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Abstract

Research background: Globalisation and economic integration are thesoea for which
the competitiveness of economic entities is andlysere and more often in the context of
their relations with the international market. Gofehe ways to assess the competitiveness
of the Polish food sector is an analysis of comipardrelative) advantages in the export of
this sector’s products.

Purpose of the article: The objective of this paper is to assess comparaiilvantages in
Polish export of food products to the European Wrégainst a background of selected
groups of non-food products.

Methods: The study used the B. Balassa’s revealed comparativantage (RCA) index.
The study is preceded by a brief review of fordigmle results. The source of data was the
WITS-Comtrade commercial database. The analysisoaased out at the level of the HS
sections (in commaodity terms). The research permared the years 2003—2015.

Findings & Value added: In the years 2003-2015, export of food increasealrly six
times and its import — more than 4.5 times. Theampprtners of Poland as regards trade
in food were the EU countries. The food sector o of few sectors of the economy with
the positive trade balance. Polish export to thew&s characterised by a diversified level of
comparative advantages. From among 20 HS section2)15 Poland had comparative
advantages in export to the EU countries for préslfrom 10 sections (2 food and 8 non-


https://doi.org/10.24136/10.24136/oc.2018.015
https://doi.org/10.24136/oc.2018.015
https://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.24136/oc.2018.015&domain=pdf

Oeconomia Copernicana, 9(2), 287-308

food). Those products accounted for 11% and 70%otifh export to the EU, respectively.

The development of Polish foreign trade in foodduats during the Polish membership in
the EU as well as fairly high comparative advansaigethe export of these products to the
EU indicate the competitiveness and significantangnce of the Polish food sector for the
national economy.

I ntroduction

Progressing processes of globalisation, integratiod liberalisation of
economies, conducive to the popularisation of thmgigm of open eco-
nomic development and internationalisation of eooicoactivity, have
changed the nature, intensity and scope of conmetitivhich has gained
an international dimension consisting, on the oardh in competing on
international markets, and on the other, in th&neestruggle with compet-
itive pressure from foreign entities on regionad aational markets. Due to
this international dimension of competition, emftiparticipating in the
market and competing for the benefits of partiéigatin international trade
face new challenges, and the conditions in whiely thperate are more and
more difficult. This also applies to the food sedtoPoland.

One of the methods of assessing competitivengbe ianalysis of com-
parative (relative) advantages in export, as ptesey B. Balassa (in this
regard, according to many economists — rather ctitiygeadvantages).
The results of calculation of comparative advargaggn be treated as an
approximate assessment of given sector's abiligptopete in international
trade, and at the same time the basis for assdssimgernational competi-
tive position (as it is an ex post competitiveniesiex, referring to its past
measurement).

The objective of this article is to assess comparahdvantages in
Polish export of food products to the European bmiompared to selected
groups of non-food products. The research periagren the years 2003—
2015, which is the period of Poland’s membershithm EU and the year
preceding accession.

The article consists of the introduction, five ctesp, as well as a dis-
cussion and conclusions. The first chapter inclualesview of the litera-
ture, in which two basic approaches to comparaiieantages in interna-
tional trade are distinguished and characterisbd. ffext chapter discusses
the applied research method, i.e. the formula aterpretation of the re-
vealed comparative advantage index in export acoptd B. Balassa. The
third chapter shows the importance of trade in fpooducts in Poland's
foreign trade in general, and the fourth chaptes@nts Polish trade in food
products and other groups of products with the ge@o Union. The next
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chapter includes the results of the analysis o6 comparative ad-
vantages in export of food products to the EU caegbdo export of non-
food products, carried out on the basis of the abuentioned RCA index.
The article ends with a discussion and conclusigmish includes the most
important conclusions resulting from this reseasold suggestions for fu-
ture research in this area.

Literaturereview

The term comparative (relative) advantage was dawoired to international
economics in the early 19th century by D. Ricarflee approach, accord-
ing to which the driving force of international deais exclusively the di-
versification of the labour productivity on an imational scale, is known
in the literature of the subject as the Ricardiavdeh. According to this

model, trade between two countries may be benkfioisboth if each of

them exports the commodities in production of whichas comparative
advantages. The country has comparative advantagprdduction of

a given commodity when the alternative productiostdn terms of other
commodities in this country is lower than in otlteuntries. International
trade results in increasing global production, beeat allows the countries
to specialise in manufacturing commaodities in whikby have compara-
tive advantages (Krugman & Obstfeld, 2003, pp. T9-8 this situation,

each country participating in international tradeng benefits, i.e. the pro-
duction volumes in each of these countries aredrigfian if there was no
trade between them.

Pursuant to this theory, a given country may bérsfitrade even if it
does not have absolute advantage in productiompfcammaodity. It is
enough for it to have a relative advantage in ttalgction of a selected
commodity in order for it to be able to exportTihus, in this theory we do
not compare the level of unit costs of manufactytime same commaodity
in two countries, but we compare a ratio of ungts@f manufacturing two
selected products in two countries.

The theory of comparative advantage has been egfigaterified. The
best known attempt to do so, based on the analysie export and labour
productivity, was made by G.D.A MacDougall who, 151, carried out
a detailed analysis of trade between the UnitedeStand Great Britain.
The analysis confirmed the validity of the D. Ruobals theory. Similarly,
empirical studies carried out in the following ygdny other authors, inter
alia, R. M. Stern [1962] and B. Balassa [1963],frored the correctness
of the theory of comparative costs (Budnikowskil 20pp. 64—65).
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Beside the Ricardian comparative advantages, theklso another type
of comparative advantage functioning in the literat i.e. B. Balassy's
advantage (1965, pp. 99-123). M. Guzek, analysioip ltypes of ad-
vantages, states that the comparative advantatie iRicardian sense re-
sults from the criterion of profitability of expodf one field compared to
other fields, and at the same time compared toaabrblowever, a low
comparative advantage does not mean that a givedugr cannot be ex-
ported. It shows low predispositions of a givenrdoyto specialisation in
comparison with other countries. The comparativesaathge of B.
Balassa's type follows from the application of thgort size criterion in
comparison with other fields and at the same tinin wbroad (Guzek,
2004, p. 49). According to B. Balassa, high adwgesacan thus be revealed
not only with high profitability of production arekport of a given product
group of the analysed country but also with lowfipability. The analysis
of comparative advantages according to B. Balassabe treated as an
approximation of the country's ability to competériternational trade, and
at the same time a basis for assessing the curoampetitive position of
this country and its changes in the past. Forrgason, J. Misala is of the
opinion that comparative advantages in this apjreae rather competitive
advantages (Misala, 2011, p. 166). Nowadays, thestaatly developed
theory of B. Balassa and the methods of studyingpavative advantages
proposed by him are the canon of international aditipeness research in
the area of foreign trade.

Despite the unquestionable qualities of the the@bryomparative costs,
due to the complexity of processes occurring incithv@emporary economy,
it is not possible to present the directions andrisity of changes in trade
flows using only one theory of international trafléhen trying to answer
why one country is more successful in exporting miode competitive than
the other, we should search for new and new exagevariables of trade.

Resear ch methodology

The index commonly used to assess the sector caivgeess, based
on the D. Ricardo’s model and on other modelshésrevealed compara-
tive advantage index suggested by B. Balassa. Biydgvealed compara-
tive advantages according to B. Balassa consigtstigrmining whether the
share of a given product in the export of a giveantry is higher (lower)
than the share of this product in global exporth® specific market. The
extensive use of this index, as a competitivenedieator, results from its
simple formula which naturally answers the questionvhat commodity
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groups a given country has comparative advantagesbroziak et al,
2014, pp. 55-59). Moreover, attention is drawrhelbw sensitivity of the
formula of this index to differences in the grovetid phase of the econom-
ic cycle between the analysed countries as thesegpiena affect both the
numerator and denominator of the formula (Hartig®81, pp. 65—-109).

The B. Balassa's revealed comparative advantagR@lex is de-
fined by the following formula (Balassa, 1977, BR7—344):

Xi' . XiW
TR (1)
XiW

1

RCA, =

PIRS

i=1 i

where:

RCA; —revealed comearative advantage index in Polighort of the '
commodity group to thé"jmarket,

X; — Polish export of thd"icommodity group to thé'jmarket,

Xyw— global export of thé"icommodity group to thd'jmarket,

N — number of commodity groups (here: entire export)

The RCA index takes on the values from zero tanityfj whereby we
identify two differently interpreted intervals. Winé¢he index is higher than
1 (the share of a given commodity group in the expb the analysed
country is higher than the corresponding shareldbaj export), the ana-
lysed country has revealed comparative advantagespiort to the specific
market. On the contrary, when the index is lowantll (the share of
a given commaodity group in the export of the anadlysountry is lower
than the share of this group in global export),ahalysed country does not
have any revealed comparative advantage in theretqpthe specific mar-
ket. Therefore, the presence or absence of revealegarative advantages
will be determined by whether the share of a gipeaduct in the export of
the analysed country to the selected market isenighlower than the cor-
responding share of this product in the exportliof@untries of the world
to this market.

Slightly different interpretation of this index wasuggested by
Hinloopen and Marrewijk (2001, pp. 1-35) who divddthe RCA index
into four classes: absence of revealed comparativantage (0<RC#AL),
weak revealed comparative advantage (1<R®)Aaverage revealed com-
parative advantage (2<R@A) and strong revealed comparative advantage
(RCA>4). This suggestion was based on the anatysisstributions of the
RCA indices among the European Union countriefutiner studies, how-
ever, it was not commonly used.
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Although the RCA index is one of the most poputati¢ators of the in-
ternational competitiveness, it is also one ofriwst often criticised indi-
cators of this competitiveness. For example, D.éxeindicated that that
the index distorts the actual level of export spksation if trade between
the countries is strongly imbalanced, and he sugdethe corrected re-
vealed comparative advantage — CRCA (Neven, 19856p2-632). The
RCA index is also sensitive to the level of sowle¢a disaggregation and
the choice of a baseline year (Olczyk, 2008, p. BRpther criticised fea-
ture of this index is its asymmetric distributiomdethe absence of the abso-
lute upper limit which resulted in several modifioas in the formula of
this index giving the symmetric distribution ands®d interval [-1, 1] —
RSCA (inter alia, Brasilet al,, 2000, pp. 233—-258). This transformation of
the RCA index does not bring interpretation besefibwever, it is used in
some studies on international trade (Widodo, 2p957-82).

In this study, the RCA indices have been designieidtblish export of
food products to the European Union market. Thdogoas indices have
been applied to the analysis of trade in produé€tstloer sectors of the
Polish economy (by HS section) with the EU. Theiqzkicovered by the
study is from 2003 to 2015.

In the graphical manner (Figures 1, 6) the RCAdadiin the Polish ex-
port to the EU market have been analysed by HSossc{HS sections I-
XX) in 2015 and their changes in the years 200352The horizontal axis
of the diagram shows the RCA index values in 20ib this case,
0<RCA<3) and the vertical axis — the changes invidlees of this index
in the years 2003—-2015 (within the interval of [+lL]. A combination of
these two values enabled dividing the diagramfioto fields:

A —RCA index > 1 in 2015 and its improvement ie ffears 2003—-2015,
B — RCA index > 1 in 2015 and its deteriorationthie years 2003—-2015,
C —RCAindex < 1in 2015 and its improvement ia ylears 2003—-2015,
D — RCA index < 1 in 2015 and its deterioratiorilie years 2003-2015.

Field A contains those sections of products in Whiduring the EU
membership, the competitive position strengtheaed, which in 2015 had
revealed comparative advantages in export. Fiebd\Ers those groups of
products whose competitive position deterioratethéanalysed period yet
managed to maintain revealed comparative advantagegport. On the
other hand, Field C contains those sections ofymrsdwhich, despite hav-
ing improved the competitive position after the ession, did not manage
to achieve revealed comparative advantages in 2@1furn, Field D co-
vers those groups of commodities in which the cditipe position deteri-
orated, with the absence of revealed comparativarddges in 2015.
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The assessment of revealed comparative advantagles export to the
EU, carried out based on the RCA index, was pratégea short analysis
of changes in foreign trade in products of the feedtor and other sectors
of the economy against a background of Polish tradetal and an analy-
sis of the balance of trade in these products agairbackground of the
national trade balance. The analysis covered Pédistign trade with the
European Union.

The data source was the WITS-Comtrade commerciabedae in which
trade flows are expressed in USD. The analysiscaased out at the level
of HS sections. The term “food products” coversftilmwing HS sections:
I — live animals and animal products, Il — vegetaptoducts, Il — fats
and oils and IV — prepared foodstuffsl. The renmgnl6 HS sections
cover products from non-food sectors 2.

Role of food productsin Polish foreign trade

Trade in food products (HS sections I-IV) playsraportant role in Polish
foreign trade in total. The share of export of thesoducts in total Polish
export prior to the Polish membership in the EU wahathe level of 8-9%,
then it rose to about 11-12% and in the years 22135 exceeded 13%.
The share of import of food products in the totali$h import was lower.
In the years 2003-2008 it was about 6—7%, in 20@8eded 9% and since
2013 it has been about 9% (Figure 2). The diffezeiocthe benefit of ex-
port in the analysed period was usually increasang,in 2015 amounted to
4.2 percentage point (p.p.).

The food sector is one of few branches of the natieconomy which
achieves the positive trade balance. The surplugde in food products
had a positive impact on the balance in total Rdiigeign trade (negative

! Section | covers the following chapters: 01. Largimals; 02. Meat and edible meat
offal; 03. Fish and seafood; 04. Dairy products eggs; 05. Other animal products. Section
Il covers the following chapters: 06. Live plantsdacut flowers; 07. Vegetables; 08. Fruit
and nuts; 09. Coffee, tea, spices; 10. CerealsPidducts of the milling industry, malt,
starches; 12. Oil seeds and oleaginous fruits;VEjetable extracts; 14. Other vegetable
products. Section Il covers the following chapt&b. Animal or vegetable fats and oils.
Section IV covers the following chapters: 16. Prafians of meat and fish; 17. Sugars and
sugar confectionery; 18. Cocoa and cocoa prepastid. Preparations of cereals, pastry-
cooks’ products; 20. Preparations of fruit and vagles, 21. Miscellaneous edible
preparations; 22. Beverages and spirits; 23. Residnd animal fodder; 24. Tobacco and
manufactured tobacco substitutes.

2 The last section (XXI — works of art, collectorgieces and antiques) due to the
marginal relevance to foreign trade has been imdudto the item ,Other”.
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until 2014), but due to its relatively low leveltljen compared to the deficit
in trade in other products) it had no decisive iotgan the changes in that
balance (Figure 3). Not until 2015 did the surplusrade in food products
(USD 8.5 billion) cover the deficit in trade in phacts of other sectors
which was clearly lower in that year (USD -3.7 ibiti).

For many years, trading links between the Polisid feector and foreign
markets have been asymmetric (Szczepaniak, 20175ph9), i.e. the
dominant partners in this trade are permanenthEtm@pean Union Mem-
ber States (Figure 4). This results from the fotegration of Poland with
the EU, which assumes the free movement of commasdiservices, capi-
tal and persons within the Community. National fqmdducers meeting
the specific sanitary, veterinary, phytosanitargt animal welfare and envi-
ronmental standards, have been granted unlimitedsacto the large and
wealthy outlet market (Szczepaniak, 2016b, p. 4852015, the EU share
in the export of Polish food products amountedi®® (over 12 p.p. more
than in 2003) and in the import — 67.5% (nearly.fa pnore than in 2003).

The positive balance of trade in food with the Camity countries
reached the level of almost USD 9.4 billion (in 20@ was less than USD
0.6 billion). In the entire analysed period, thepdus in trade in food prod-
ucts with the EU more than compensated for theciefi trade with the
non-EU countries (Figure 5). This significant shafehe European Union
in the geographical structure of export and img@ortl such value of the
balance of trade with the EU countries, growingrymayear, show that the
Polish food sector is competitive and has undoufptedcceeded in the
European Union market.

Therefore, it may be surely stated that trade odfproducts is a very
important part of Polish foreign trade. The shafdood export in total
export is higher than that of food import in totaport and the annual av-
erage growth rate of Polish food export to the glabarket is clearly high-
er than that of total Polish export. The food seds a branch of the econ-
omy which achieves the positive trade balancef igr@at importance for
the national trade balance. In the Polish tradead products, the key role
is played by trade with the European Union Memhates.

Palish foreign tradein food productswith the European Union
againgt a background of trade in other product groups

In the years 2003-2015, food products (HS sectidu3 were one of the

most important commodity groups in Polish foreigade with the Europe-
an Union. In the following years, the importancetlet product group was
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regularly growing and in 2015, the share of foodPalish export to the EU
amounted to 13.6% (when compared to 7.0% in 20@314r5% in 2009),

and in import — 10.3% (when compared to 5.3% in2@bd 9.5% in

2009). Among the individual sections forming th@ramodity group, the
highest share both in export to the EU and in irnppom the EU was that
of prepared foodstuffs (IV), followed by live animaand animal products
() and vegetable products (Il). In all those smwsi of production, Poland
was a major net exporter, whereby the largest enpirepared foodstuffs
section. The share of fats and oils (lll) in tragias minimal, and Poland
remained their permanent structural net importabl@s 1, 2, 3).

Other major commodity groups (HS section) in Polsieign trade with
the European Union were machinery and mechanicaliaaqges (XVI),
transport equipment (XVII), base metals and metgilbal products (XV),
plastics and articles thereof (VII), chemical protu(VI) and miscellane-
ous manufactured articles (XX). In 2015, those geoaccounted for nearly
69% of Polish export to the EU and 74% of Polistpant from the EU
(Tables 1, 2, 3).

The section “machinery and mechanical appliancésjspthe most im-
portant role in Polish trade with the European Wnim the years 2003—
2015, the value of export of machinery and mectanappliances in-
creased more than 3.5 times, to USD 38.0 billiod ehimport — more
than twice, to USD 26.5 billion. Therefore, the rehaf machinery and
mechanical appliances in the Polish export to tberiereased by 0.7 p.p.,
i.e. to 24.8%, and in import it decreased by 18, p.e. to 23.7%. By 2005,
Poland had been a net importer of machinery anchamcal appliances
from the EU, and since 2006 it has been their Rporer (in 2015, the
surplus in trade in these products exceeded USbHillion).

The section “transport equipment” is another imaoirtcommodity
group in the Polish foreign trade with the Europklion. And although in
the years 2003-2015, its share both in export ammbit decreased (by 1.6
and 1.4%, respectively), it still remained sigrafit and amounted to: in
export — 13.5% and in import — 13.2%. In the anedyperiod, the value
of export of transport equipment to the EU increasere than three times,
and at the end of that period amounted to about R&D billion. Changes
in the import were smaller, as its value increasede than twice to USD
14.8 billion. Since 2004, more and more often Palhas been recording
the surplus in trade in transport equipment with B,

Another commodity group in Polish export to the &gpgan Union is
“base metals and metallurgical products,” whoseesitathe years 2003—
2015 was 10-11%. In import from the EU, the shdr¢his group was
slightly higher and amounted to 11-13%. In the ysed period, the im-
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portance of this product group in export to the #ightly decreased (by
1.5 p.p.), and in import it increased (by 1.3 p.fphe value of export of
base metals and metallurgical products increaseé than three times, to
about USD 10.1 billion. The value of import incredsnore than 2.5 times,
to about USD 12.7 billion. Polish balance of tradehis product group
with the EU has been positive only since 2011.

The importance of “plastics and articles thereoPolish export to the
EU was increasing for most of the analysed perfiain 5.4% in 2003 to
7.3% in 2015. In the import from the EU, their shavas slightly higher
and ranged from 9.5 to 10.5%. In the years 2003201 value of export
of plastics and articles thereof increased fivefoites, to about USD 11.14
billion. The value of import of those products wasreasing more slowly,
as 2.5 times, to about USD 11.13 billion in 20Xbalmost all the analysed
period (2003—2014), Poland recorded a deficit aglérin plastics and arti-
cles thereof with the EU, only in 2015 it generatedmall surplus (USD
0.01 billion).

The importance of the section “chemical products’Polish export to
the European Union was similar to that of plasting articles thereof. In
the years 2003-2015, its share increased from 4046@2%. The share of
chemical products in Polish import with the EU wegishin the limits of
12-13%. In the analysed period, the value of expbdhemical products
increased nearly fivefold and in 2015 reached alr$sD 9.5 billion. In
turn, the value of their import increased nearly ttnes, to USD 13.6 bil-
lion. In the analysed period, Poland recorded peantideficit in trade in
chemical products with the EU.

“Miscellaneous manufactured articles” played anontgnt role, first of
all, in the Polish export to the European Unionjra2015 their share was
6.9%. In import, the share of this product secticas lower and reached
2.0%. The value of both trade flows in the analysedod increased nearly
3.5 and 2.5 times, respectively, export — to USD6 Mllion, and import
— to USD 2.2 hillion. All the time, Poland recordedsitive balance in
trade in miscellaneous manufactured articles viiéhEU.

The analysis of the results of the Polish foreigi¢ with the European
Union, carried out according to the major produciugs, allows to con-
clude that food products are among the most impbdammodity sections
in the Polish foreign trade with the EU, both imte of export and import.
Higher or similar share in export is only that adchinery and mechanical
appliances and transport equipment, and in impogddition to machinery
and mechanical appliances and transport equipratsd, base metals and
metallurgical products, chemical products as wsllpkastics and articles
thereof. In the years 2003-2015, the growth ratéodign trade in food
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products with the EU was also much higher than ¢faither commodity
groups. In trade in food with the European UnioolaRd achieved a high
and quickly increasing surplus (relatively compéedialance was generat-
ed only by trade in machinery and mechanical appéa and miscellane-
ous manufactured articles), which positively aféecthe national trade and
payment balance.

Assessment of Polish comparative advantagesin export of food
productsto the European Union against a background of export
of other product groups based on the RCA index

In 2015, the revealed comparative advantages (R@&x of Polish export
of food products to the European Union amounted.85, which means
that the share of this product group in total Pobgport was 35% higher
than the share of these products in export ofalhtries of the world (Ta-
ble 4). When compared to 2003, as well as to 20@9¢ was a significant
increase in revealed comparative advantages iRthsh export to the EU
(in those years, the RCA index was 0.80 and 1.43pectively), which
points to a definite improvement in the competitpasition of Polish food
producers in the EU market. In 2015, among four dé8tions covering
food products, the RCA indices higher than 1 oemliin the group of ani-
mal products (1.70) and prepared foodstuffs (1.92)ose sections ac-
counted for 10.8% of Polish export to the EU. le tiemaining sections
covering food products (vegetable products and dais oils), the RCA
indices were lower than 1, and therefore the shhthose product groups
in the total Polish export was lower than the shafréhose products in
global export (by 14% and 13%, respectively).

In 2015, in export of products of other sectorsaRdl held revealed
comparative advantages in export to the EuropedanJas measured by
the RCA index, in 8 out of 16 HS sections, whichtatal accounted for
69.9% of the Polish export to the EU. Among themeré were sections of
various importance for Polish export, with bothatielely high and low
levels of technological advancement. The higheseaked comparative
advantage index in export was characteristic of gwoduction sections as:
miscellaneous manufactured articles (2.68), wood articles of wood
(2.41), articles of stone, ceramic products, g{éas&0), pulp of wood, paper
and articles thereof (1.56) as well as plastics aritles thereof (1.41).
Their total share in the Polish export reached@1 All three sections with
the highest share in Polish export to the EU (maafyi and mechanical
appliances, transport equipment and base metalsretallurgical prod-

297



Oeconomiaopernicana9(2), 287-308

ucts) were also characterised by the RCA indexexiog 1, which means
that Poland held comparative advantages in exgdhese products to the
EU market.

In the years 2003-2015, the revealed comparativaradges (RCA) in-
dices in export to the EU increased in all group®od products — mini-
mally in the group of vegetable products (by 0.0inf), and quite signifi-
cantly in the remaining three product sections, the group of animal
products (0.83 p.), fats and oils (0.76 p.) ancgpred foodstuffs (by 0.75
p.). Among products of other sectors in the anayseriod the RCA indi-
ces in export to the EU increased in 6 out of 16dd&ions, most signifi-
cantly in case of arms and ammunition (by 0.41 fpljpwed by pulp of
wood, paper and articles thereof (by 0.37 p.) dadtios and articles there-
of (by 0.28 p.). In the same period, there waggaiitant decrease in the
RCA index in export of miscellaneous manufacturdétlas (by 0.98 p.),
wood and articles of wood (by 0.81 p.) and Hided akins and articles
thereof (by 0.76 p.) to the EU — cf. Figure 6.

Among food products, Field A included animal progu@) and pre-
pared foodstuffs (IV). In these product sectiohgré were, in fact, com-
parative advantages in export to the EU in 2018,they got stronger dur-
ing the Polish membership in the Community. Theeptfivo sections of
food products, i.e. vegetable products (Il) and &td oils (lll) were in-
cluded in Field C. This means that despite theeim®ed competitive posi-
tion following the accession, revealed comparatisieantages in export of
those products to the EU in 2015 were not achieved.

Discussion

The article assessed comparative advantages iRdligh export of food
and non-food products to the EU. The analysis, Wwhises the revealed
comparative advantage index, shows that Poland coeasparative ad-
vantages in export of food to the EU market. Theseclusions are con-
sistent with the findings of other authors (intéa,aPawlak & Poczta, 2011,
p. 145; Marks-Bielskat al, 2015, p. 759). However, literature on the sub-
ject has been lacking comparative studies on caatipar advantages in
Polish export of food products to the EU comparedther product groups.
This study fills the gap in this area and proves,tbompared to non-food
products, export of Polish food also has significaomparative ad-
vantages.
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Conclusions

In the years 2003-2015, the value of Polish traddéood products in-
creased more than fivefold, reaching nearly UShilbn in 2015. In the
same period, export of food increased almost dk-fe to USD 25.6 bil-
lion, and its import increased nearly 4.5 timese-USD 17.1 billion. The
food sector was one of few sectors of the nati@eahomy with the posi-
tive balance of trade. The Polish surplus in faadl¢, against the deficit in
trade in non-food products, had a positive impacthe national trade bal-
ance. However, due to its level, it had no decigivgact on the changes in
that balance in most years. Not until 2015 did gbeplus in trade in food
products (USD 8.5 billion) cover the deficit in dein products of other
sectors, which was clearly lower in that year (USY billion) and the
balance of total Polish foreign trade for the fiigte had a positive value
(Szczepaniak, 2016a, pp. 31-76).

For many years, the European Union Member States tenained the
most important Polish partners in food trade (il®2Qheir share in export
amounted to 81.6% and in import — 67.5%). Food pet&lalso belong to
the basic commodity groups in Polish foreign tradh the European Un-
ion, both in terms of export and import (in 201git share was 13.6% and
10.3%, respectively).

Polish export to the EU was characterised by arsified level of com-
parative advantages, as measured by the RCA ifderng 20 HS sec-
tions, in 2015 Poland held revealed comparativeaathges in export of
products to the EU in 10 sections (2 food and 8fieonl). Food products
accounted for 11% of the value of Polish exporth® EU and non-food
products — 70%. Those sections generated the sugphounting to USD
8.4 billion and 31.2 billion, respectively.

The development of Polish foreign trade in fooddocts during the
Polish membership in the European Union, as wetjudi® high and grow-
ing comparative advantages in export of these mtsdo the EU — when
compared to non-food products — point to the cortipehess and great
importance of the Polish food sector for the nati@tonomy.

Future studies of comparative advantages in Pdaaiodéign trade in
food products should take into consideration thglieation of the indica-
tors being a modification of the revealed compsaeatidvantage index of
B. Balassa, e.g. the relative trade advantage (Rmdgx. An analysis
based on the RTA index would have a more compréeiharacter, as it
would also take into account the situation in baport and import of the
country (Wijnands & Verhoog, 2016, p. 16).
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Annex

Table 1. Polish export to the European Union in the yedi8322015, by HS
section

2003 2009 2014 2015
Number and name of the HS section Sharein % in million ?O%nsgf
usD
100
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000  153,246.1 3517
Food products 7.0 115 134 136 20,889.1 680.2
I. Live animals and animal products 21 3.9 44 4.3 6,602.5 7185
1. Vegetable products 2.0 21 23 24 3,718.7 425.2
Ill.  Fats and oils 0.0 0.3 0.4 0.4 623.7 4,158.0
IV. Prepared foodstuffs 2.9 53 6.3 6.5 9,944.2 787.7
Other products 93.0 88.5 86.6 864 1323570 326.8
V. Mineral products 5.1 34 45 3.7 5,654.7 254.9
VI. Chemical products 4.4 5.0 6.6 6.2 9,483.2 490.2
VII. Plastics and articles thereof 54 6.1 7.3 7.3 M3  476.6
VIIl. Hides and skins and articles
thereof 1.0 0.4 0.4 0.5 713.6 172.0
IX. Wood and articles of wood 35 2.1 2.2 2.2 3,334.7 15.2
X. ;‘gfe:ff wood, paper and articles 5, 57 39 33 48783 3248
XlI. Textiles and textile articles 6.7 3.6 3.6 3.8 5,078 1979
XIll.  Footwear, headgear 0.6 0.3 0.5 0.6 925.8 378.2

XIll. Articles of stone, ceramic
products, glass

XIV. Precious metals and stones, pearls
and articles thereof

XV. Base metals and metallurgical

2.2 1.8 20 1.9 2,943.7 309.4
0.4 0.6 0.6 0.5 778.9 433.9

116 9.6 10.9 10.1 15,488.9 306.7

products
XVI. Machinery — and  mechanical ,,, 559 245 248 330389 3628
appliances
XVII.  Transport equipment 151 17.8 131 135 20,679.2 .6313
XVIII.  Optical instruments and apparatus 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.2 ,908B 593.5
XIX. Arms and ammunition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 30.0 4,285.7
XX L\I/Ir[[is((::lee!aneous manufactured g 5 63 66 69 105783 2789
Other (Section XXI. And others) 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 28 315

Source: own calculations based on the WITS-Comtdada.



Table 2. Polish import from the European Union in the ye2093-2015, by HS

section
2003 2009 2014 2015
) R change
Number and name of the HS section
Sharein % nmilion 200=
100
Total 1000 1000 1000 1000 111,816.1 2385
Food products 53 95 105 10.3 11,5103 464.4
I. Live animals and anima 05 27 34 31 34733 13696
products
1. Vegetable products 18 25 23 24 2,629.6 3123
Ill.  Fats and oils 0.4 0.5 0.7 0.6 684.2 329.1
IV. Prepared foodstuffs 25 3.8 4.1 4.2 4,723.3 402.1
Other products 94.7 90.5 89.5 89.7 100,305.8 2259
V. Mineral products 2.3 4.2 3.2 2.7 3,028.5 276.0
VI. Chemical products 12.3 13.0 12.8 12.2 13,630.4 237.2
VII. Plastics and articles thereof 95 9.3 105 100 12\17 249.5
VIl Hides and skins and articles 4 05 0.6 06 709.0 1327
thereof
IX. Wood and articles of wood 1.0 0.9 0.9 0.7 814.6 877
X. Pulp of wood, paper and articles 48 40 42 43 48274 2155
thereof
XI. Textiles and textile articles 59 35 3.2 33 3,687 132.4
XIl. Footwear, headgear 04 0.2 04 0.5 557.7 337.8
XIIl. Articles of stone, ceramic 21 15 13 13 1,442.9 1434
products, glass
XIV. Precious me_tals and stones, 01 0.2 0.2 0.2 236.1 260.2
pearls and articles thereof
XV. Base metals and metallurgical 114 121 133 127 14,1942 264.8
products
XVl Machinery —and mechanical 555 o35 218 237 264883 2219
appliances
XVII.  Transport equipment 14.6 11.6 13.0 13.2 14,766.1 1215
XVIIl.  Optical instruments and 16 20 18 20 2194.8 203.3
apparatus
XIX. Arms and ammunition 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 51.7 297.1
XX. M|_scellaneous manufactured 20 17 18 20 22101 2415
articles
Other (Section XXI. And others) 0.0 2.7 0.5 0.3 337 1,4925

Source: own calculations based on the WITS-Comtdada.



Table 3. Balance of trade of Poland with the European Uniiothe years 2003—
2015, by HS sections

. 2003 2009 2014 2015
Number and name of the HS section —
in million USD

Total -33172 165389 389491 41,4300
Food products 5925 38083 88383 93787
I. Live animals and animal products 665.3 1,705.4 29770 3,129.3
Il. Vegetable products 324 -35.9 8451 1,089.1
Ill.  Fats and oils -192.9 -98.0 -141.5 -60.5
IV. Prepared foodstuffs 87.7 2,236.8 5,157.7 5,220.9
Other products -3909.7 12,7307 30,1108 32,051.2
V. Mineral products 1,120.7 -152.2 3,3585 2,626.2
VI. Chemical products -3,811.2 -6,586.4-5,202.8 -4,147.2
VII. Plastics and articles thereof -2,121.2 -2,035.61,136.1 9.3
VIIl. Hides and skins and articles thereof -119.1 -35.1 -87.5 4.7
IX. Wood and articles of wood 1,086.9 1,512.62,610.8 2,520.1
X. Pulp of wood, paper and articles thereof -738.2 6.90 -208.6 50.9
Xl. Textiles and textile articles 134.4 652.7 1,882.6  2,090.9
Xll.  Footwear, headgear 79.7 95.8 331.0 368.1
XII.  Articles of stone, ceramic products, glass -54.5 148 15919 1,500.8
XIV. ;fr(;g?s metals and stones, pearls and articles 1282 4423 7444 542.9
XV. Base metals and metallurgical products -309.3 -754.4,282.9 1,294.8
XVI.  Machinery and mechanical appliances -1,453.9 7,00712,354.2 11,550.7
XVII.  Transport equipment -270.2 8,683.6 52345 5913.1
XVIII.  Optical instruments and apparatus -426.7 -912.1-605.9 -286.0
XIX. Arms and ammunition -16.7 -346 -12.8 -21.6
XX. Miscellaneous manufactured articles 2,878.0 5,305.8,593.4 8,368.2
Other (Section XXI. And others) -13.7 -333.0 -619.7 -334.5

Source: own calculations based on the WITS-Comtdada.



Table 4. Revealed comparative advantage (RCA) indices istP@xport to the
European Union, in the years 2003—-2015, by HS@ecti

Changein
Number and name of the HS section 2003 2009 2014 2015 ;g&’f%&%
in points
Food products 0.80 117 134 1.35 0.55
I. Live animals and animal products 0.88 1.50 1.69 1.70 0.83
Il. Vegetable products 0.85 0.78 0.84 0.86 0.01
Il Fats and oils 0.11 0.74 0.83 0.87 0.76
IV. Prepared foodstuffs 0.77 1.26 1.52 1.52 0.75
Other products 1.02 0.98 0.96 0.96 -0.06
V. Mineral products 0.76 0.32 0.32 0.39 -0.38
VI.  Chemical products 0.42 0.43 0.59 0.53 0.11
VII. Plastics and articles thereof 1.13 1.34 1.44 141 0.28
VIII.  Hides and skins and articles thereof 1.39 0.64 0.57 0.64 -0.76
IX.  Wood and articles of wood 3.22 2.40 2.53 241 -0.81
X. ;“e'f’e Of"f wood, paper and articles , ,q 1.21 153 156 0.37
Xl. Textiles and textile articles 1.21 0.75 0.77 0.79 0.42
XIl.  Footwear, headgear 0.62 0.32 0.42 0.54 -0.08
XIIl. S\Iglscsles of stone, ceramic products, 171 1.62 1.87 1.70 -0.01
XIV. zrrttie((:;ll:a)su?hgztoafls and stones, pearls andol33 0.35 0.32 0.29 0.05
XV. Base metals and metallurgical products 1.66 1.35 1.40 131 -0.35
XVI.  Machinery and mechanical appliances 0.99 1.24 1.17 151 0.16
XVII.  Transport equipment 111 1.66 1.22 111 0.00
XVIII.  Optical instruments and apparatus 0.23 0.26 0.31 0.35 0.11
XIX. Arms and ammunition 0.02 0.05 0.50 0.43 0.41
XX. Miscellaneous manufactured articles 3.66 2.60 2.85 2.68 -0.98
Other (Section XXI. and others) 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.00 0.00

Source: own calculations based on the WITS-Comtdada.

Figure 1. Values of the RCA index and its changes
1

-1
Source: own study based on Ambroziak & Szczepaf@akl, pp. 47-51).



Figure 2. Share of food products in Polish foreign tradéotial (in %)
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Figure 3. Balance of trade in food products, other productd of total Polish
foreign trade (in billion USD)
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Figure 4. European Union share in Polish foreign trade irdfpooducts (in %)
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Figure 5. Balance of Polish foreign trade in food productthwhe EU countries,

non-EU countries and in total (in billion USD)
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Figure 6. The RCA indices in Polish export to the Europeariodrnn 2015 and
their changes in the years 2003-2015, by HS section

changes in the RCA index in the years 2003-2015
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