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The article presents the results of an analysis which attempts to identify the most important factors deter-
mining changes in the Polish economy’s internationally competitive position com-pared to the other new
member states of the European Union (EU-10) in the years 2004-2017. The hypothesis that, among the
EU-10 states, Poland belongs to those where varied effects of membership have clearly occurred has
been put forward. This has greatly influenced the for-mation of the internationally competitive position of
the economy. In the research, analysis of the secondary data concerning the pillars of the economy’s com-
petitiveness specified in the Global Competitiveness Report has been applied. This has been compiled by
the World Eco-nomic Forum. The article ends with a summary of the most important conclusions drawn
from the presented analysis.
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Introduction

Similarly to other new EU members states, Poland has experienced a number of
successes and failures in the post-accession period. The accession became an impulse
for changes following the those initiated back in the early 1990s, and the first years of
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membership allowed the building of relatively permanent and stable bases for further
development. They became the major factor for the improvement of the economy’s
internationally competitive position.

Based on the results of earlier analyses conducted by other scholars, the presented
research has adopted the assumption that in the contemporary world economy, in order
to achieve the developmental goals of the economy, the following are required: strategic
building of interna-tional position, taking into consideration: ability to identify and pro-
mote ‘sectors of the fu-ture’ [Sung, 2006, pp. 38-42), development of human resources
(Cho, Moon, 2000, p. 142), technological abilities and their institutional conditioning
[Miozzo, Walsh, 2006), and the abil-ity to adapt to the changing external conditions (Oz-
iewicz, 2007, p. 22-23). These ‘strategic behaviours’ of economies can be connected
‘in the guise’ of building macro-competitiveness.

The aim of the analysis presented in the article was to identify the most important
factors determining changes in the Polish economy’s internationally competitive posi-
tion compared to other new EU member states (EU-10) in the years 2004-2017. The
hypothesis that was adopt-ed was that among the EU-10 states, Poland is one country
whose internationally competitive position improved the most in the post-accession
period. Therefore, it seemed important to analyse how particular factors influenced the
formation of this position. The analysis is based on indicators presented in the Global
Competitiveness Report, compiled by the World Eco-nomic Forum. These Reports are
among the most comprehensive and most frequently quoted rankings of the interna-
tional competitiveness of economies.

1. Standards and methods of measuring an economy’s international
competitiveness

‘Countries, just like international corporations, compete on the world markets.” This
provoca-tive statement, announced by Bill Clinton in 1993, has been generating heated
discussions for years (Dunn, 1994; Thurow, 1994; Krugman 1994; Wzigtek-Kubiak,
2004; Olczyk, 2008; Ai-gigner, 2006), encouraging the creation of many rankings and
comparisons of individual coun-tries’ positions in the global economy (see more: Zmuda
& Molendowski, 2016, pp. 323-343).

The assessment of an economy’s international competitiveness consists in defining
its com-petitive position (Bossak 2000) or an economy’s competitive ability (Misala
2008). In recent years, there have been numerous standards of a national economy’s
international competitive-ness as well as methods to measure it. This concerns both
measuring a national economy’s in-ternational competitive ability and its internationally
competitive position in a given period. The determinants defining the competitiveness
of individual countries have become the sub-ject of analyses for many researchers and
international bodies.

6



E. Molendowski, The pillars of the polish economy’s internationally competitive position ...

One such body is the International Institute for Management Development (IMD).
The In-stitute publishes the results of its research in the annual World Competitiveness
Yearbook re-port including several dozen countries. Since 2004, the World Bank has
also been preparing annual an report called Doing Business, dedicated to an analysis
of conditions for doing busi-ness in the researched countries. Foreign Direct Investment
Confidence Index, drawn up year-ly by the consultancy company A. T. Kearney, is often
comparatively used to assess an econ-omy’s international competitiveness. A measure
of a country’s international competitive ability is also the Human Development Index
(HDI), published by UNDP, which is a synthetic measure of the standard of living in any
given country.

In recent years, The Global Competitiveness Report has been one of the most
comprehen-sive and most frequently quoted rankings of economies’ international com-
petitiveness. It re-sults from the annual comparative study of conditions for countries’
economic development, conducted by the World Economic Forum®.

The ranking categorises analysed countries according to their competitiveness re-
sulting from an indicator devised for this purpose. Currently (in 2017), it is calculated
on the basis of 114 factors, arranged in 12 pillars which are divided into 3 categories
for individual countries: basic requirements, efficiency enhancers, and innovation and
sophistication factors. Under each factor, individual countries are given ratings from 1
to 7, where 1 is the lowest score, and 7 — the highest possible (WEF 2017, p. 11).

The positioning of a given country in the appropriate groups defining the level of
develop-ment is crucial when calculating the synthetic index of competitive position.
The values as-signed to individual groups of pillars depend on the analysed country’s
GDP per capita.

In the WEF ranking, basic requirements are of key importance for economies where
devel-opment is based mostly on traditional factors of production (their GDP per capita
does not exceed USD 2000). Efficiency enhancers are crucial for economies whose
development is based mostly on investment (GDP per capita in the scope of USD
3000-17000). Innovation and sophistication factors are especially important for coun-
tries whose development is driven by innovations. These are countries on the highest
(third) level of economic development (their GDP per capita exceeds USD 17000). It is
worth emphasising that among the factors deter-mining a country’s competitive position,
efficiency enhancers have been given the greatest importance. Basic requirements, on

$This report was first published in 1979 and new countries are systematically added to it (in 2017 — 140 coun-
tries). Initially, it included the Competitiveness Index ranking devised under the supervision of Prof. J Sachs,
in which the bases of mid- and long-term rapid economic development were identified. In 2000, its name was
changed to the Growth Competitiveness Index, to differentiate it from the current microeconomic index appear-
ing under various names in various reports. Since 2004, it has been replaced by the Global Competitiveness
Index. It is devised by the World Economic Forum in cooperation with Prof. X. Sala-i-Martin and with the use
of Prof. M. Porter’s research [WEF 2017].
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the other hand, play a relatively significant role in defining the competitive position of
those countries with the lowest level of economic development (WEF 2017, p. 320).

2. Changes in Poland’s competitive position compared to new member
states

The results of the economy competitiveness study conducted by the World Economic
Forum allow us to state that the position and competitiveness of the Polish economy
in the interna-tional arena was relatively low (compared to the new member states) in
the early 2000s.

Based on the data compiled in Table 1 and Table 2 (illustration in graphs 1 and 2),
it can be unequivocally concluded that in the post-accession period (the years 2004—
2017) the position of Poland changed dramatically. While in 2004 the Polish economy
ranked 60th in terms of competitiveness (3.98 points), in the following two years its
competitiveness scored much bet-ter — position 51 and 45 (4.00 and 4.39 points respec-
tively). In the period of the world crisis, the worst result was achieved by Poland in 2008,
occupying 53rd position (4.28 points) in the ranking. The next two years were marked by
a clear improvement of the position — 46th and 39th (4.33 and 4.51 points). In the follow-
ing five years (2011-2015), the competitiveness of the Polish economy was assessed
on a comparatively similar level (position 41-43, 4.46 points). However, in 2016 Poland
considerably improved its position and was ranked 36th (4.56 points). Unfortunately,
this positive trend proved impossible to maintain in 2017 (it slipped back to the 39th
position — 4.59 points). Nevertheless, over the analysed period (2004 — 2017), Poland
improved its position in the ranking by as many as 21 positions (by 0.61 points) in result.

As shown in graphs 1 and 2, it is difficult to indicate a uniform trend in forming the
com-petitive position of the Polish economy in the entire period between 2004-2017. In
the first years after the accession (2005-2006), the competitive position of the Polish
economy im-proved clearly. In the years 2007-2008, this positive trend was reversed,
yet in the years 2009-2010 there was another improvement. As a consequence of these
changes, Poland’s po-sition in the ranking improved from position 60 in 2004 to position
39in 2010. However, in the following five years (2011-2015), this positive trend was
reversed (or stopped). In 2016, yet another considerable improvement of the position
took place, which allowed Poland to take the 36th position in the ranking. This was the
highest position in the entire post-accession period. Unfortunately, this positive trend
proved impossible to maintain in 2017.
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Table 1. The position of Poland compared to the EU-10 countries in competitiveness studies conducted
by the World Economic Forum in the years 2004-2017

YEARS | B6 | ¢z | EE | WU | it | v | pL | RO | 8 | sK
Position in the ranking
2004 59 40 20 39 36 44 60 63 33 43
2005 58 38 20 39 43 44 51 67 32 41
2006 74 31 26 38 39 44 45 73 40 36
2007 79 33 27 47 38 45 51 74 39 41
2008 76 33 32 62 44 54 53 68 42 46
2009 76 31 35 58 53 68 46 64 37 47
2010 71 36 33 52 47 70 39 67 45 60
2011 74 38 33 48 44 64 41 77 57 69
2012 62 39 34 60 45 55 41 78 56 7
2013 57 46 32 63 48 52 42 76 62 78
2014 54 37 29 60 41 42 43 59 70 75
2015 54 31 30 63 36 44 41 53 59 67
2016 50 31 30 69 35 49 36 62 56 65
2017 49 31 29 60 41 54 39 68 48 59
2004-2017| 10 9 -9 -21 -5 -10 21 -5 -15 -16
GCl value
2004 398 | 455 508 | 456 | 457 | 443 3.98 386 | 475 443
2005 383 | 442 | 495 | 438 43 | 429 | 4.00 367 | 459 4.31
2006 398 | 467 | 482 | 449 | 449 | 447 | 439 | 398 | 448 454
2007 393 | 458 | 474 | 435 | 449 | 441 428 | 397 | 448 4.45
2008 403 | 462 | 467 | 422 | 445 | 426 | 428 | 410 | 450 440
2009 402 | 467 | 456 | 422 | 430 | 406 | 433 4.1 4.55 4.31
2010 413 | 457 | 461 433 | 438 | 414 | 451 416 | 442 4.25
2011 416 | 452 | 462 | 436 | 441 424 | 446 | 408 | 4.30 419
2012 427 | 4.5 464 | 430 | 441 435 | 446 | 407 | 4.34 4.14
2013 4.31 443 | 465 | 425 | 441 440 | 446 | 413 | 425 4.10
2014 437 | 453 | 41 428 | 4.51 450 | 448 | 430 | 4.22 4.15
2015 432 | 469 | 474 | 425 | 455 | 445 | 449 | 432 | 428 4.22
2016 444 | 472 | 478 | 420 | 460 | 445 | 456 | 430 | 439 4.28
2017 446 | 477 | 485 | 433 | 458 | 440 | 459 | 428 | 448 433
2004-2017| 048 | 022 | 023 | -023 | 0.01 | -003 | 0.61 042 | -0.27 0.1
Source: The Global Competitiveness Index Historical Dataset © 2007-2016: The Global Competitiveness Index
Historical Dataset © 2005-2015; Global Competitiveness Index (GCl), 2004-2005, Scores; Global Competi-tive-

ness Index (GCl), 2005-2006, Scores, The Global Competitiveness Report 2017-2018, World Economic Forum
(for the respective years).
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Graph 1. Changes in the competitive position of Poland compared to EU-10 countries in the studies
conducted by the World Economic Forum in the years 2004-2016

Source: Author’s dataset based on the data in Table 1.
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Graph 2. Changes in the GCl value for Poland compared to EU-10 countries in the years 2004-2016
Source: Author’s dataset based on the data in Table 2.

An important element of the presented analysis was a comparison of Poland’s results
with those of other new EU member states. They are, as is known, those countries
which were eco-nomically the most successful among all the Central and Eastern Euro-
pean countries in the transformation period (after 1990). The accession to the European
Union became an impulse for permanent changes and for building a quite sustainable
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and stable foundation for their development. However, in the WEF competitiveness
rankings, they achieved rather various results (see Table 1 and Graphs 1 and 2). At the
beginning of this period (2004), Poland’s competitiveness (position 60) was assessed
as relatively the worst. Only Romania scored lower (63rd place), and Bulgaria occupied
a similar position (59th place). The position of Poland dif-fered greatly from the position
of the Visegrad Group countries (V4). At that time, the Czech Republic, Hungary and
Slovakia had much higher positions (40, 39 and 43, respectively). Also the Baltic states:
Estonia, Lithuania and Latvia ranked higher (20th, 36th and 44th position in the ranking
respectively), were rated higher.

In the following years, until the year 2007, Poland still held a worse position than the
other V4 countries and the Baltic states. In 2008 — Hungary, and in 2009 Slovakia, Lithu-
ania and Latvia slipped behind Poland. In the first years after the crisis (2010-2012),
Poland already ranked higher than 8 out of the 10 new member states. This situation
continued until the end of the analysed period (2017). As a result, only Estonia and the
Czech Republic ranked above Poland (29 and 31 respectively) in 2017. In this way, by
achieving 39th place, Poland im-proved its position in the ranking the most (compared to
the studied countries) as it advanced by 21 positions. Apart from Poland, only Bulgaria
and the Czech Republic improved their rankings (by 10 and 9 positions respectively).

It is worth emphasising that, analysing the data illustrated in graphs 1 and 2, it can be
de-cidedly stated that between the years 2004-2017 Poland was the most successful at
improv-ing the international competitive position of its economy compared to the studied
countries. While in the WEF ranking Poland improved by 21 positions (by 0.61 point),
Bulgaria and the Czech Republic improved by 10 and 9 positions (by 0.48 and 0.22
points respectively). At the same time, 7 of the EU-10 countries ranked lower: Hungary
— by as many as 21 positions, Slovakia — down by 16, Slovenia — by 15, Latvia — by 10,
Estonia — by 9, and Romania and Lithuania — down by 5 positions.

Owing to that, Poland, from a country with one of the worst positions in the ranking
in 2004, became a state with a much better position compared to two partners from
the Visegrad Group (Slovakia and Hungary), two Baltic states (Latvia and Lithuania)
and Bulgaria, Roma-nia and Slovenia. As a result of these changes, Poland joined the
EU-10 leaders of the WEF ranking for 2017, i.e. Estonia and the Czech Republic (WEF,
2017, s. 11; Boguszewski 2016, s. 21-28).

3. Pillars (factors) determining Poland’s competitive position
compared to EU-10 countries

As already mentioned, the result of the annual comparative study of countries’ eco-
nomic development conditions conducted by the World Economic Forum is the ranking
of econo-mies’ international competitiveness — The Global Competitiveness Report.
Currently (in 2017), it is calculated on the basis of 114 factors, arranged in 12 pillars

11
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which are divided into 3 cat-egories: basic requirements, efficiency enhancers, and
innovation and sophistication factors. Table 2 includes a list of factors on the basis of
which the competitive position of the analysed countries is assessed.

Table 2. Classification of factors determining a country’s competitive position according to the Global

Competitiveness Report
GLOBAL COMPETITIVENESS INDEX
Basic requirements Effectiveness enhancers Innovation and sophistication factors
Pillar 1 — Institutions Pillar 5 — Higher education and Pillar 11 — Business sophistication
Pillar 2 - Infrastructure training Pillar 12 — Innovation
Pillar 3 — Macroeconomic Pillar 6 — Goods market efficiency
environment Pillar 7 - Labour market efficiency
Pillar 4 — Health and primary Pillar 8 — Financial market
education development
Pillar 9 — Technological readiness
Pillar 10 — Market size
v v v
Development determined Development determined Development determined
by traditional factors by investment by innovation

Source: Author’s dataset based on The Global Competitiveness Report 2017-2018, Klaus Schwab (ed.), World
Economic Forum, Geneva 2017.

It is worth emphasising that among the factors determining a country’s competitive
position, efficiency enhancers have been given the greatest importance. Basic require-
ments, on the other hand, play a relatively significant role in defining the competitive posi-
tion of the countries with the lowest level of economic development (WEF, 2017, p. 22).

Obviously, an analysis of long-term trends plays a special role in analyses of this
type. Therefore, the analysis presented in the article attempts to identify the main trends
characterising the changes in Poland’s competitive position and the factors determining
it compared to the EU-10 countries in 2017 as contrasted with 2006*. The most important
data illustrating these trends has been compiled in Table 3 (presented in Graphs 3 and 4).

The data presented in Table 3 shows that in 2006, Poland’s competitive position
(4.39 points) was mostly influenced (4.62 points) by basic requirements (pillars) and —
to a lesser degree — by effectiveness enhancers (4.33 points). The position was least
significantly influ-enced by innovation factors (3.73 points).

“The analysis only includes the period to 2008, as the rankings for previous years used a different classifica-
tion of factors determining the competitive position of the studied countries.
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Table 3. The formation of factor (pillar) values determining Poland’s and other EU-10 countries’ competi-
tive position in the years 2006 and 2017

Countries 2 207
Overall | Basic | Proeffective | Proinnovative | Overall | Basic | Proeffective |Proinnovative
BG 3.98 4.35 3.84 3.20 4.46 477 4.40 3.57
Cz 467 494 459 4.39 477 5.35 4,86 4.24
EE 4.82 5.28 4.69 4,03 485 5.66 4.92 4.20
HU 4.49 4.71 4.48 4,06 433 4.65 4.44 3.52
LT 449 491 428 3.83 458 5.15 4.57 4,04
Lv 447 484 4.35 3.59 4.40 5.01 4.40 3.65
PL 4.39 4,62 433 3.73 4.59 4,99 4,65 3.75
RO 3.98 4,08 4.00 3.51 4.28 457 428 3.28
Sl 448 5.18 4.42 411 4.48 514 4.39 418
SK 454 4.76 450 3.82 433 483 4.46 3.76

*The data presented in this Table only includes the period to 2006, as the WEF rankings for previous years
used a different classification of factors determining the competitive position of the studied countries.

Source: Author’s dataset based on the data in Table 1.

Itis worth emphasising that in 2006, factors included in the basic pillars had the most
con-siderable influence on the formation of the competitive position of all the analysed
countries. The relevant indices for this group reached the highest values for Estonia,
Slovenia, the Czech Republic, Lithuania and Latvia. In all these countries, the indices
for the basic requirements were higher than the GCI values overall. The biggest differ-
ence between the values of basic indices and the overall indices occurred in the case
of Slovenia, Lithuania and Bulgaria. On the other hand, effectiveness enhancers in
all these countries had similar (slightly lower) values to those characteristic of basic
requirements. Innovation factors had the lowest values (espe-cially in the case of Bul-
garia, Romania and Latvia). It can be clearly seen in Graph 3.

As shown earlier, in the period from 2017 there was a visible improvement in the
assess-ment of the Polish economy’s competitiveness (up to 4.59 points). This im-
provement was pos-sible mainly due to a higher score for basic requirements (4.99
points) and, to a lesser degree, for efficiency enhancers (4.65 points). Yet, it is worth
reiterating that the improvement in the basic requirements group was relatively bigger
(by 0.37 points) than that in the efficiency en-hancers (by 0.32 points). At the same time,
Poland’s score in the innovation factors group, comparatively low in 2006 (3.73 points),
basically remained stable in the period to 2017 (it went up slightly to 3.75 points). The
changes are shown in Graph 4.
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Graph 3. Factors determining Poland’s and other EU-10 countries’ competitive position in 2006.
Source: Author’s dataset based on Table 2.
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Graph 4. ChaFactors determining Poland’s and other EU-10 countries’ competitive position in 2017.
Source: Author’s dataset based on the data from Table 2.
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The analysis of the relevant data included in the WEF Reports (compiled in Table 4)
also indicates that, in the studied period (2006-2017), Poland’s competitive position
improved for most (9 out of 12) factors determining it.

However, decidedly the biggest improvement took place in the basic requirements
group which, according to the WEF, plays the most important role in defining the com-
petitive posi-tion of the countries with the lowest level of economic development. The
following pillars should be listed here: infrastructure (improvement by 1.41 points), in-
stitutions (up by 0.37 point) and macroeconomic environment (up by 0.09 point). At the
same time, the score for health and primary education visibly worsened (by as much
as 0.24 point).

In the pro-effective factors group, a clear improvement took place only in the techno-
logical readiness pillar (up by 1.5 points) and slightly in the goods market efficiency (up
by 0.3 of a point) and higher education (up by 0.25 of a point). A visible deterioration of
the score oc-curred in regard to the labour market efficiency factor (by as much as 0.3
point). Unfortunate-ly, there were no noticeable successes in the pro-innovative factors
group. The values of the indices in 2017 were only marginally higher than in 2006 (in
the case of the innovation factors there was even a small decline - by 0.03 of a point).

It is worth emphasising that in the case of Poland compared to the other EU-10 coun-
tries, relatively the most favourable changes in the formation of the competitive position
took place in the post-accession period. As already proven, the competitive position of
Poland and all the EU-10 countries in 2006 was determined by basic requirements (the
value of the GCl in the basic requirements group — and individual pillars — exceeded
the overall value). Yet, the value of the GCl in the pro-effective and pro-quality group
was noticeably low.

On the other hand, in 2017, the pro-effective factors grew slightly in importance in
the case of seven (including Poland) of the studied countries. The overall value of the
index and for individual pillars was only marginally lower than the indices in the basic
requirements group. In the case of Poland, Estonia, the Czech Republic and Hungary,
it moderately exceeded the overall value of the index.

It should be stressed that in the pro-innovative factors group, both in the case of Po-
land and other EU-10 countries, no significant changes took place. After over 10 years,
the overall value of the index for this group and the indices for individual pillars included
in this group remained basically on the same level.
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Table 4. The formation of values for individual factors determining Poland’s competitive position com-
pared to other EU-10 countries in the years 2006 and 2017

Specification Years| BG | CZ | EE | HU | LT | LV | PL | RO | SI | SK
Global Competitiveness 2006 [3.98 [4.67 [4.82 [4.49 [4.49 |4.47 |4.39 |3.98 |4.48 | 4.54
Index (GCI) 2017 [4.46 [4.77 [4.85 [4.33 |4.58 |4.40 |4.59 |4.28 |4.48 | 4.33

2006 [4.35 [4.94 |5.28 [4.71 |4.91 |4.84 |4.62 |4.08 |5.18 | 4.76
2017 |4.77 |5.35 |5.66 |4.65 |5.15 |5.01 |4.99 |4.57 |5.14 | 4.83
2006 [3.05 [3.89 |4.67 [4.21 [3.79 |3.96 |3.64 |3.32 |4.26 | 3.98
2017 |3.48 |4.16 |5.04 |3.46 [4.13 |3.76 |3.84 |3.70 [4.05 | 3.51
2006 [2.92 |4.42 |4.34 |3.85 [4.04 [3.85 [3.29 |2.71 |4.35 | 3.72
2017 |4.06 [4.61 [5.09 [4.36 [4.65 |4.40 |4.70 |3.82 |4.80 | 4.29

Basic requirements

1 - Institutions

2 — Infrastructure

3 — Macroeconomic 2006 [5.38 [543 |5.87 |4.53 |5.62 |5.44 |5.10 |4.46 |5.62 | 541
environment 2017 |5.72 16.23 |6.07 |5.13 |5.61 |5.77 |5.20 |5.25 |5.23 | 540
4 - Health and primary 2006 {6.04 {6.04 |6.25 |6.23 |6.19 |6.09 |6.46 |5.83 |6.48 | 5,95
education 2017 |5.80 |6.40 |6.43 |5.65 |6.20 |6.11 |6.22 |5.49 |6.49 | 6.10

2006 | 3.84 | 459 | 469 | 448 | 428 | 435 | 4.33 | 4.00 | 442 | 450
2017 | 440 | 486 | 492 | 444 | 457 | 440 | 465 | 428 | 4.39 | 4.46
5 - Higher education and 2006 [4.02 [4.95 [5.22 |4.87 [4.93 |4.89 |4.73 |4.18 |5.08 | 4.45
training 2017 |4.62 |5.25 | 552 [4.33 |5.16 |4.95 |4.98 |441 |5.37 | 4,54
2006 |3.75 |4.69 |5.01 [4.42 |4.38 |4.48 |4.26 |4.04 |4.60 | 4.59
2017 |4.32 |4.66 [5.09 [4.38 [4.57 |4.42 |4.55 |4.14 |4.64 | 448
2006 |4.12 |4.62 |4.74 [4.50 |4.43 |4.58 |4.44 |4.01 |4.36 | 4.73
2017 |4.25 |4.49 |5.02 [4.21 |4.33 |447 |4.14 |397 |4.10 | 4.01
8 — Financial market 2006 [4.14 |4.36 |4.76 |4.58 [4.36 |4.82 |4.10 {3.90 |4.53 | 4.95
development 2017 |4.14 |4.80 |4.85 [4.31 |4.10 |4.05 |4.17 |3.74 |3.45 | 4.55
2006 [2.91 [4.38 |5.05 [3.97 [3.79 |3.87 |3.39 |3.28 |4.27 | 412
2017 |5.13 |5.50 |5.91 |5.09 |5.62 |5.27 |4.89 |4.78 |5.37 | 5.08
2006 (4.12 |4.55 [3.36 |4.52 |3.78 |3.49 |5.06 |4.58 |3.67 | 4.16
2017 |3.92 |4.49 |3.10 |4.33 |3.62 |3.24 |517 |4.61 |3.41 | 4.08
Innovation and sophistication 2006 | 3.20 | 4.39 | 4.03 | 4.06 | 3.83 | 3.59 | 3.73 | 3.51 | 411 | 3.82
factors 2017 | 3.57 | 424 | 420 | 3.52 | 4.04 | 3.65 | 3.75 | 3.28 | 4.18 | 3.76
2006 |3.40 [4.80 |4.38 [4.40 |4.31 |4.11 |4.03 |3.96 |4.61 | 421
2017 |3.82 |4.61 |4.36 |3.68 |4.35 |4.07 |4.11 |347 |4.38 | 4.19
2006 |2.99 [3.97 |3.69 [3.73 |3.35 |3.08 |3.43 |3.07 |3.62 | 3.43
2017 |3.32 |3.87 |4.04 [3.36 |3.73 |3.22 |3.40 |3.08 |3.98 | 3.33

Source: Author’s dataset based on the data in Table 1.

Efficiency enhancers

6 — Goods market efficiency

7 - Labour market efficiency

9 - Technological readiness

10 — Market size

11 - Business sophistication

12 - Innovation
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Conclusions

Accession to the European Union provided Poland and other EU-10 countries with
an opportunity for rapid economic growth with a simultaneous conversion and mod-
ernisation. This considerably influenced the improvement of the countries’ international
competitive posi-tion.

The most important literature on the subject presented in the article indicates that an
economy’s competitiveness should be recognised in a dynamic way, through the lens
of the development of available (domestic and foreign) factors of production, through
the abilities of seizing opportunities connected with the progress of globalisation, and
through the adapting abilities of companies, sectors and the whole economy to the
changing conditions of the ex-ternal environment so, in effect, the ability to achieve de-
velopmental aims. Such an approach to an economy’s competitiveness was adopted by
the authors of the Global Competitiveness Report, devised by scholars centred around
the World Economic Forum.

Analysis of the WEF Reports for the years 20042017 indicates unambiguously that
Po-land, compared to the new member states (EU-10), was relatively the most success-
ful in im-proving its economy’s international competitive position. At the beginning of this
period, Po-land’s competitiveness (60th place) was assessed much more poorly than that
of 8 out of the 10 analysed countries. In 2017, however, Poland’s position had rallied and
became stronger in comparison with the majority of the studied countries. Only Estonia
and the Czech Republic were slightly ahead of it. It is worth mentioning that, in 2017
compared to 2004, as many as seven of the analysed countries’ positions deteriorated.
Those included Hungary (down by 21 positions), Slovakia (down by 16), Slovenia (by 15),
Latvia (by 10), Estonia (by 9), as well as Lithuania and Romania (down by 5 positions).

When studying the influence of the individual factors (pillars) on the formation of inter-
national competitive position, it should be stated that Poland owes these successes to
an im-provement in the score for most of them. Their values in 2017 were higher than in
2006 for as many as 9 (out of 12) pillars. Definitely the biggest improvement took place in
the basic re-quirements group (infrastructure, institutions, macroeconomic environment).
In the efficiency enhancers group, only technological readiness improved significantly,
and goods market effi-ciency and higher education became only marginally better. Unfor-
tunately, there were no no-ticeable successes in the efficiency enhancers group.

It is also worth emphasising that such an impressive advancement of Poland in the
quoted WEF reports is attributed especially to dynamic GDP growth, particularly during
the world economic crisis. As is known, in the entire analysed post-accession period,
Poland stood out from the new EU member states with the highest GDP growth index
(Molendowski 2015, pp. 5-18; Molendowski 2016, pp. 125-135). Due to that, despite
a deterioration in the public fi-nance situation, the Polish economy was considered one
of the most stable economies on the continent macroeconomically.
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