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Abstract 
Research background: The position of a country in the international division of labour is 
determined by the competitiveness of its trade, the structure of which may both reveal and 
perpetuate the comparative advantages possessed. This is particularly true for Dutch disease 
economies such as Russia. Recently, economic literature has seen a growing interest in the 
topic of Russia’s economic relations with the European Union and China. This article is 
aimed at being the Author’s contribution to this discussion. 
Purposes of the article: (1) to discuss the existing trade interdependence between Russia 
and the EU28, and Russia and China; (2) to try to assess the extent to which the current 
structure of Russian trade with these two partners corresponds with the competitiveness of 
the Russian economy. 
Methods: An in-depth analysis of Russia-EU28 and Russia-China trade interdependencies 
in 2007–2015 has been conducted, with emphasis on the categories of goods within the 
spectrum from low- to high-technology, according to the OECD classification. Furthermore, 
in order to analyse Russia’s competitive profile with regard to the same categories of goods, 
Balassa’s methodology of revealed comparative advantages has been applied. 
Findings & Value added: In the recent years, a growing importance of China in Russian 
trade turnover can be observed, being the effect of dynamic growth of Chinese economy, 
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cooling political relations between Moscow and Brussels and the drop in oil prices in inter-
national markets. The existing structure of Russian trade with the EU28 and China seems 
likely to preserve its traditional competitive advantages in the medium-low-technology 
goods and oil, which, in turn, will only further exacerbate the negative consequences of the 
so-called Dutch disease affecting the Russian economy. 
 
 
Introduction  

 
In today’s strongly globalized world economy, the position of a country in 
the international division of labour is in practice determined by the trade 
competitiveness of its economy. In particular, the country’s potential com-
parative advantages in exports are of paramount importance in this respect. 
On the other hand, the existing structure of foreign trade of the country, 
which is the direct consequence of its economy’s place in the international 
division of labour, can be (under certain conditions arising from trade 
agreements or the possession of resources which are in low supply world-
wide) an extremely important factor perpetuating the competitive ad-
vantages already enjoyed (Falkowski, 2017). This is particularly so for 
‘Dutch disease’ economies, such as the Russian economy (Ito, 2017; 
Tabata, 2013; Dobrynskaya & Turkisch, 2010). In light of the above, it is 
important and interesting to identify the current trade interdependence be-
tween Russia and the European Union (EU28) as well as Russia and China 
— Russia’s two major trade partners.  

The advisability of such a study may be confirmed by the fact that over 
the recent years there have been a growing number of articles on economic 
relations of Russia with the EU28 (i.a.: Harsem & Claes, 2013; Lavrov, 
2013; Dragnev & Wolczuk, 2012) and China (i.a.: Simola, 2016; Un-
nikrishnan & Purushothaman, 2015; Sidorenko, 2014; Rautava, 2011) in 
international economic literature. This study is intended to be the Author’s 
contribution to this discussion. 

The main objective of this article, apart from an in-depth analysis of 
Russian-EU and Russian-Chinese mutual trade interdependencies, is to 
answer the question to what extent the existing commodity structure of 
Russia’s trade with the EU and China reflects the international competitive 
profile of the Russian economy in the contemporary world. 

In order to analyse in detail the competitiveness of the Russian economy 
in contemporary international trade, the method of analysing Balassa’s 
revealed comparative advantages (1965, 1989) was applied, which is one of 
the most widely accepted and used measures of international trade speciali-
sation and comparative advantage. 
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Hereinbelow, the study puts forth the thesis that although both the EU28 
and China have traditionally been very important trade partners of Russia, 
over the recent years a gradual increase of China’s importance in Russian 
foreign trade can be observed. This is not only due to the dynamic growth 
of the Chinese economy and the cool political relations between Moscow 
and Brussels following the introduction of economic sanctions in 2014, but 
also of the decline in oil prices on international markets. Furthermore, the 
existing structure of Russian trade turnover with the EU28 and with China 
strongly reflects the competitive profile of the Russian economy and further 
reinforces its traditional competitive advantages, which have for years been 
in medium-low technology goods and oil. 

This article consists of five main parts, plus the introduction and the 
conclusions. In the first part, a synthetic review of literature on the subject 
is presented. The next section discusses the research method applied, also 
pointing to its main advantages and weaknesses. The third part analyses in 
detail the scope and structure of trade interdependencies between Russia 
and the EU28, and Russia and China in the period 2007–2015, while the 
fourth part describes the competitive profile of the Russian economy in 
international trade in the same period, with special emphasis on the re-
vealed comparative advantages of Russian exports. In the next part of the 
article, the obtained results are discussed and conclusions confirming the 
research hypothesis are formulated. 
 
 
Literature review 

 
The EU countries have long been traditional trading partners for Russia. 
According to some economists, one can even speak of a special partnership 
in this regard (Lavrov, 2013), although this relationship has recently be-
come weaker due to the trade sanctions imposed on the Russian Federation 
by the EU in 2014 in the wake of the annexation of the Crimea and of Rus-
sian countersanctions, as observed by i.a. Crozet and Hinz (2016), Tuzova 
and Qayum (2016), Priede and Pereira (2015) and Rutland (2014). 
Nevskaya (2016) states that the EU sanctions led to a decline in Russia-EU 
trade, putting future economic cooperation in question. She goes on to ob-
serve that it is Russia that has been hit especially hard by the sanctions, as it 
has simultaneously been affected by falling oil and gas prices. Still, the 
most important element of this partnership is cooperation concerning trade 
in energy resources, as pointed out by Romanova (2014). An interesting 
analysis of Russia’s importance as a trading partner for the EU28 econo-
mies separately has been conducted by Liuhto (2015). According to his 
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conclusions, the country which depends most on trade with Russia is Lithu-
ania, followed by Finland, Bulgaria and Latvia. A detailed analysis of the 
EU28 trade with Russia has been published by the European Commission 
(2017); according to it, the EU exports to Russia are clearly dominated by 
manufacturing goods (88.4% in 2016), while imports from Russia — by 
primary goods (75.2% 2016), of which as many as 66.5% are mineral prod-
ucts. In addition, the disparities in mutual trade exchange in the years 2006-
2016 in terms of turnover and commodity structure for goods of different 
technological advancement are clearly indicated. Herrero and Xu (2016), in 
turn, point out that the Chinese economy is a huge challenge for further the 
EU trade cooperation with Russia. 

The particularly important and growing role of China as a trading part-
ner of Russia (especially in imports) is highlighted by, among others, Rau-
tava (2011), who points out that while in 1998 China’s share of Russian 
imports was just 3%, by 2010 it went up to as high as 17%. Moreover, pre-
cisely because of the large and highly receptive Russian domestic market, 
China is very much interested in the development of mutual economic co-
operation, especially in the context of the deterioration of Russia’s econom-
ic relations with the EU28 (Unnikrishnan & Purushothaman, 2015). The 
obvious consequence of this is the growing deficit in Russia’s trade with 
China. Rautava (2011) also draws attention to the structure of the Russian-
Chinese trade; on the one hand, China’s exports are dominated by natural 
resources, especially energy ones, while, on the other hand, in the imports 
prevail high-value-added, technologically advanced industrial goods. Fur-
thermore, according to Lukin (2013), it will be extremely difficult for Rus-
sia to increase its exports to China as it is hardly able to offer any other 
goods — apart from natural resources — which would be competitive on 
the Chinese market. Nevertheless, as Simola (2016) notes, despite the 
growing economic interdependence between the two countries, albeit 
asymmetric with the predominance of Russia’s dependence on China, it is 
hard to describe it as strong. Similar conclusions were reached by i.a. Wil-
son (2015). Yet, both countries seem largely forced to expand their mutual 
commercial and investment cooperation, as observed by Huasheng (2016) 
and Wilson (2016). Moreover, as Popkova and Sukhodolov (2017) stress, 
this may be a very important factor for Russia’s economic growth in the 
medium term as the need for Russian goods to face competition in the Chi-
nese market may stimulate efforts to increase their competitiveness and to 
diversify the goods structure of Russian exports to China. 

A key role in Russian trade with both the EU28 and China is played by 
energy resources, which, as emphasized by Covi (2014), constitute the 
foundation of the international competitive profile of the Russian economy, 
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to the obvious detriment of the development of other sectors of the econo-
my. Moreover, as Locatelli et al. (2017) state, the existing and planned 
energy agreements between Russia and China will further strengthen their 
interdependence, especially in the context of the EU efforts to increase the 
diversification of sources of energy resources (Dannreuther, 2016; Harsem 
& Claes, 2013). 
 
 
Research method 

 
First, the detailed, in-depth analysis of the size and structure of trade turno-
ver between Russia and the EU28 and Russia and China in 2007–2015 has 
been conducted using the OECD classification of manufacturing industries 
based on their technological advancement (Hatzichronoglou, 1997; OECD, 
2011). Under this classification, 4 basic categories of goods have been dis-
tinguished, i.e. the high technology, the medium-high technology, the me-
dium-low technology and the low technology goods. Additionally, for the 
purposes of this study, oil has been singled out for separate analysis to 
show its special importance in the Russian trade turnover. 

Secondly, being aware of the existence in the literature of a wide variety 
of methods for assessing the competitiveness of economies in international 
trade (Startiene & Remeikiene, 2014), this article uses the traditional and 
widely applied method of analysing the revealed comparative advantages 
developed by Balassa (1965, 1989); in particular, the logarithmical version 
of its original formula is applied, which is as follows: 

 

���� = ln �	
�	� ÷
	

	                                       (1) 

 
where: 

���� – the revealed comparative advantages index of the given country in the i 
goods category;  

��� – exports of the i goods category from the given country to the j country or 
category of j countries;  

�� – total exports from the given country to the j country or category of j countries;  

�� – global total exports of the i goods category;  

� – global total exports.  

 
The logarithmic form of the formula ensures the symmetry of both posi-

tive and negative values of the RCAi indicators in the region around zero, 
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which facilitates their interpretation (Falkowski, 2018; Vollrath, 1991). 
A revealed comparative advantage in trading in a particular commodity 
group is only present when the value of this indicator for the given group is 
greater than zero (RCAi > 0). 

When choosing the above method of analysing the revealed comparative 
advantages, one must be aware of its limitations and unreliability, which, 
however, do not discredit it. 

For example, Siggel (2006), drawing attention to the weaknesses of the 
RCA method, stressed that although it helps identify the existence of poten-
tial competitive advantages in exports of a given country in relation to the 
world as a whole, its use does not allow to identify the sources of these 
comparative advantages. What is more, he also pointed out the fact that 
such advantages must not necessarily be a sign of improvement in the gen-
eral competitiveness and efficiency of a given economy, but e.g. they might 
be the result of a policy of subsidising the production of specific goods by 
the state or a policy of manipulating the exchange rate. Similar conclusions 
were reached by Hinloopen and Van Marrewijk (2001), who stated that 
Balassa’s method does not allow for the exporter-sector (ex ante) specific 
factors which are the source of comparative advantage to be isolated. Fur-
thermore, there are some empirical distribution weaknesses in Balassa’s 
method of analysing potential comparative advantages, mainly time insta-
bility and poor ordinal property ranking. Similar objections were raised by 
Costinot et al. (2012), who stated that, due to the simplicity of Balassa’s 
method, subtleties such as heterogeneous preferences and heterogeneous 
trade costs are omitted, and therefore, using the RCA index, we show the 
effects and not the causes of the comparative advantages possessed. The 
biggest problem with the RCA index according to Laursen (2015) is when 
the index is applied across countries with large differences in sizes. For 
example, extremely high RCA values will be recorded if exports of certain 
commodity account for a large share of total domestic exports, but they 
form only a very small component of total international exports. Deb and 
Hauk (2017) emphasize that given the growing importance of global pro-
duction chains, RCA indices calculated based on gross export values may 
not show an accurate picture of the underlying comparative advantages 
possessed by a given country. Therefore, an adjustment of the RCA index 
might seem quite relevant to incorporate domestic value-added in exports. 
Gnidchenko and Salnikov (2015) listed three main weaknesses of the origi-
nal formula of Balassa’s RCA index, namely: 1) its sensitivity to the num-
ber of exported goods as well as countries in the reference group; 2) the 
interdependence of the index values for one good on the values for other 
goods as a high share of one good in total exports at the same time means 
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a low share of other goods in total exports; 3) its asymmetry, significantly 
limiting the comparability of its values over time and space. 

The weaknesses and limitations of Balassa’s method of analysing re-
vealed comparative advantages (RCA) listed above are widely known and 
in the literature on the subject attempts have been presented to construct 
standardised indicators of relative comparative advantage, e.g. the additive 
RCA index (Hoen & Oosterhaven, 2006), the standardized relative compar-
ative advantage index (Yu et al., 2000), the relative symmetrical compara-
tive advantage index (Dalum et al., 1998; Iapadre, 2001). However, it 
should be made clear that they have so far not been widely recognised by 
economists dealing with the competitiveness of economies in international 
trade. 

Despite these weaknesses, Balassa’s RCA index remains one of the 
most widely used methods of measuring international trade specialisation 
and comparative advantages. This is due to its greatest advantage — sim-
plicity, of both the construction of the index itself and the interpretation of 
the results obtained (Gnidchenko & Salnikov, 2015). Furthermore, the Eu-
ropean Competitiveness Report 2014 “Helping firms grow” (European 
Commission, 2014) notes that trade data traditionally used to calculate re-
vealed comparative advantage indices are very comprehensive and it is 
easy to disaggregate them to the level of individual products or groups of 
products. Thanks to the use of such disaggregated data, a more complete 
picture of the advantages and disadvantages of a specific economy or in-
dustrial sectors of individual countries can be obtained. This, in turn, allows 
for comparisons and rankings to be made between countries (within a sec-
tor) and between sectors (within a country). 

All the statistical data used for the analysis are derived from the United 
Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database (UN Comtrade, 2017). 
 
 
Scope and structure of trade interdependence between Russia                                        
vs. the EU28 and China in 2007–2015 
 
Over the years 2007–2015, the value of Russia’s trade turnover with for-
eign countries fluctuated markedly. While in 2007 it stood at 552 billion 
USD, a year later it jumped to reach 735 billion USD (an increase of 33.2% 
year-on-year), before shrinking to the dramatically low level of just 472.6 
billion the following year (a decrease of 35.7% year-on-year) on the back 
of the global economic crisis, which reached its trough in 2009. In the fol-
lowing years (2010–2013), the value of Russian foreign trade was increas-
ing steadily, from 626 billion USD in 2010 to 842.2 billion USD in 2013. 
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From 2014 onwards, however, it started to decline again, reaching just 
526.7 billion USD in 2015. The reasons for this spectacular fall were most-
ly: 1) a decline in energy commodity prices (especially oil) in international 
markets, and 2) the sanctions imposed on Russia in connection with the 
annexation of Crimea and its support for separatists in eastern Ukraine. On 
the other hand, the counter-sanctions introduced by the Kremlin to target 
Western countries, which consisted, amongst others, in the introduction of 
an embargo on goods imported from these countries (mainly agri-food 
products), adversely affected Russian imports. Despite all that, however, 
Russia managed to keep its traditionally high trade surplus. 

When looking at the Russian trade turnover with the EU28 and China in 
the analysed period, it can be observed that the EU28 countries were a far 
more important trading partner for Russia than China. In 2015, the EU28 
accounted for 38.4% of the total value of Russian foreign trade (202.2 bil-
lion USD), while China — only for 12.1% (63.5 billion USD). What is 
more, in 2008–2009 the value of Russian trade with the EU28 exceeded 
half of the country’s total trade turnover (reaching 52.2% and 50.5%, re-
spectively). 

Yet, a systematic rise of China’s importance as Russia’s trading partner 
is also noteworthy. In the analysed period, China's share in Russian foreign 
trade total almost doubled from 7.2% in 2007 to 12.1% in 2015 while the 
value of total trade between the two countries jumped by 60.4% in the same 
period (from 39.6 billion USD in 2007 to 63.5 billion USD in 2015). Con-
versely, in the same period an opposite tendency was recorded in trade with 
the EU28. The share of all the EU28 countries in Russia’s total trade turno-
ver shrank from 46.4% in 2007 to 38.4%, and the value of total trade be-
tween Russia and the EU28 went down by 21% (from 255.9 billion USD in 
2007 to 202.2 billion USD in 2015). 

Furthermore, China is a much more important trade partner of Russia in 
imports rather than in exports, which is reflected in Russia’s negative trade 
balance with that country. China’s share in the total Russian imports 
reached 19.3% in 2015 (against 12.2% in 2007), whereas in the exports it 
was 8.2% (4.3%, respectively). In 2015, the value of Russian imports from 
China reached 28.3 billion USD, up by staggering 86.2% on 2007 (15.2 
billion USD), while the value of exports to China was 35.2 billion USD, i.e. 
44.3% more than in 2007 (24.4 billion USD). 

In contrast, unlike with China, Russia has traditionally recorded a posi-
tive, albeit declining, trade balance in its trade with the EU28. While in 
2007 the EU28’s share in the total Russian exports stood at 47.9% and in 
imports — at 43.6%, in 2015 the respective figures were only 39.8% and 
35.8%. The value of total Russian imports from the EU28 went down by 



Equilibrium. Quarterly Journal of Economics and Economic Policy, 13(4), 667–687 

 

675 

25% (from 87.2 billion USD in 2007 to 65.4 billion USD in 2015) and its 
exports to the EU28 dropped by 18.9% (from 168.7 billion USD in 2007 to 
136.8 billion USD in 2015). 

When analysing the goods structure of Russian exports to the EU28 and 
China, one cannot but notice the enormous importance of oil. In the case of 
exports to the EU28, the value of trade in this commodity over the analysed 
period ranged from 87.7 billion USD in 2007 to 127.6 billion USD in 2012, 
with the exception of 2009 (71.8 billion USD) and 2015 (only 54 billion 
USD), which was caused by a significant fall in prices of this raw material 
in international markets (Figure 1). In relative terms, the share of oil in total 
Russian exports to the EU28 exceeded 50% between 2007 and 2012, only 
to gradually decrease in the following years to 48.9% (2013), 43.7% 
(2014), and 39.5% (2015). 

In contrast, the general trend was quite the opposite in trade with China 
(Figure 2). Until 2011 (except for 2008), the value of exports of Russian oil 
to China did not exceed 40% of the value of all exports, rising to over 50% 
of total exports from 2011 onwards. The record value was achieved in 
2014, when the relevant share was 58.7%. In absolute terms, however, the 
value of trade in this raw material with China was not as high as that with 
EU28, the main buyer of Russian oil, fluctuating between 5.4 billion USD 
in 2007 and 22 billion USD in record-breaking 2014. 

Next, if we look at the significance of other goods in Russian exports, it 
is clear that in the analysed period Russian exports to the EU28 were most-
ly from the medium-low technology category (Figure 1). Their share in 
total Russian exports to the EU28 ranged from 32.3% in 2007 to 43.7% in 
2015. Exports of coke, refined oil products and nuclear fuel played the 
most important role in this category. The significance of medium-high 
technology and low-technology goods was very low (for example, in 2015 
their shares were 5.7% and 3.2% respectively), and of high technology 
goods — dramatically low. In 2007, the latter’s share was barely 0.4%, but 
then it gradually increased year by year, eventually reaching 2.4% in 2015. 

On the other hand, during the analysed period the most important (be-
sides oil) in the structure of Russian exports to China were low technology 
goods (Figure 2), although their share in total Russian exports to China 
went down from 23.7% in 2007 to 15.1% in 2015. Russia’s absolute export 
hits in this category were wood, paper, paper products, and — to a much 
lower degree — food and beverages. Interestingly, the share of high tech-
nology goods in the total Russian exports to China was significantly higher 
than to the EU28, and ranged between 1.5% in 2011 and 5.2% in 2015. The 
most important goods from this category were planes and other aircraft. 
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As for Russian imports to the EU28, they have traditionally been domi-
nated by medium-high technology goods (Figure 3). In the analysed period, 
nearly half of total Russian imports were from this category. The highest 
share of these goods in Russian total imports of 50.9% (33.3 billion USD) 
was recorded in 2015. The most important goods in this category were ma-
chinery and equipment, n.e.c. as well as motor vehicles. 

In contrast, in the analysed period almost equally important in Russian 
imports from China were goods from high, medium-high and low technol-
ogy categories (Figure 4). Their share in the total Russian imports ranged 
from 24.3% (2013) to 26.1% (2011); from 22.6% (2015) to 31.8% (2015); 
and from 33.2% (2013) and 30.2% (2009), respectively. The most im-
portant role in the imports was played by the following subcategories: ra-
dio, TV and communications equipment (in the high technology category); 
machinery and equipment, n.e.c. (in the medium-high technology category) 
and textiles, textile products, leather and footwear (in the low technology 
category). 

Summing up what has been said so far, in its trade with the EU28 
Russia recorded a surplus (positive trade balance) in trade in oil and low 
technology goods throughout the entire analyzed period, but had 
a significant deficit (negative trade balance) in trade in medium-high 
technology goods (Figure 5). 

Like with the EU28, also with China, Russia recorded a positive balance 
in trade in oil in the analyzed period. What is worth noting is that the 
balance had grown significantly over the years 2007–2015 (from 5.4 billion 
USD in 2007 to as much as 15.1 billion USD in 2015, i.e. almost 
threefold). However, with respect to all other categories, i.e. the high, 
medium-high, medium-low and low technology goods, Russia consistently 
recorded negative, and steadily growing, balances throughout the analyzed 
period (Figure 6). Therefore, it comes as no surprise that the overall 
balance in Russia’s trade with China is negative. 
 
 
Competitive profile of the Russian economy in international                        
trade in 2007–2015 
 
The analysis of potential comparative advantages in Russia’s foreign trade 
in 2007–2015 conducted using B. Balassa’s method of analysing revealed 
comparative advantage clearly shows that the international competitiveness 
of this country is generally very low and, in practice, is only limited to raw 
materials and their derivatives as exemplified by positive (and relatively 
stable) RCA values for the low technology category in the analysed period 
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(Figure 7). Within this category, Russia’s strongest relative comparative 
advantages have traditionally been in trade in non-ferrous metals (mainly 
copper, tin, zinc, aluminium), refined oil products, non-metallic mineral 
products and ferrous metals. These are mainly raw materials and low-value-
added goods, which best reflects the real competitive profile of the modern 
Russian economy. 

In the remaining categories of goods, i.e. in the high, medium-high and 
low technology categories, Russia did not have any comparative ad-
vantages in international trade during the analysed period. In particular, 
a difficult, if not dramatic, situation could be observed in the category of 
high technology goods in total, although it does not mean that Russia does 
not possess any competitive advantage in this category. It is a respected and 
competitive worldwide exporter of aviation equipment and aircraft, includ-
ing spacecraft, as well as some types of arms. 

On the other hand, the most uncompetitive Russian goods in the interna-
tional market, as far as high technology, medium-high technology and low 
technology goods are concerned, have for years been pharmaceuticals, 
computing and office machinery, motor vehicles and R&D apparatus, as 
well as textiles and textile products. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The analysis of the scope and structure of the existing trade interdepend-
ence between Russia and the EU28, and Russia and China has shown that 
the most important goods in Russian exports to these countries are those in 
which Russia enjoys strong competitive advantages, i.e. raw materials, 
especially oil and oil products (low-added-value and low technologically 
advanced goods). In contrast, Russian imports from these countries are 
dominated by goods in which Russia does not have any competitive ad-
vantage at all — for imports from the EU28, these are medium-high tech-
nology and high technology goods (in 2015, they accounted for as much as 
68.8% of total Russian imports from the EU28), whereas, in the case of 
imports from China, high technology, medium-high technology and low 
technology goods absolutely dominate (83.9% of total Russian imports 
from China in 2015). It is very clear from the above that Russia’s foreign 
trade structure with the EU28 and China is in line with the competitive 
profile of the Russian economy. In this way, the existing studies on Rus-
sia’s trade with the EU28 and China were complemented by an extremely 
important aspect of the international competitiveness of the Russian econ-
omy, with special emphasis on the country’s comparative advantages in the 
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structure of trade with the EU28 and China, taking into account the techno-
logical advancement of the goods traded. 

Additionally, it should be clearly emphasized that the analysis carried 
out for the years 2007–2015 clearly shows that the goods structure of Rus-
sian trade with the EU28 and China has nothing but further "cemented" the 
country’s competitive profile, by reinforcing traditional competitive ad-
vantages long enjoyed by Russia in the medium-low technology category 
and oil, which is a direct consequence of extensive economic growth. 
Worse still, it is difficult to find any qualitative changes in the Russian 
economy in terms of utilising existing production resources (not just raw 
materials), which could serve as a foundation for stable growth independent 
of cyclical developments in international commodity markets. A specific 
correlation can be observed between the competitiveness of the Russian 
economy (its revealed comparative advantages) and the structure of trade 
with Russia’s most important trading partners, i.e. the EU28 and China. On 
the one hand, this trade (its structure) strengthens the comparative ad-
vantages possessed in Russian exports, sanctioning the economic policy 
conducted in Russia to date; on the other hand, however, it deepens the 
competitive gap in Russian imports. To some extent, therefore, this study 
complements the knowledge of contemporary Russia and its economy 
(Ivanter, 2018; Gregory, 2018; Miller, 2018) by explaining the impact of 
the external economic environment on Russia’s internal economic situation 
in this respect. 

It should be remembered that the biggest problem affecting modern 
Russia is the co-called “Dutch disease”, i.e. the overexploitation of natural 
resources (mainly the energy ones) as a relatively easy source of budget 
revenue, which in turn leads to a decline across the rest of the Russian 
economy (Mironov & Petronevich, 2015; Dülger et al., 2013). Unfortunate-
ly, the existence of large markets for Russian energy, mainly oil and natural 
gas, in the EU28 and China only further exacerbates the negative conse-
quences of that disease for the Russian economy (Ito, 2017). 

In addition, it should be borne in mind that the ever closer trade interde-
pendence between Russia and China, as exemplified by the growth in the 
mutual trade over the recent years, may have a negative impact on the EU 
economy. It is worth noting that Herrero and Xu (2016) came to a similar 
conclusion, stressing that the Chinese economy will be a huge challenge for 
further the EU trade cooperation with Russia. However, complementing the 
conclusions reached by Herrero and Xu (2016), based on the results of the 
research presented in this article, it may be added that to a large extent the 
commodity structure of the Chinese exports to Russia is similar to that of 
the EU, which, in a situation of possible and announced further liberalisa-
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tion of trade tariffs between Russia and China, may trigger additional shift-
ing effects, creating trade between these economies to the obvious detri-
ment of the EU. To the greatest extent, it may concern the EU exports to 
Russia of Machinery and transport equipment, Chemicals and related prod, 
n.e.s., Miscellaneous manufactured articles, as well as Food and live ani-
mals. 

To sum up, the added value of this paper is the conducted in-depth anal-
ysis of Russian-EU and Russian-Chinese mutual trade interdependencies at 
the same time and its reference to the international competitive profile of 
the Russian economy in the modern world in order to verify to what extent 
the existing commodity structure of Russia’s trade with the EU and China 
reflects this profile. Despite the existence of various studies dedicated to 
Russia’s economic relations with the EU28 (e.g.: Harsem & Claes, 2013; 
Lavrov, 2013; Dragnev & Wolczuk, 2012) and China (e.g.: Simola, 2016; 
Unnikrishnan & Purushothaman, 2015; Sidorenko, 2014; Rautava, 2011) 
separately, there is a lack of comprehensive comparative coverage of this 
issue in the Polish and international literature in one study, which has been 
done in this study. 
 
 
Conclusions 
 
The subject-matter of this article was an analysis of Russia’s trade interde-
pendence with the EU28 countries and with China — its main trading part-
ners, with respect to basic goods categories of different technological ad-
vancement in 2007–2015. In addition, the international competitive profile 
of the Russian economy has been concisely analysed to see how the exist-
ing commodity structure of the trade corresponds (reflects) that profile. 

It is clear from the analysis of this issue that for years both the EU28 
and China have been very important trading partners for Russia, although 
in recent years China’s role in Russia’s foreign trade has gradually in-
creased. There are at least a few reasons for this, which include, in particu-
lar, the dynamic development of the Chinese economy, the cooling of polit-
ical relations between Moscow and Brussels following the introduction of 
economic sanctions in 2014, and the fall in oil prices on international mar-
kets. However, the existing trade structure of Russia with the EU28 and 
China strongly reflects the competitive profile of the Russian economy and, 
moreover, further strengthens the traditional competitive advantages Russia 
has enjoyed over the years in medium-low technology goods and oil. 

Taking into account the above, as well as the specifics of the modern 
globalised world economy and dynamic changes in international trade, in 
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which high and medium-high technology goods play an increasingly im-
portant role, it will be difficult to expect any qualitative changes in the 
structure of Russia’s trade with the EU28 and China for the benefit of Rus-
sia without decisive action taken by the Russian authorities aimed at in-
creasing the competitive potential of the Russian economy. The most im-
portant recommendations in this context, addressed to the Russian authori-
ties, include, amongst others, the creation of a comprehensive, coherent and 
consistently implemented long-term economic policy, focused on moderni-
sation, innovation and, consequently, growth of productivity and competi-
tiveness of the economy. It would also be necessary to take measures to 
diversify the export offer as widely as possible, i.a. by gradually abandon-
ing the state policy of selective support and subsidising the sectors of ex-
traction and processing of raw materials in favour of supporting the devel-
opment of sectors based on knowledge and innovation. 

As for the limitations of the research, taking into account objective limi-
tations of the applied research method to determine the competitiveness of 
the Russian economy in contemporary international trade, no reasons have 
been identified in this article for Russia’s low competitiveness in this area. 
Due to the specific simplicity of the applied research method, the analysis 
avoided such subtleties as heterogeneous preferences and heterogeneous 
trade costs, and therefore, the effects, and not causes, of the revealed com-
parative advantages were shown. In addition, the strength of the impact of 
Russia’s trade with the EU28 and China on the comparative advantages 
possessed by the Russian economy was not determined either. In this case, 
a different research method should be used and an appropriate econometric 
model built. The above-listed limitations of the research conducted may 
indicate areas for possible future studies. 
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Annex 
 
 
Figure 1. Goods structure of Russian exports to the EU28 in 2007–2015 (billion 
USD) 
 

 
HT – high-technology goods, MHT – medium-high-technology goods, MLT – medium-low-technology 
goods, LT – low-technology goods (here and in the following figures) 
 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
 
 
Figure 2. Goods structure of Russian exports to China in 2007–2015 (billion USD) 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
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Figure 3. Goods structure of Russian imports from the EU28 in 2007–2015 
(billion USD) 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
 
 
Figure 4. Goods structure of Russian imports from China in 2007–2015 (billion 
USD) 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
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Figure 5. Trade balance in Russian trade exchange with the EU28 in 2007–2015 
(billion USD) 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
 
 
Figure 6. Trade balance in Russian trade exchange with China in 2007–2015 
(billion USD) 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
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Figure 7. Dynamics of comparative advantages (RCA) in Russian foreign trade in 
2007–2015, according to the OECD classification of manufacturing industries 
based on their technological advancement excluding oil, presented separately 
 

 
Source: own elaboration based on United Nations Commodity Trade Statistics Database. 
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