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Poland, like other economies of the region of Central and Eastern Europe,
embarked upon a process of radical economic transformation since 1989,
leading to the introduction of a market-based economy. This process was
accompanied and driven by a gradual opening of the economy to differ-
ent forms of international economic activity, including notably a dynamic
growth of foreign trade. The paper provides an analytical account on the
increasing internationalisation of the Polish economy, pointing to the ex-
istence of a certain paradox. On the one hand, the process of catching up
with advanced economies requires higher growth rates in terms of gdp.
However, the said internationalisation also makes the economy more de-
pendent on the economic situation in other countries. The analysis also
indicates that a strategic shift in sectoral and geographic terms occurred in
Polish exports. The paper concludes with recommendations for economic
policy.
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Introduction
One of the most salient features of the dramatic changes occurring in
the Polish economy because of the transformation process initiated back
in 1990 was its systematic integration into the global economic system.
While the centrally planned economy imposed significant restrictions
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both in the area of goods and services flows, and capital mobility, market
economy was open for international cooperation. The basic symptoms
for this opening were the dynamic changes in the Polish foreign trade
and foreign direct investment (fdi) flows. The transformation process
led to an explosion of entrepreneurial activity in the long run, including
the start of foreign operations by Polish firms. The internationalisation
of firms is a phenomenon which is particularly relevant for economic
development due to its potential for enhancing demand for goods and
services offered by domestic firms and, consequently, for increasing the
employment level. This aspect plays a crucial role in small and/or mature
economies with a relatively low potential for domestic market growth.
The high dynamics of export may therefore serve as an indicator of en-
hanced competitiveness of an economy and of the firms’ ability to fulfil
foreign markets requirements (Gorynia and Kowalski 2008). Poland is
an open and – in the case of most industries – a relatively mature market
in which successful long-term firm operations require facing the rivalry
from both domestic and international players. The progressing liberalisa-
tion of the flows of goods and services and the related increase of compe-
tition in the domestic market significantly afflicts development perspec-
tives for firms that decide to confine their operations merely to the local
market, for even such behaviour does not necessarily allow avoiding con-
frontation with foreign competitors. Thus, in many cases internationali-
sation poses a unique chance for improving competitiveness and becomes
an inherent constituent of the strategy of Polish firms towards the expan-
sion of foreign investors (Gorynia 2005; Gorynia et al. 2013).
Exports, imports and fdi are common modes of internationalisation

amongst Polish firms, whereby the latter are still implemented relatively
seldom in spite of a visible increase of interest in this expansion strategy
in the recent years. Given the volume constraints of the present paper, as
well as the impact of the said internationalisationmodes on the economy,
the main emphasis of further analysis will be placed upon international
trade, including particularly export activity of firms located in Poland in
the period between 2006 and 2012.
The present paper is based on the analysis of the changes, which oc-

curred in the position of Poland’s economy as opposed to the world and
the European Union, in specific. The objective of this analysis is to seize
relationships, which appeared in the investigated period. The paper also
undertakes an attempt at verifying the information about a geographic
and sectoral re-orientation of Polish exports, which started to appear in
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publications at the beginning of 2014 (see e.g. Kowalczyk 2014; Kozłowski
2014; Siemiończyk 2014).

Export Reorientation: A Literature Review
As Central and Eastern European countries have been undergoing sig-
nificant political and economic transformations, researchers have paid
some attention to changes happening in the geographic structure of
their exports (see i.e.: Lendesmann and Szekely 1995; Kamiński 1996;
Kamiński, Wang and Winters 1996; Brenton and Gros 1997; Winiecki
2000a; Djankov and Freund 2002; Kandogan 2006). Such studies had
been especially popular during the last decade of the 20th century, due to
the necessary reorientation of Central and Eastern European countries’
exports and the need to change their previous trade partners originat-
ing from the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance to those coming
from market economies in general and neighbouring European Union
countries in particular. It is often highlighted that these changes were,
on the one hand, partially natural due to the geographic proximity of the
mentioned countries and earlier industrial cooperation among them and,
on the other hand, they were administratively facilitated by state treaties
called association agreements. At the same time, the scope and speed of
the fundamental economic changes that the cee countries experienced
were unprecedented.
The studies of the dramatic and fundamental reorientation of the cee

countries’ exports can be divided into two groups. The first group is fo-
cused on the analyses of the mentioned phenomenon by the use of the
gravity models (see Lendesmann and Szekely 1995; Kamiński 1996; Bren-
ton and Gros 1997; Winiecki 2000a; Djankov and Freund 2002; Kando-
gan 2006). In particular, those studies tried to assess the export potential
of the cee countries to market economies, by taking into consideration
for example: transportation costs, demand and supply conditions, gdp
of partner countries, common language, etc. While doing so, researchers
tried to answer if the export reorientation of the cee countries was com-
plete or not. The second group applied more descriptive approach (see
Vanyai and Viszt 1992; Kamiński, Wang, andWinters 1996; Szalavetz and
Lucke 1999; Hoekman and Djankov 1999; Winiecki 2000b) and tried to
relate export reorientation to other aspects of cee countries’ function-
ing, as for example social and political changes, welfare state develop-
ment, global re-integration etc.
Before focusing directly on the analysis of the more up-to-date export
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position of Poland it may be useful to highlight the importance of in-
volvement of cee countries in general, and Poland in particular, into the
trade with other market economies. First of all, all the member countries
of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance experienced severe de-
crease in foreign trade after the collapse of Soviet Union. This means,
that the countries that were at that time extremely troubled with internal
changes of political, social and economic nature, were additionally hit by
a decrease in the external demand of their products. At least in the case of
Poland, the market was unsaturated and ready to pull the extra amount
of goods, however even this did not prevent it from massive bankrupt-
cies of public companies, dramatic rise in unemployment rate, and as a
result, relatively slower growth of gdp. The rapid trade reorientation and
recovery played an important role as a driver of further economic growth.
Secondly, the goods exported by transition economies at the beginning
of the 90ties were very often of poor quality. The reorientation of export
towards the market economies enforced qualitative changes in the com-
modity structure of exports. This required wider changes in terms of in-
creasing the value-added content of products through r&d and capital-
intensive technologies, privatisation and integration of businesses with
global markets and giving more priority to more profitable exports. All
those changes were important for securing a sustainable path of growth.
Thirdly, the character of foreign trade has been changing from the inter-
industry trade into the intra-industry trade, which allowed participation
of firms originating from cee countries in the global supply chains.

Analysis of the Polish Case

the overall context of foreign trade reforms
in poland

During Poland’s transformation process in the 1990s and 2000s, the
country undertook different attempts at integrating itself into the global
economy (Gorynia, Nowak, and Wolniak 2007). By increasing the link-
ages with the world economy, Poland aimed at fostering growth and clos-
ing the income gap to advanced economies ofWestern Europe. Up to the
outset of economic changes in the cee region in the 1990s, Poland had
remained largely closed towards its external environment (Gorynia et al.
2014b). Hence, international business operations were not used for stim-
ulating the economy, enhancing domestic productivity or exploiting the
international allocation of labour. Interestingly, the structure of foreign
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trade was distorted, since exports from Poland predominantly focused
upon the member states of the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance
(cmea), while exports to countries of the Organisation for Economic
Co-Operation and Development (oecd) were significantly lower than
the it could be expected based on the overall economic performance of
the country (Gorynia 2002b).
Accordingly, after the beginning of the transformation process, the

government was confronted with the challenge of enabling the advan-
tages of globalisation by fostering reforms and growth (Gorynia et al.
2014b). It thus liberalised prices and market regimes, privatised most
state-owned enterprises, redirected the country’s trade from the former
cmea trading bloc towards the European Union, and opened up most
of its industries to foreign direct investment (Ali, Nowak, and Pöschl
2001; Gorynia and Wolniak 2002). These integration processes intensi-
fied the interdependences of Poland with other countries and thus bring-
ing a number of positive effects. In general, the increased participation
in international trade and international investment supported the coun-
try in modernizing and restructuring its economy. The implementation
of a more open foreign economic policy in most cee countries at first
(1990–1991) relied on the liberalisation of commodity prices, increase in
subsidies, devaluation of Polish currency and introduction of its external
convertibility, aswell as significant import liberalisation (Gorynia 2002a).
Subsequently, from early 1990 to August 1991, the liberalisation of com-
modity prices, increases in subsidies, devaluation of Polish currency and
introduction of its external convertibility ensued, accompanied by sig-
nificant import liberalisation. Further, from September 1991 to late 1993,
adjustments within the process of gradual association with the European
Union and the Central European Free Trade Area (cefta) led to further
liberalisation in international trade. In specific, duties and customs quo-
tas on raw materials were suspended. In addition, the transition agree-
ment with the eu assumed the establishment of free trade zones for in-
dustrial goods. This led to amore active trade policy, restructuring of pro-
duction and exports at the beginning of 1994, when the European Agree-
ment defining the principles of Poland’s association with the eu was im-
plemented. One of the attempts at stimulating inflows of foreign direct
investment was the introduction of investment incentives, including a
partial deduction of investment outlays from taxable income. The years
1995–1998 brought about further liberalisation of goods import (resolu-
tions of the FinalAct of theUruguayRound, EuropeanAgreement, agree-
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ments with cefta and the European Free Trade Association), as well as
a removal of compulsory reselling of hard currency to banks by exporters,
liberalisation of capital outflows from Poland. It was at that time that first
export supporting instruments (export credits and insurance of export
credits) were being introduced, albeit at a limited scope.
These initial changes in foreign trade policy were further accelerated

by Poland’s accession to international organisations such as the oecd
(1996) and the eu (2004). However, for the exporters, the elimination
of a centralised regulation of trade immediately removed a source of sub-
sidies and imposed the responsibility of securing self-financing (Gorynia
et al. 2014b). At the same time, the dissolution of the cmea in 1991 had
the effect of stimulating the internationalisation of existing and newly es-
tablished firms to new geographic markets, while a network of business
ties established in the previous economic system could still be leveraged.

evolution of the position of poland’s economy
in the world and in the european union

In order to analyse the effects of the transition process, and specifically
the evolution of foreign trade policy, on the internationalisation of the
Polish economy, the evolution of international trade deserves particu-
lar attention.1 Its dynamic development has generated numerous advan-
tages for the Polish economy. At the same time, however, it poses cer-
tain threats, which may potentially reduce the advantages arising from
an open economy.
The analysis of gdp data relied on unctad data for the period un-

der study, including both absolute and per capita values. All figures were
calculated according to official exchange rates. The analysis of dynamics
required computing change indices, both year-to-year and with reference
to year 2003 as the last year before Poland’s accession to the European
Union. In all cases, Poland was compared to both the European Union
and the global economy. As far as Poland’s exports are concerned, apart
from the aforementioned indicators, the share of exports of goods and
services in gdp value was calculated.Moreover, the Export Performance
Index was calculated based on annual values of goods export. Finally, in
order to account for the changes in the profile of Polish exports, detailed
data from the Central Statistical Office of Poland (https://stat.gov.pl) were
used to compute:
• the shares of the Eurozone and European Union in Poland’s total
export of goods in the years 2006–2012,
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• the dynamics of Poland’s export to the Eurozone and the European
Union in the years 2006–2012 (year to year), and

• the shares in Poland’s total export of goods and dynamics of Poland’s
export to the largest foreign trade partners in 2006–2012.

The data included in table 1 suggest that in the period 2003–2012 the
gdp of Poland expressed in current prices increased more than twofold
(by 225.9), whilst in the case of global gdp the growth rate amounted to
189.7. For the eu27 this indicator attained a level of 145.3. In the case of
Poland, this variable was twice (in 2009 and 2012) lower than 100 year-
to-year, while in relation to the global economy the level of this indicator
below 100 was observed only in one year (in 2009). For the eu27, this
same indicator was lower than 100 in the years 2009, 2010, and 2012.
In regards to gdp per capita evolution, Poland experienced a similar

growth rate for the period 2003–2012 as that of the entire gdp (224.2).
In the same period, the growth indicator of the global gdp per capita was
170.3. For eu27 countries, this indicator amounted to 140.5. In year-
to-year terms, the value of this indicator for Poland was lower than 100
twice (in 2009 and 2012). For the world, the value of this indicator in year-
to-year terms was lower than 100 only in 2009. In the eu27 countries,
such situation occurred in 2009, 2010, and 2011.
In the investigated period, Poland occupied the highest position glob-

ally in 2008, which was 18th. The lowest 18th position was held in 2003–
2005. As regards Poland’s position in the eu27, Poland moved from the
10th position in 2003–2005 to 8th position in 2012. In 2008 Poland scored
7th in the same ranking, which was its highest result ever. In regards to
the evolution of gdp per capita, Poland was on the 68th position in the
world in 2003 and moved to 59th position in 2012. Poland’s position in
the eu27 was very stable and remained at the level of 23–25 throughout
the entire investigated period.
As far as the so-called active internationalisation of the Polish econ-

omy vis-a-vis the economies of the world and of eu27 is concerned, only
export will be analysed here. Comparative data referring to the exports
of Poland, world and eu27 are included in table 3.2 In the years 2003–
2012, the indicator of export growth for Poland amounted to 306.7, for
the world – 243.1, and for the eu27 – 184.7. For Poland, the export
value indicator in year-to-year terms achieved a value higher than 100
at two occasions (in 2009 and 2012). Such situation for the world exports
occurred only once in 2009, and twice for the eu27 (2009 and 2012). As
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table 1 gdp in the period 2003–2012 (current prices and exchange rates)

Year Region () () () () () ()

 Poland  . –  . –

eu  . .  . –

eu  . .  . .

World  . –  . –

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

Continued on the next page

far as export dynamics of per capita values go, in the investigated period
this indicator amounted to 306.0 for Poland, 219.0 for the world, and
178.6 for the eu27. In year-to-year terms, an indicator lower than 100
could be observed in 2009 and 2012 for Poland, theworld and eu27 coun-
tries. It must be emphasised that significant changes of Poland’s share in
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table 1 Continued from the previous page

Year Region () () () () () ()

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World  . .  . .

 Poland   .    . .

eu  . .  . .

eu  . .  . .

World    . .   . .

notes Column headings are as follows: (1) gdp (milion usd according to official ex-
change rate), (2) change (, 2003 = 100), (3) change (, previous year = 100), (4) gdp
per capita (usd), (5) change (, 2003 = 100), (6) change (, previous year = 100). Calcu-
lations based on data from unctad (http://unctadstat.unctad.org).

table 2 Export of Goods (current prices and exchange rates)

Year Region () () () () () () ()

 Poland  . –  . – .

eu  . –  . – .

eu  . –  . – .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

Continued on the next page

world exports occurred. It increased systematically in the period 2003–
2009, showing annual growth rates from0.82 to 1.14 in six consecutive
years, while the most recent three years witnessed a downward trend (de-
cline to 1.03 in 2012). In regards to the level of Poland’s export in relation
to eu27 exports, a clear upward trend can be observed – from 2.03 in
2003 to 3.37 in 2012.
The share of goods and services in gdp grew dynamically and system-
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table 2 Continued from the previous page

Year Region () () () () () () ()

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

Continued on the next page

atically in Poland – it reached 33.3 in 2003, while it was at the level of
already 46.2 in 2012. For the world, this indicator reached 24.9 in 2003
and 31.6 in 2012. For the eu27 group of countries, these values were
34.3 and 44.6, respectively.
A synthetic measure reflecting the changes of a given country’s posi-

tion in exports are its positions occupied in rankings. In 2003, Poland
took the 30th position in the world in terms of the value of goods and
services, and specifically 32th in goods export and 34th in services ex-
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table 2 Continued from the previous page

Year Region () () () () () () ()

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

 Poland  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

eu  . .  . . .

World  . .  . . .

notes Column headings are as follows: (1) gdp (milion usd according to official ex-
change rate), (2) change (, 2003 = 100), (3) change (, previous year = 100), (4) gdp per
capita (usd), (5) change (, 2003 = 100), (6) change (, previous year = 100), (7) share
of exports of goods and services in gdp (). Calculations based on data from unctad
(http://unctadstat.unctad.org).

table 3 Export of Goods in 2003–2012: Poland’s Share (current prices and exchange
rates)

() () () () () () () ()

 . . .  . . .

 . . .  . . .

 . . .  . . .

 . . .  . . .

 . . .  . . .

notes Column headings are as follows: (1) year, (2) share in the world (), (3) share
in eu25 in (), (4) share in eu27 ().

port. In 2012, Poland ranked 28th, 26th and 30th, respectively. In relation
to eu27 countries in 2003 Poland ranked 12th, 12th and 16th, respectively,
in order to move to 10th, 8th and 13th position in 2012. For exports per
capita, Poland’s position in the world in 2003 in the three categories con-
cerned was the following: 72th, 60th and 80th. The respective positions
for 2012 are 54th, 54th and 68th. In relation to the eu27, Poland was on
25th, 22th and 26th position in 2003, while in 2012 it ranked 24th, 23rd
and 25th, respectively.
Another parameter describing the evolution of Poland’s role as an ex-

porter is the so-called Export Performance Index (table 4). This indicator
is computed as the ratio of the relation of export to gdp for Poland and
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table 4 Export Performance Index in 2003–2012

() () () () () ()

 Poland–eu .  Poland –eu .

Poland–eu . Poland–eu .

Poland–world . Poland–world .

 Poland–eu .  Poland–eu .

Poland–eu . Poland–eu .

Poland–world . Poland–world .

 Poland–eu .  Poland–eu .

Poland–eu . Poland–eu .

Poland–world . Poland–world .

 Poland–eu .  Poland–eu .

Poland–eu . Poland–eu .

Poland–world . Poland–world .

 Poland–eu .  Poland–eu .

Poland–eu . Poland–eu .

Poland–world . Poland–world .

notes Column headings are as follows: (1) year, (2) relation, (3) export performance
index (indicators calculated based on annual values of goods export).

the relation of world export to world gdp. In otherwords, itmeasures the
relative intensity of a given economy’s exports, relating it to the intensity
of world export. In 2003–2012 this indicator was at the level between 1.281
(2008) and 1.535 (2009). In general, a slight upward trend can be noted,
accordingly. The evolution of this indicator shows an above average (as
compared to the world) and gently increasing export intensity of Poland’s
exports. As regards the changes of the Export Performance Index for the
relation Poland–eu27, it is possible to note its limited growth from 1.068
(2003) to 1.214 (2009).
It is also interesting to analyse the findings for export. As mentioned

before, for the period 2003–2012 the export growth indicator for Poland
amounted to 306.7, for the world – 243.1, and for the eu27 – 184.7.
As for the growth of export per capita values, in the investigated period it
amounted to 306.0 for Poland, for the world – 219.0, and for the eu27
– 178.6.
Also favourable for Poland are the figures related to the change of

Poland’s export share inworld export and eu27 export. Itmust be stressed
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that the dynamics of Poland’s export share changes was significantly
higher in relation to the eu27 than to the world. The share of goods and
services export in gdp for Poland was higher throughout the investi-
gated period than for the world, while a comparison with eu27 indicates
similar findings for Poland and the European Union.
Another indicator reflecting the change in Poland’s significance in ex-

port are the positions occupied in rankings of major exporters. Poland
significantly improved its position both in the world and in the Euro-
pean Union. An improvement of Poland’s rank in export per capita val-
ues also took place, whereby this increase was higher as compared to the
world than to the European Union. With regard to the Export Perfor-
mance Index, Poland’s position in the world improved marginally, while
the indicator stabilised in relation to eu27.

changes in the geographic structure
of polish export

As it was mentioned before, the value of Polish export of goods has been
intensively growing. Themost recent information concerning foreign ex-
change of goods for the year 2013 also indicates 7 growth rate of Pol-
ish exports value (Kozłowski 2014). Additionally, according to the latest
data, during the first five months of the year 2014 the value of Polish ex-
port exceeded the value of its import (Narodowy Bank Polski 2014). This
situation is partly explained because of the economic slowdown, which
decreased consumption and investment, and therefore reduced Polish
demand for imports. However, many economists claim that such situa-
tion also results from a lesser dependence of Poland on foreign capital.
At the same time, it is often highlighted that the most recent increase in
the value of Polish export was recorded not because of Polish currency
depreciation or other extraordinary events, but it is rather an outcome of
the improving capability of Polish firms to compete successfully in highly
demanding foreign markets (Kozłowski 2014). Moreover, it is frequently
emphasised that firms located in Poland increasingly embark upon ex-
pansion into foreign markets outside of the Eurozone or the European
Union, in general. Thanks to those new directions of growth, Polish ex-
port has kept growing despite the recent economic slowdown (Kowalczyk
2014).
This part of the paper aims at verifying the assumptions presented

above concerning the geographic reorientation of Polish export. The
analysis is based on data published by the Central Statistical Office within
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table 7 Shares in Poland’s Total Export of Goods and Dynamics of Poland’s Export
to the Largest Foreign Trade Partners in 2006–2012 ()

Country       

Germany (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

Italy (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . –.

France (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

Netherlands (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

United Kingdom (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

Czech Republic (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

Russian Federation (a) . . . . . . .

(b) . . –. . . .

notes Row headings are a follows: (a) share of export, (b) growth rate (year by year).
Calculations based data from the Central Statistical Office of Poland (https://stat.gov.pl).

Yearbooks of Foreign Trade Statistics of Poland in the years 2007–2013.
The focus of the analysis is on export activity of Poland during years
2006–2012 according to major countries and activity sections. During
the analysed period, the list of Poland’s key trade partners consisted of 50
countries, for which data could be obtained.
As indicated in the preceding sections, during the years 2006–2007

and 2010–2011 the values of Polish export grew at a two-digit pace. This
growth rate decreased during 2011–2012, however it remained at satis-
factory levels. The decrease of the value of Polish export experienced in
2009 can be attributed to the global economic crisis. However, taking into
consideration that the value of world export in 2009 diminished by ap-
proximately 22, while the same value for Poland fell down only by about
15, this can still be regarded as a relatively favourable situation. At the
same time, during the analysed period the structure of Polish export ac-
cording to sectors did not change significantly. Both the biggest decreases
and increases of particular section shares, when comparing year 2006 to
2011 and 2006 to 20123 amounted to around 1. The biggest decreases
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took place in the case of base metals and the related goods. At the same
time, the biggest increases were related to such sections as products of the
chemical industry and prepared foods.
Data presented in table 5 highlights to what extent Polish export is de-

pendent on the European Union and Eurozone members. During the in-
vestigated period, around 77 of Polish export of goods was directed to
Poland’s biggest foreign trade partners from the European Union, while
a bit more than 50 was absorbed by Eurozone member states. Starting
from 2009, the share of the European Union in this regard has been de-
creasing very slowly. In case of Eurozone, this trend was slightly stronger.
Table 6 presents the dynamics of Poland’s export to the Eurozone and the
European Union during years 2006–2012.
Germany, Italy, France, Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the Czech

Republic and Russia were the largest receivers of Polish export during the
years 2006–2012.4 Table 7 presents data concerning the share of export
and dynamics of export for the mentioned countries. The average total
share of export to those countries amounted to approximately 59. How-
ever, themajority thereof (about 42) concentrated within the Eurozone.
It is worth highlighting that the total share of export to the biggest part-
ners originating from the Eurozone increased between the years 2006–
2009, while afterwards it started decreasing. In this case, the total share of
export decreased during years 2009–2012 from about 44 to 40. This
decrease is not a result of smaller values of export to the biggest coun-
tries, but rather of a slower increase in those values as compared to the
total value of Polish export. Nevertheless, fluctuations of foreign currency
exchange rates might have also exerted their influence. In the case of
Netherlands, the United Kingdom, the Czech Republic and Russian Fed-
eration their shares of export have been increasing during the investigated
period, which was accomplished by a higher dynamics of export growth.
During the investigated period, apart from the already mentioned coun-
tries, the only non-European Union member state with a relative high
and rising share of Polish export were the usa. Its share of export rose
between the years 2008 and 2012 from the value of 1.45 up to 1.95.
Extremely high dynamics of growth during the analysed period char-

acterised values of Polish exports to such countries as: Panama (the av-
erage growth rate for the years 2006–2012 amounted to ca. 44), Lux-
embourg (ca. 36), Mexico (ca. 35), Singapore (ca. 35), Indonesia (ca.
31), Brazil (ca. 29), India (ca. 26) and Japan (ca. 22). At the same
time, the share of exports directed to those countries in the total exports
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of Poland amounted to 0.97 in the year 2006 and by the year 2012 it in-
creased to 1.70. It means that although the speed of growth of exports
to those countries is significantly higher than the speed of growth of Pol-
ish exports in general, the changes are barely visible in the geographic
structure of Polish exports. What is interesting is that the companies op-
erating in a country with relatively short history of market economy and
limited experience regarding internationalisation process (Poland), are
more focused on competition in the mature and more developed mar-
kets (i.e. Germany, France, Italy, Netherlands, the United Kingdom) that
face higher rivalry pressure, than in emerging markets (like i.e. Panama,
Mexico, Singapore, Indonesia, Brazil and India) with seemingly less fierce
competition. This constitutes a paradox that may be partially explained
by geographic proximity, the accessibility ofmaturemarkets at the begin-
ning of Poland’s transition process and global supply chains coordination
mechanisms; however, without deeper studies of Polish companies’moti-
vation and decision making process regarding their internationalisation
one can only speculate the reasoning behind this phenomenon.

Conclusions and Policy Implications
To summarise the above considerations, Poland developed faster than the
world and faster than eu27 countries.5 The differences in growth rates
indicate that there was a larger positive difference in the growth rate of
Poland in relation to the eu27 than in relation to the world. In other
words, the process of catching up in terms of economic development was
faster in relation to the European Union than to the world. The observed
tendencies identified for the period 2003–2012 are characterised by a lim-
ited usability for the purpose of prediction of future events. The overlap
of a large number of variables concerning particular national economies
and specific types of economic policy makes the construction of growth
scenarios burdened by a high risk of error. Should similar growth trends
sustain in the future (which appears to be confirmed by most predic-
tions), then attention should be paid to further intensification of eco-
nomic ties with the outside world, since the latter develops faster and
it is therefore more promising from the development point of view. The
above recommendation is further supported by the so-calledHausnerRe-
port in which it was noted that a high concentration of Poland’s export
to the markets of the European Union is one of the factors causing that
from 2009 the export growth rate of Poland was lower than the growth
rate of world import (Hausner 2013). It seems, therefore, that the above
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observations constitute a justification for the postulate of increasing the
geographic diversification degree of Polish export with shifting empha-
sis to growth on those markets which will develop at a pace significantly
above world average;
The recommendation expressed in the previous point should not be

treated in a mechanical, unambiguous and unconditional manner. A
withdrawal from efforts to locate more exports in the markets of the
European Union would be unwise, particularly in the few industries in
which Polish firms score successes resulting from competition based on
differentiation, since the market of the European Union creates impulses
for further improvement of the quality of goods. Thus, it might be advis-
able that European markets continue to play the role of a laboratory for
further competitiveness enhancement and an outpost for expanding to
further countries.
In the years 1990–2012 Poland attained significant economic successes,

of which the most important evidence was the attained economic growth
rate. The background of this success is related to both internal changes,
as well as the opening of the economy for cooperation with foreign part-
ners. Despite the ambiguous economic evaluations of the outcomes of
the transformation process, it must be underlined that in comparison
to other countries undergoing the same process, Poland performed rela-
tively well. In addition, regardless of frequent opinions that this perfor-
mance could have been even better, an overall assessment of the process
is favourable especially in the foreign economic environment, whereby
Poland is frequently regarded as a benchmark for transformation perfor-
mance.
The changes of the position of the Polish economy in relation to the

world and the European Union, presented in the second section of this
paper, do convey a generally positive message. However, they cannot ob-
scure the most salient development problems, related particularly to the
quality side of the economy. The following weaknesses desire the most
acute attention:

• Poland perceived from the perspective of its competitiveness will
continue to remain a country of ‘peripheral’ capitalism, not a coun-
try of ‘leading technologies’ (Blusz and Świeboda 2013, pp. 28–29);

• The Polish economy benefits from efficiency-driven advantages, not
from innovation-driven advantages (Blusz and Świeboda 2013, pp.
28–29);
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• Poland’s technological advancement is low; it exports cheap labour,
shows rather low dialogue capabilities, it constitutes a weakness for
its own entrepreneurs, while fdi is weakly related to the domestic
production capacity (Hausner and Szymczak 2013).

The mentioned ambiguity of evaluations does not change the fact that
the process of closing the development gap between Poland and highly
developed market economies has not been accomplished and will ar-
guably last for a period measured in decades. If the declared develop-
ment aspirations of Poland were to be fulfilled (one of such frequently
discussed minimum objectives is the attainment of the average gdp per
capita level of the EuropeanUnion), then Poland can be expected to expe-
rience economic growth significantly above the average level of the Euro-
peanUnion.Otherwise, the process of catching upwould last forever. The
intensity of economic ties of Poland with the European Union gives rise
to an interesting paradox: in order to catch up with the average gdp per
capita level of the European Union (currently, the Polish gdp per capita
level amount to about 60of the EuropeanUnion’s gdp per capita level),
Poland should develop at a higher rate than the average of the European
Union. The higher the differences, which will occur in the two rates, the
faster Poland, will close the development gap.
However, Poland’s fast growth depends on the growth rate of the Euro-

pean Union, inter alia because it is Poland’s largest export market. Thus,
from this perspective it can be concluded that the ability to reduce the
development gap between Poland and the European Union should be
derived from areas not included in the said paradox. In other words,
by catching up with the European Union, Poland should rely on growth
factors, which are not exclusively dependent on the economic situation
in the European Union. This recommendation mainly refers but is not
limited to export expansion of the Polish economy. The present analy-
sis reflects the increase of countries from beyond the European Union in
Poland’s internationalisation, although this trend was relatively weak in
the investigated period, which may indicate that it remains at a nascent
stage.
The above arguments have to find their support in specific policymea-

sures. Currently, in terms of state support for firm internationalisation,
the Polish system of incentives for firm internationalisation still remains
limited in its scope and dispersed over a range of institutions (Gorynia et
al. 2014a).While the Export Credit Insurance Corporation kuke has ex-
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isted since 1991, its scope of activities has remained relatively limited. The
same can be said of the Bank of National Economy (bgk), which had ex-
isted in the previous political and economic system, but only introduced
export credits and loan guarantees or subsidies and loans for foreign di-
rect investment. In 2000, the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development
(parp) was established to foster sme development, including their over-
seas promotion and matchmaking. Furthermore, grants for export pro-
motion, or the Polish export promotion portal featuring information on
foreign markets and a database of foreign business inquiries and tenders,
are offered by the Ministry of Economy. At the same time, Trade and In-
vestment Promotion Sections of Polish Embassies deal with the promo-
tion of Polish business in other countries, information on foreign mar-
kets, matchmaking or assistance in organisation of economic missions
(Gorynia et al. 2014a). Clearly, the spectrum of instruments dedicated to
fostering Polish exports and their geographic diversification is not nar-
row, however the responsibilities are dispersed between different institu-
tions, which results in overlaps and increased transaction costs for the
firms in search of support.
Apart from the deficiencies in the support system, which should be

addressed by policy makers, a more fundamental issue is related to cre-
ating a supportive business environment, which may be instrumental in
fostering international firm competitiveness (Buckley et al. 2010; Glober-
man andChen 2010). Poland’sMinistry of Economyhas already launched
such initiatives, including financial support for export projects, the cre-
ation of theNetwork of Investor and Exporter Assistance Centres, or gen-
eral promotion of the Polish economy abroad. In January 2013, the Pol-
ish government adopted the Strategy of Innovativeness and Effectiveness
‘Dynamic Poland 2020,’ whose main objectives are to improve the reg-
ulative and financial environment, increase the effectiveness of labour,
knowledge or of the usage of natural resources. Thus, an increased diver-
sification of Polish export should be regarded in a broader context of an
economic policy framework, which can be supported by a rising num-
ber of entrepreneurship-oriented programs co-financed by the European
Union.

Notes

1 The discussion is based on unctad data. In relation to the European
Union, data were presented for eu25 and eu27 countries. The analysis is
based only on data for eu27 countries. Thus, there is an underlying as-
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sumption that the European Union comprised 27 members in the investi-
gated period.

2 All percentage values in the ensuing sections are indices (see tables for de-
tails).

3 Such a comparison should exclude analysing industries for which a signif-
icant change would be a one-off event.

4 The biggest trade partners were those countries that had an average share
of export higher than 4 during the investigated period.

5 At this juncture attention is confined to issues directly related to the in-
ternationalisation of the Polish economy. A broader array of recommen-
dations addressed at Polish public policy were included in Hausner et al.
(2013, 22–136). Also compare Gorynia (2006).
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