Ferry, 2013; Incaltarau et al., 2020; 
Manzella and Mendez, 2009). Indeed, CP has played a significant role, especially 
since the 2007–2013 programming period, attracting an extensive debate on its 
impacts and effects across CEE (Bachtler and McMaster, 2008; Dąbrowski, 2007; 
Dąbrowski et al., 2014; Ferry and Mcmaster, 2005). Regarding Poland, the main 
reasons for academic interests include the size of the country with notable inter-
regional disparities, the post-communist transition, and the strategic relevance of 
the ESI Funds for the regional development. In general, scholars found a positive 
contribution of CP to Poland’s economic growth by reducing the unemployment 
rate and leading to a substantial extension and upgrade of the transport infrastruc-
ture (Czudec et al., 2019; Rokicki and Stępniak, 2018) which is a singular case, 
significantly different from other regions. A dynamic panel data model was applied 
to investigate the impact of EU funds on the progress made towards closing these 
development gaps. Among the analysed development gaps, only the structural gap 
was not reduced in the period 2004–2015. Studies have also revealed the differ-
ent impact of Structural Funds on each category of development gaps: a positive 
impact on reducing the regional transport accessibility gap and the investment 
gap, but negative – on reducing the innovation gap. However, economic growth 
has not been sufficient to reduce economic gaps across Polish regions, especially 
along the regional East-West divide (Czudec et al., 2019; Dąbrowski, 2007; Do-
rożyński et al., 2014) which is a singular case, significantly different from other 
regions. A dynamic panel data model was applied to investigate the impact of EU 
funds on the progress made towards closing these development gaps. Among the 
analysed development gaps, only the structural gap was not reduced in the period 
2004–2015. Studies have also revealed the different impact of structural funds on 
each category of development gaps: a positive impact on reducing the regional 
transport accessibility gap and the investment gap, but negative – on reducing 
the innovation gap. In this regard, CP was judged insufficient in addressing the 
(growing) interregional disparities because of the limited administrative capacity 
of national and regional authorities, hampering effective CP investments (Bachtler 
et al., 2014; Dotti, 2016; Incaltarau et al., 2020).

Summing up, it is crucial to ensure EU financial compliance to achieve prop-
er CP expenditures, which is a precondition of effective spending (Cipriani, 2010; 
Kuhl, 2020; Mendez and Bachtler, 2017). Therefore, compliance performance must 
accompany implementation performance. Despite some contributions to EU finan-
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cial compliance in CP, two ‘gaps’ exist. First, the previous CP research has little 
studied the implementation of measures to improve EU financial compliance. In 
general, anti-fraud measures, including efficient management and control system of 
ESI Funds, have gained importance in the broader debate on building administrative 
capacity with a growing emphasis on training for managing authorities, peer-to-peer 
networking, and the “Integrity Pacts” (Kuhl, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020). None-
theless, existing research has devoted limited attention to the effects of those meas-
ures. Second, CP studies have lacked a more strategic approach to assess EU finan-
cial compliance performance by triangulating qualitative and quantitative methods. 
In the following section, we present our approach aimed at addressing these ‘gaps’. 

3. INVESTIGATING FINANCIAL COMPLIANCE IN THE EU COHESION 
POLICY 

The article’s objective is to investigate whether measures aimed at preventing 
irregularities in CP spending implemented by Poland contributed to improving 
the financial compliance performance. Our case study focused on the 2014–2020 
Polish Operational Programme ‘Technical Assistance’ (OP TA). Poland consti-
tutes a significant case due to being the primary beneficiary of the ESI Funds since 
2007. Specifically, in the 2014–2020 programming period, Poland received EUR 
86 billion, amounting to nearly a quarter of all the ESI Funds. Moreover, since 
its pre-accession period to the EU, fraud and corruption in public expenditures 
have had remained a highly politicised issue among Polish authorities leading to 
a suspected misuse in CP expenditure. For these reasons, the OP TA is considered 
highly relevant to reinforce Poland’s administrative capacity in CP. Poland had 
a complex system of CP implementation due to the multiplicity of OPs (i.e., 6 na-
tional and 16 regional ones) co-financed by different ESI Funds. Furthermore, the 
East-West divide in Poland’s regional development triggered the necessity to rein-
force effective management of the CP and investments in preventing irregularities 
were a key element for effective ESI Funds spending in 2014–2020. Therefore, 
the OP was conceived as an ‘umbrella’ for several relevant measures, encompass-
ing those to prevent irregularities and stimulate effective CP performance. 

Our analytical framework combined key concepts from three theories: ra-
tionalism, management, and constructivism. These particular theories different-
ly explain why states (do not) comply with international obligations, such as EU 
law, and they, thus, provide different measures to solve compliance problems 
(e.g. Börzel and Buzogány, 2019; Chayes and Chayes, 1993; Tallberg, 2002; 
Versluis, 2005). Therefore, we applied these different theoretical approaches to 
the CP context to explore how Poland prevented irregularities in the ESI Funds 
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(see Table 1). These (theoretical) measures served as the first indicator under the 
category OP TA (cf. Table 2). 

Table 1. Analytical framework

Theory Measure to prevent 
irregularity

Relevance in the context of  
the EU Cohesion Policy

Rationalism Controls 
(monitoring and 
auditing) 

Financial controls are essential measures to fight/
prevent fraud in ESI Funds.
(Kuhl, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020)

Management Administrative 
capacity building 

The administrative capacity-building measures are 
considered crucial to address compliance weaknesses. 
(Kuhl, 2020; Mendez and Bachtler, 2017)

Rules interpretation/ 
transparency

Guidelines for beneficiaries constitute relevant 
supplements to clarify actors’ responsibilities, 
protecting the EU’s financial interests.
(Kuhl, 2020; Stephenson et al., 2020) 

Constructivism Policy learning Policy learning is considered a crucial element of 
the implementation and financial accountability, 
stimulating performance improvement.
(Dotti, 2018; Stephenson et al., 2020)

Source: own work.

Second, three indicators to measure Poland’s financial compliance performance in 
CP were proposed, as depicted in Table 2. These indicators benchmarked the two last 
programming periods to verify Poland’s progress in financial compliance in CP. In ad-
dition, a (novel) ‘Non-Financial Compliance Rate’ (NFCR) indicator was developed 
to assess financial compliance performance. The NFCR is obtained as follows:

NFCR = 
FI + FC

× 100%
BC

where: 
FI = Total amount affected by Financial Irregularities,
FC = Total amount affected by Financial Corrections,
BC = Total Budgetary Contribution.

The NFCR is lower when a Member State complies more with applicable EU 
rules, namely the EU Regulations 2013/1303 and 2018/1046. Thus, the ideal val-
ue is zero, meaning a Member State is perfectly compliant. The analysis compared 
two programming periods to test whether Poland financial compliance has im-
proved from 2007–2013 to 2014–2020.
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Table 2. Selected indicators

Category Indicator

OP TA 2014–2020 (1) Implementation of prevention measures

EU financial compliance 
assessment

(2) Number of fraudulent irregularities  
reported in 2007–2013 and 2014–2020 

(3) Number of non-fraudulent irregularities  
reported in 2007–2013 and 2014–2020 

(4) Number of financial corrections  
imposed in 2007–2013 and 2014–2020 

Source: own work.

This article combined qualitative and quantitative methods. The documentary 
analysis has enabled us to measure the first indicator. The relevant documents 
included guidelines by Polish authorities and the European Commission on com-
bating irregularities in ESI Funds, and Annual Reports on the Protection of EU 
Financial Interests (PIF Reports), which contain statistical datasets. 

The findings from the qualitative and quantitative analysis were triangulated 
with six interviews with key policymakers and experts. The interviewees were rel-
evant policy officials from Poland’s Ministry of Development Funds and Regional 
Development (MDFRD), the EU Commission DG-REGIO’s Unit in charge of 
Poland, and the European Court of Auditors. Our analysis aims to provide a com-
plete perspective to be triangulated with reports and data by combining stand-
points from both EU officials and Poland’s civil servants.

4. ANTI-IRREGULARITIES MEASURES UNDER 2014–2020 
OPERATIONAL PROGRAMME TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

The primary responsibility of ensuring EU financial compliance in CP lies 
with Managing Authorities (MAs), together with the ESI Funds beneficiaries, 
and involves preventing irregularities. In the 2014–2020 programming period, 
Poland undertook several measures under OP TA to reduce the likelihood of 
irregularities. Those measures encompassed a management and control sys-
tem of the ESI Funds, fraud-awareness and training activities, and IT tools in 
public procurement. According to respondents from both DG REGIO’s and the 
Polish side, these particular measures were relevant to stimulate EU financial 
compliance. 
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4.1. Management and control system 

The management and control system consisted of a three-level control mecha-
nism, instead of the four-level mechanism common in other Member States. Spe-
cifically, Poland established a shared management system where the MDFRD was 
both the Managing Authority (MA) and the Certifying Authority (CA) (European 
Commission, 2010). Thus, the first level was both the MA and CA, while the 
second level was established as Auditing Authority (AA), and the EU Commis-
sion acted as the third, supreme level. Those control mechanisms encompassed 
independent, complementary processes of verifying ESI Funds expenditure. As 
explained by both the EU Commission and Polish officials, the primary control 
and management mechanisms were undertaken by the Polish side. They involved 
annual audits, year-round monitoring, and inspections of payment claims for pro-
jects co-financed with the ESI Funds. Those inspections were relevant to prevent 
irregularities, thus enabling an effective verification of submitted documents for 
project co-financing, and in turn eligibility of expenditures (European Commis-
sion, 2019; Ministry of Investment and Development, 2018a). Further, some Pol-
ish respondents stressed “very good and continuous cooperation” between the 
MA and the AA regarding inspections of eligible ESI expenditure. The latter “reg-
ularly audited” the management and control system to check its compliance with 
relevant EU and national rules (Ministry of Investment and Development, 2018; 
interviews 4 and 5). Summing up, those management and control measures served 
as ‘rationalist’ anti-irregularities measures. 

4.2. Fraud-awareness and training activities 

The primary objective of fraud-awareness and training activities implement-
ed by Poland was to minimise the risk of irregularities, particularly those of 
fraudulent nature (European Commission, 2015). These activities targeted 
MA’s staff and beneficiaries. They encompassed different aspects of fraud pre-
vention, such as interpreting relevant financial rules, MA’s guidelines issued to 
beneficiaries, and annual bilateral meetings between the MA and beneficiaries. 
Specifically, the bilateral meetings were relevant to beneficiaries to explain 
how to avoid irregularity-related mistakes. Similarly, bilateral, regular coop-
eration meetings were held jointly by the MA and DG REGIO. Interviewees 
identified all these bilateral meetings as particularly relevant to discuss irreg-
ularity-related matters.

Furthermore, the MA staff participated in the Working Group for irregularities 
in CP, as well as in national and European conference series on “Control and ir-
regularities in the spending of resources from Structural Funds and the Cohesion 
Fund” (European Commission, 2015; Ministry of Investment and Development, 
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2018a). Those activities enabled the exchange of knowledge and experience, con-
tributing to further improvements in irregularities prevention (Ministry of Invest-
ment and Development, 2018; interviews 2 and 5). In addition to that, the MA 
implemented the Government Anti-Corruption Programme, whose primary meas-
ure was a successive improvement of a system for countering corruption threats 
(European Commission, 2015; Ministry of Investment and Development, 2018a). 
Finally, training, workshops and conferences played a relevant role in raising 
awareness regarding fraud and exchanging best practices to prevent irregularities 
(European Commission, 2014; Ministry of Investment and Development, 2018; 
interview 4). Thus, those activities enabled the MA and beneficiaries to ‘learn’, 
which stimulated administrative capacity-building.

In conclusion, those fraud-awareness and training measures served as ‘man-
agement measures’ boosting Poland’s administrative capacity. Furthermore, 
those activities constituted ‘constructivist’ measures facilitating policy learning, 
thus, exchanging knowledge and best practices to avoid irregularities-related 
mistakes. 

4.3. The Competition Data Base as an IT tool in public procurement

IT tools were fundamental in preventing irregularities, as some respondents re-
ported. For instance, the MA established and launched a ‘Competition Database’ 
intended for ESI Funds beneficiaries. The Competition Database constituted an 
IT tool for implementing competition rules regarding the eligibility of expendi-
ture under ESI programmes in 2014–2020 (European Commission, 2017, p. 54). 
Notably, that IT tool served as a fraud prevention measure ensuring compliance 
with competition and public procurement rules, specifically, this tool was effec-
tive for those irregularities not covered by the Public Procurement Act (European 
Commission, 2017; Ministerstwo Funduszy i Rozwoju Regionalnego, 2015). Fur-
thermore, the Competition Database was a relevant control tool providing greater 
transparency of those relevant rules and public scrutiny. 

To conclude, the IT tool concerned served as two types of measures. First, 
it was a ‘rationalist’ measure considering its inspection purpose. Second, it was 
a ‘management’ measure to facilitate public procurement rules, interpretation, and 
transparency. 

4.4. Poland’s financial compliance performance in Cohesion Policy 

Table 4 presents Poland’s financial compliance performance in CP for two pro-
gramming periods, namely 2007–2013 and 2014–2020. 



204 Julia Walczyk, Nicola Francesco Dotti

Table 4. Financial compliance assessment

INDICATOR
PERIOD

Unit 2007–2013 2014–2020
Amount of fraudulent irregularities reported in 
2007–2013 and 2014–2020 
(Indicator 2 in Table 2)

(mn EUR)  € 422.41  € 45.70 

Amount of non-fraudulent irregularities reported in 
2007–2013 and 2014–2020
(Indicator 3 in Table 2)

(mn EUR)  € 1,318.93  € 121.99 

Total Irregularities 
(Indicator 2+3) (mn EUR)  € 1,741.35  € 167.69 

Amount of financial corrections  
imposed in 2007–2013 and 2014–2020
(Indicator 4 in Table 2)

(mn EUR)  € 621.19  € 659.50 

Total budgetary contribution (mn EUR)  € 66,907.18  € 76,345.21
NFCR 
(Indicators (2+3)/4)  3 .54 1 .08

Source: European Commission, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020; D.-R. European 
Commission, 2014, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2018, 2019, 2020, own work; O. European Commission, 
2020 .

First, in each programming period, non-fraudulent irregularities significant-
ly exceeded fraudulent ones. Those irregularities did not necessarily result from 
ineligible expenditures but, for instance, ‘unintentional’ mistakes in documents. 
Second, lower numbers of both fraudulent and non-fraudulent irregularities were 
reported under 2014–2020 against 2007–2013. Both findings confirm the results 
emerging from the above section about the effectiveness of prevention measures 
on Poland’s financial compliance performance. According to both institutional 
documents and interviews, those prevention measures were identified as the pri-
mary source of this improvement. 

However, in 2014–2020, CP Funds spending by Poland were more affected by 
financial corrections imposition against 2007–2013. The reason behind this phenom-
enon was that, under the shared management, the MA was expected to identify irreg-
ularity and impose corrections before a payment was approved to reduce the number 
of ineligible expenditures. This ex-ante mechanism significantly reduced non-com-
pliance. Furthermore, only the irregularities above EUR 10,000 were reported to the 
European Commission, which imposed financial corrections to enforce compliance 
with EU financial rules (Ministry of Investment and Development, 2018b). Finally, 
as a result of annual audits, the EU Commission was empowered to impose financial 
corrections if the Polish MA and AA authorities did not detect the irregularities.
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Although compliance covers all irregularities, a distinction between a miss-
ing document and a fraudulent action must be carefully made (Interview 6). 
Not every financial correction is imposed because of fraud, as shown by lower 
fraud contribution in 2014–2020 against 2007–2013. This substantial amount 
of financial corrections imposed in 2014–2020 could have resulted from dif-
ferent reasons, such as ex-ante controls or ‘administrative’ irregularities (e.g., 
improper configuration of documents or ineligible claim for reimbursement of 
items). All these findings demonstrate progress in Poland’s financial compli-
ance performance in CP because fewer ESI Funds were affected by ineligibly 
spent expenditures. Lastly, NFCR was considerably lower in 2014–2020 when 
compared to 2007–2013. This cumulative finding demonstrates that fewer CP 
expenditures were affected by ineligible spending in 2014–2020 compared to 
the previous period. Thereby, this indicates Poland’s significant progress in fi-
nancial compliance performance in CP. 

To sum up, the findings presented throughout this section constitute relevant 
evidence on the improved EU financial compliance performance in Poland. Thus, 
the anti-irregularities measures concerned have indeed contributed to improving 
Poland’s compliance performance in CP.

5. CONCLUSIONS 

“Compliance in terms of legality and regularity is a precondition of good spend-
ing,” an interviewee reported to us. This statement perfectly sums up the signifi-
cance of EU financial compliance in CP. These findings showed that prevention 
measures contributed to Poland’s financial compliance performance in CP. First, 
as our analysis demonstrated, there is no single measure preventing irregulari-
ties. Instead, various ones (i.e. ‘rationalist,’ ‘managerial,’ and constructivist’) need 
to complement one another to improve compliance performance. Our findings 
showed that the amount of non-compliant CP expenditures reduced in 2014–2020 
compared to the previous programming period. Therefore, Poland can be consid-
ered a successful case of improving its financial compliance performance in CP.

Second, the cooperation between multiple actors at Poland’s national level and 
the EU level was found to stimulate EU financial compliance. Thereby, against 
the previous research identifying adverse effects of the shared management on 
ensuring compliance (Cipriani, 2010; Stephenson et al., 2020), this system may 
actually enhance Member State financial compliance performance in CP if an in-
tegrated, multidimensional approach is adopted to prevent irregularities. Nonethe-
less, further research comparing Member States and sectors should be conducted 
to investigate such a relationship.
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The main article limitation is the focus on a single country. In contrast, com-
parison with other Member States, especially those that joined the EU after 2004, 
might be relevant to offer a more comprehensive perspective. Further, a bench-
mark with other policy fields (e.g. the Common Agricultural Policy) regarding 
EU financial compliance assessment might provide a deeper understanding of this 
topic.
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