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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to compare the projectams perspectives for the internationalization pssagf Polish firms
in the context of Poland’s accession as full mendfghe European Union as formulated five years agth the real
process of the internationalization of Polish firchging last five years.

The state and pace of the internationalization m®cé Polish firms on the one hand and the loomiergpective
of Poland’s entry into the integrated internal nedrsf the European Union (EU) on the other, allofgedhe formula-
tion of two hypotheses concerning the interactibthose two factors.

Hypothesis 1 The full integration of Poland with the EU will stocertainly create for Polish firms new and unprec
dented opportunities of expansion on the intertalnkEegamarket. But at the same time one cannot égiinar negative
aspects of such challenge inherent in this outstgnthance and opportunity. Four projections basethe interfacing
of such opportunities and threats are analyseldemaper.

Hypothesis 2 Internationalisation of the Polish economy andPofish firms will continue at an accelerated padee
rate of growth of this process will differ accorgdito the nature, size and technological changefiarent industries
and sectors.
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1. Introduction

The aim of this article is to identify the most innf@mt trends that have taken place in the intesnatisation of the
Polish economy in what is called the transformapeniod, to evaluate these trends, and to outlinthér changes in
this area. The article first presents and analysas@economic data concerning foreign companiesaesion in Po-
land and Polish companies’ expansion abroad. Nlegtauthor attempts to offer a microeconomic exémgtion and

interpretation of macroeconomic trends observed,camcludes the article with some prognostications.

2. Definitional and methodological assumptions

An analysis of national economy internationalisatoi@n be conducted using two approaches. Theofisttakes as its

starting point comprehensive data about exportppits, incoming and outgoing foreign direct investity etc., and

then uses a macroeconomic illustration of trend®pked in the whole economy. The other approachthsespposite
logic — first we conduct individual observationtae company level, then the data is aggregated.rdhet is a com-
prehensive picture of a national economy. The wdrktatistical offices is based on the latter apphoaVithout it,
it would be impossible to obtain general data.his sense, the latter approach constitutes argigutint of this work.

Generally, however, the former approach is adoptesing macroeconomic data, the author attemptaaie their

microeconomic interpretation.

Further discussion requires us to accept sevenadunctory assumptions which should clarify theusngnt and
prevent unnecessary confusion. The assumptionsdodi@wvs:

* We assume that by internationalisation of the emgnae mean any forms and instances of co-operéiaiween
the national economy and its international envirentirrespective of the direction of the co-operat This is
a broad understanding of the term. In this semgernationalisation is not just, for instance, Rdla exports and
outgoing foreign direct investment (active intefomalisation), but also imports and foreign diréctestment
coming into Poland (passive internationalisation).

« Internationalisation of activity is one of the thriaditional directions in corporate strategicelepment (Garrette,
Dussauge 1996, p. 81). The other two are vertitalgration of activity and diversification of adtiu By interna-
tionalisation we often mean any kind of the compmegonomic activity undertaken abroad (Rymarcz986l. p. 17).
This understanding of internationalisation can keniified with the concept of the company’s inteioal expan-
sion. Sometimes, however, internationalisationridasstood more generally — it includes both actiad passive
forms of co-operation with foreign partners, wikte tdistinction being made between active internatisation and
passive internationalisation, respectively (Fonf&@arynia, Najlepszy, Schroeder 2000, p. 16). jghesent article,
the concept of company internationalisation wifereo both active internationalisation (or compemiinternational
expansion) and passive internationalisation.

« Internationalisation of the company’s activity urgteod as the company’s international expansiontaiam place in
three ways. Forms of companies’ international exjmmncan usually be divided into three groups: expo-operation,
independent activity in foreign markets (Fonfararyhia, Najlepszy, Schroeder 2000, p. 50).

Also in the case of passive internationalisatiodpaestic company can perform very different rotesgending on
what form of co-operation with a foreign company ave dealing with.



3. Questions and research hypotheses
The way of reasoning adopted in this article meams droups of questions (hypotheses) should be flated: one,
concerning macroeconomic observations; and the,adirected to companies.
Firstly, it is the author’s intention to address tbllowing questions at the macroeconomic level:
« what major macro-changes have taken place in ¢ dif internationalisation of the Polish economy?
« what is Poland’s “internationalisation position”édomparison with the environment as a result a¢hshanges?

A simplified analysis of the problem mentioned voi#l carried out for the whole period of 1990-2004.

Secondly, the part of the article which is devdieanicroeconomic issues is restricted to what Iedactive in-
ternationalisation, i.e. Polish companies’ foregypansion. The following are two hypotheses conogrttie probable
and desirable course of Polish companies’ intesnatisation process connected with Poland’s emtiy the European
Union*. EU accession has been the most important evePplamd’s economic history since 1990. Therefore titne
span of the discussion carried out at the micromtinlevel is restricted to the period of Polandtegration with the EU.
Next, hypotheses are confronted with real inteamatiisation processes taking place among PoliatsfiThe hypothe-
ses are as follows:
Hypothesis 1:Poland’'s accession to the European Union willteréar Polish companies unprecedented opportunities
for expansion into the huge EU market. From thigipof view, the European Union is first of all hamce for Polish
companies. On the other hand, EU membership invalva opening of the Polish market to EU compesitdhis, in
turn, gives rise to a number of threats to Polighd. The major effect of EU accession will be aliartliberalisation
of economic relations with this organisation, amthsequently the blurring of boundaries between dbiméPolish)
and European sectoral markets. We can expect Hosvilog consequences for competition in sectoratkets, whose
participants are Polish companies: competition betwexisting companies will become more fierce thineat of new
entries will increase, the threat from substitmtésgrow, a weak bargaining position of Polish qoamies as suppliers
and customers for EU companies, which tend to tgefeand often globalise their activities at a tgepace.
Hypothesis 2: The degree of internationalisation of the Polisbneeny and Polish companies is expected to grow
considerably. However, this growth will be spreadiine, moderate and strongly diversified in teohsectors (indus-
tries). Since the majority of Polish companies ehnaracterised by a low degree of internationatisatind by very
limited experiences of internationalisation, it msethat active internationalisation of Polish comnipa will have
a tendency to proceed according to what is caledUppsala model. First, internationalisation vid based on
exports; later, having gained knowledge and intiwnal experience, companies will resort to moreasted forms of
internationalisation.

The hypotheses formulated above determine the steuctf the subsequent part of this paper. Befoey tire
evaluated, it seems justified to diagnose bridfly degree of internationalisation of Polish comearfiom a macroeco-
nomic perspective.

4. Internationalisation of the Polish economy — a n@oeconomic perspective

Active internationalisation
Bearing in mind that the Polish economy’s co-operatwith the international environment is not jéstland’s exports
and outgoing foreign direct investments, we consliprestrict our focus to these two forms. Owiadéck of space,
we are not going to discuss changes in the mercarohd geographical structure of Poland’s expartsutgoing
investments, although these are very importantcisp# internationalisation of the Polish economie will restrict
ourselves to stating that the scope and the dedrieternationalisation in both these areas wegalidiverse.

Table 1 shows the values of Poland’s GDP and expdine years 1990-2004.

Table 1. Poland’s gross domestic product and expariin the years 1990-2004 (current prices)

GDP Exports

. . share in share of ex-

vears in US$nt per 8%%2& in US$m per f)aspga the world as ports
n n % in GDP

1990 58976 1547 14322 376 0.4 24.3
1991 72924 1998 14903 390 0.4 20.4
1992 84326 2198 13187 344 0.4 15.6
1993 85853 2232 14143 368 0.4 16.5
1994 117978 3057 17240 447 0.4 14.6
1995 126348 3086 22895 593 0.5 18.1
1996 134550 3484 24440 633 0.5 18.2
1997 143066 3702 25751 666 0.5 18.0
1998 157274 4068 28229 730 0.6 17.9
1999 155151 4014 27407 709 0.5 17.7
2000 171300 4110 31651 820 0.5 18.5
2001 183000 4737 36092 934 0.6 19.7
2002 189000 4944 41010 1073 0.7 21.7

! The hypotheses, formulated in 2001 in Gorynia 2206oncern active internationalisation.



2004 252400 6610 73781 1932 0.9 29.2
& According to the official exchange rate
Source: Statistical Yearbook of the Republic ofaadl (2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004 and 2005).

2003 209600 ‘ 5486 ‘ 53577 ‘ 1403 ‘ 0.8 ‘ 25.6‘

The data presented in yearbooks of the Centrak8tatii Office (GUS) suggest that in current prittesratio of the
world export value in 2004 to the world export vain 1990 was 248%. The ratio between the 2004 expdwe per
capita in US dollars and the 1990 export valuecpgita was 205%.

On the basis of statistical data, we can arrive@following conclusions concerning Poland:

« the ratios of the 2004 values (in current pricd<)DP and exports to the 1990 values were 428%54686, respec-
tively. The export value growth was 1.2 times gre#ttan the GDP growth. There were, therefore, sulbist dis-
proportions in the change dynamics of the data wadalysis,

« in the same period, the ratios of the values (imexu prices) of GDP and exports per capita wergd2nd 514%,
respectively. The disproportion of the pace at Whiese values changed was thus almost the samehescase of
total values of GDP and exports.

If we compare data for Poland with those for th@ltworld, we can reach the following conclusions:

« the index of world export dynamics in current pside the years 1990-2004 was 248%; for Poland’'©egpthe
figure was 515% — from the viewpoint of export valgrowth, the Polish economy integrated with ttierimational
environment relatively quickly,

 the Polish economy’s share in world exports inythars 1990-2004 increased from 0.4% to 0.9%,

 the export value per capita in 2004 was USD133Renworld and USD1932 in Poland. The change dynaafitsis
indicator in the years 1990-2004 was 205% for tbedvand 514% for Poland.

Table 2 shows data concerning Poland’s and the igaolatgoing foreign direct investments. The sizehaf pre-
sent article makes it impossible to discuss theosaicand geographical structure of Poland’s outganvestments. The
data in Table 2 show that in the years 1990-2004liaee of the accumulated value of investmentsrga®oland in
the accumulated value of the world’s outgoing inments increased from 0.005% to 0.027%. Althoughstimare grew
over fivefold, it is still very small, for exampie comparison with the share of Polish exports arldexports.

Table 2. Outflow of FDI from Poland and worldwide inthe years 1990 — 2004 (in US$m)

v Outflow of invest- | Accumulated value of Po- | Outflow of invest- | Accumulated value of outgo

ears . - : S .
ments from Poland land’s outgoing investments ments worldwide | ing investments worldwide

1990 16 95 238641 1785264

1991 -7 88 200197 2111217

1992 13 101 202905 2082433

1993 18 198 244788 2275166

1994 29 461 288508 2601505

1995 42 539 358177 2942248

1996 53 735 397707 3272033

1997 45 678 484896 3663183

1998 316 1165 693095 4302142

1999 31 1024 1104937 5156903

2000 17 1018 1239149 6148284

2001 -90 1156 743465 6564217

2002 230 1457 652181 7288417

2003 196 1855 616923 8731240

2004 806 2661 730257 9732233

Source: World Investment Report, UNCTAD for the exgjve years

The data concerning both exports and Poland’s ougeDI| are evidence of a major turning point in #oéive in-
ternationalisation of the Polish economy in thergeE090-2004. However, it would be difficult to stbe indicators
achieved as a clear success. If we examine indg&cafdPolish economy internationalisation and thafseeighbouring
countries which in communist times were in a simsiguation, such a comparison is not favourabledtand.

Passive internationalisation
As with active internationalisation, we will restriourselves here to imports and foreign direcégtmnents coming into
Poland. Table 3 shows the value of GDP and Poldamgierts in the years 1990-2004.

GUS statistical yearbooks for respective years sti@ai; in current prices, the ratio of the worldpiont value in
2004 to the world import value in 1990 was 247%. Mdte of the per capita value of imports in USlad in 2004 to
the per capita value of imports in 1990 was 205%.

On the basis of statistical data we can arrivlafallowing conclusions concerning Poland:

« the ratios of the GDP and import values (in curgamtes) in 2004 to the 1990 values were 428% &%/ respec-
tively. The import value growth was 2.2 times ashhig the GDP growth. There were, therefore, coredidie dis-
proportions in change dynamics of the values apdlys



« in the same period, the ratios of the GDP and itpalues (in current prices) per person were 427 $24%,

respectively. The scale of disproportions in chathggamics of these values was similar to that fomnithe case of
total GDP and import values.

A comparison of data for Poland and for the woelads to the following observations:

» the dynamics index of world imports in current pdgdn the years 1990-2004 was 247%, and that obiitafo
Poland was 925% — from the viewpoint of import wagirowth, the Polish economy integrated with thierimational
environment very quickly,

« the share of the Polish economy in world importthmyears 1990-2004 grew from 0.3% to 1.0%, respyg,

« the per capita value of imports in 2004 worldwidaswS$1374, and in Poland US$2309. Change dynarhibis
index in the years 1990-2004 were 204% in the wanid 924% in Poland.

Table 3. Poland’s gross domestic product and impostin the years 1990-2004 (current prices)

GDP Imports
Years in US$N? per capita US$® in US$m per capita in | share in the world as
USss$ %
1990 58976 1547 9528 250 0.3
1991 72924 1998 15522 406 0.4
1992 84326 2198 15913 415 0.4
1993 85853 2232 18834 490 0.5
1994 117978 3057 21569 559 0.5
1995 126348 3086 29050 753 0.6
1996 134550 3484 37137 962 0.7
1997 143066 3702 42308 1094 0.7
1998 157274 4068 47054 1217 0.9
1999 155151 4014 45911 1188 0.8
2000 171300 4110 48940 1266 0.8
2001 183000 4737 50275 1301 0.8
2002 189000 4944 55113 1442 0.8
2003 209600 5486 68004 1780 0.9
2004 252400 6610 88156 2309 1.0

& According to the official exchange rate
Source: Statistical Yearbook of the Republic ofadlfor respective years

Table 4 shows values of foreign direct investmentaing to Poland, and worldwide.

An analysis of the data presented in Table 4 leadlset conclusion that worldwide the incoming FDIuweagrowth
rate index in the years 1990-2004 was about twiamys lower (345%) than the same index for Pol&92(%). Mak-
ing such considerable progress in the dynamicddfifflows into Poland was possible thanks to viemy initial val-
ues at the beginning of the 1990s. Poland’'s shathe world’s accumulated FDI inflows was 0.006%1BB0, and
0.69% in 2004. The share increased 115 times, gthius still smaller than Poland’s share in wdrtghorts.

Table 4. FDI influx into Poland and worldwide in theyears 1990-2004 (US$m)

Investments com- Accumulated value of . Accumulated value of
Years ing investments coming to Po- Investment.mﬂows investment inflows world-
worldwide )
to Poland land wide
1990 89 109 207878 1768589
1991 291 425 161213 1932812
1992 678 1370 169238 1991353
1993 1715 2621 227694 2168499
1994 1875 3789 259469 2423363
1995 3659 7843 341086 2763117
1996 4498 11463 392922 3075946
1997 4908 14587 487878 3512819
1998 6365 22479 701124 4135678
1999 7270 26074 1092052 4914765
2000 9343 34227 1396539 5786029
2001 5714 41247 825925 6197711
2002 4131 48320 716128 6703607
2003 4123 55268 632599 7987077
2004 6159 61427 648146 8902153

Source: World Investment Report, UNCTAD for respeetjears



The data presented above point to the general cgianlthat in the years 1990-2004, i.e. in the peabPoland’s
economic transformation, we saw the country’s irgégn into the world economic system in the amaasternational
trade and foreign direct investments, an integnatiiich was quicker than the world average. Out s&ep will be to
examine how the synthetically described and andlysacroeconomic trends translated into microecooatnategies
of business entities.

5. Hypothesis 1: Implications of EU membership focompetition in sectoral markets

This author intends to construct deducible hypothdferecasts) about the impact of Poland’s EU mestijgron
competition in sectoral markets, and then conftbethypotheses with reality. As has been mentionaty, the first
two of the four hypotheses formulated in point 8 & considered.

Deduction — hypotheses (forecast)

Every company participates in a sectoral markethéncase of a closed or relatively closed econdheystarting point

is a national (domestic) sectoral market. AccordimgPorter’'s well-known Five Forces Model, in ateeal market

there are competitive forces: rivalry among exgstbompanies, threat of new entrants, threat oftgutes, bargaining
power of suppliers and bargaining power of buy@&arier 1992). If an economy is open, we see intemaisation

and globalisation of company activity. This is exgs@d by the Yip model, which holds that the glaaaion potential
of a sector (industry) is defined by five groupdadtors: market factors, cost factors, governnfiectiors, competition
factors and additional factors (Yip 1996, 2004).determine the implications of EU membership fa& gerformance
of sectoral markets, we may begin by considerirgitifluence of the Yip model variables on the ielathips pre-
sented in the Porter model. The following conseqgasmf the overlap between the Yip and the Portatats should be
mentioned:

- the fact that companies from new EU member couwnjam the single internal market results in insezhcompeti-
tion — the expansion of areas where business idumed and the concomitant blurring of borders ketwdomestic
sectoral markets lead to an increase in competliEtween existing industry members — defending opesition
against competitors and expanding geographicalhein directions,

» one of the effects of increased competition willabeigher professional level of doing business thenone hand,
the imperative of professional management will &iate irrational and unpredictable behaviour, buttee other, it
will increase the risk that the company’s mistakékbe discovered and exploited by real and pa&rbmpetitors,
whose number — as has been said — is bound to grow,

 there is a growing threat from new entrants, bexdlus area new entrants can come from is expandirthe same
time, entry barriers are getting relatively lowgpestulates of the contestable markets conceptheenbe fulfilled to
a larger extent,

 increasing internationalisation of an industry cbtdise potential or actual pressure from subsstubecause the
area they could come from is expanding,

« internationalisation (and even more so globalisgtimf a given company’s client increases its bariggi power in
relation to competitors within a given industry, evbas internationalisation (globalisation) of a petitor reduces
its clients’ bargaining power,

« internationalisation (and even more so globalisgtaf a given company’s supplier increases its diaigg power in
relation to competitors within a given industry, avbas internationalisation (globalisation) of a pefitor reduces
its suppliers’ bargaining power.

It should be strongly emphasised that the aboveemprences apply to an equal degree to Polish coeghg@nes-
ence in particular national markets making up theopean single internal market and to EU comparapstation in
the Polish market.

To sum up, the main consequence of EU membershiofopetition in industries where Polish companiespae-
sent will be increased competition, which meansaiygearance of new chances accompanied by thresgsmu before.

Increased competition within industries, a consaqaeof the abolition of existing trade barrierspudd have an
impact on the basic economic characteristics o$gheadustries. We can deduce a number of implinatior the
strategy of companies, including Polish ones. fidsessary
 to reduce costs through economies of scale (engpbasincreasing the production scale), learning lzetter man-

agement (changes in management),

« to start (continue) company restructuring,

« to focus on innovation and technological progress.

The distribution of these consequences across plartimdustries will vary, depending — among ottiéings — on
the lifecycle stage an industry is in, the grovdterof an industry, as well as its initial struetur

Empirical reality

Many empirical arguments prove that in the perindhiediately preceding and following Poland’s acaass$d the EU

there was a significant increase in competitivemesise Polish market:

 foreign companies conducting export expansion tintoPolish market increased their interest in tlagket: we saw
a growth in the number of exporters to Poland, gmalgjcal regions exports come from, and industfeduct
ranges) exported to Poland; this resulted frormgraved reliability of Poland as a trade partnéerats EU acces-
sion and from the Polish economy’s good currenitjpmsand good development prospects,



 the competition increase was caused also by formgmpanies’ investments in Poland — some of théjput produced
in Poland is usually sold in the host country’s keafBartosik-Purgat, Gorynia (ed.), Jankowska, gakzak, 2005),

» many Polish firms were thoroughly restructuredchimlogical modernisation, dehiring/staff reducsiorechnological
upgrading, changes in management technology, cBangaarketing activity technology; all of thesdpgesl com-
panies operating in the market to raise their ayetavel of professionalism,

* many Polish companies which had existed beforeresqueed a period of quite a dynamic developmeni; Relish
companies were set up, companies’ level of prdfitgbmproved, which created new sources of finarfior invest-
ments.

A threat from new entrants is a factor which pdsdiyt increases competition. This is connected vatisting
companies’ impressions about such a possibilitywitidl the factor being considered in strategic sieci making. It is
similar with a threat from substitutes — in an opeonomy its level increases because substitutesarae from practi-
cally all over the world. The growing importancetbése factors is proved by research results -egh@on that in the
domestic market foreign competitors’ pressurevidgll/be felt increasingly strongly is shared by ttmajority of repre-
sentatives of the 77 companies examined (Bartosiig®, Gorynia (ed.), Jankowska, Owczarzak, 2005169).
Similarly, the same study cites the opinion that fthotection of domestic businesses against foredgnpetition has
decreased / will decrease (Bartosik-Purgat, Gorggda), Jankowska, Owczarzak, 2005, p. 169).

What is important is suppliers’ and customers’ glagaining power — developing co-operation wiitpgsiers and
customers from overseas markets, who are oftenlaegg companies making purchases for global ssendoubtedly
a factor increasing competitive pressure (focusamt cuts, meeting high quality standards, meet&iyery times, etc.)

The factors presented here ultimately lead to areased internationalisation pressure — domestikehaaturation
and high competitiveness in the Polish market anersy basic factors behind managers’ attention b&inged to
expansion into foreign markets.

6. Hypothesis 2: Polish company internationalisatiomodel
In the first stage, this author will outline a detively derived, anticipated model of Polish compamternationalisa-
tion. The model will then be compared with actualgasses of Polish company internationalisation.

Deduction — hypotheses (forecast)

Another important question concerns the way Pdiilshs make an expansion into EU markets. Among epts of

company internationalisation, the most popular isnghat is called the Uppsala model, developedesgarchers from

Uppsala University (Johanson, Wiedersheim-Paul 19@Banson, Vahine 1977). A starting point of theded is the

observation that in the case of many Swedish fifpos,also firms from other countries, especiallgsih existing in

small domestic markets, a typical behaviour of mgany developing business activity in foreign mgske character-
ised by stages of involvement in servicing thosekets. The researchers mentioned above foundthkatehaviour of
companies expanding into foreign markets is charsed by three facts:

» expansion is preceded by a success in the dommeatiket and is a consequence of a number of desisi@ue in
the company (it is believed, therefore, that theod#pa model adopts the perspective of the behali@ampany
theory (Ghauri 2000, p. 142)),

« expansion usually starts in markets situated neany then does it cover more distant marketserdlis a concept
of mental or cultural gap between markets, undedsts a group of factors hindering a bilateral flaiwnformation
(from company to market and from market to compathiy gap involves linguistic, cultural, politicahd educa-
tional factors, the level of economic developmeit,

« when entering foreign markets, companies most cftart with export activity; only after some time they decide
on activities requiring greater involvement.

The most important thesis advanced by the Uppsatiehis that an internationalisation process isisstial, phasic,
evolutionary or gradual, and that it consists afyss — this set of attributes suggests some patifiurposeful, at least
partially predetermined course of things, a proaksseloping in time. The limitations or determinaofghis process
are: lack of knowledge of foreign markets, lack@dources needed for expansion, risk involved teramg a foreign
market, a psychological gap between the home manketthe target market, usually correlated to geulycal dis-
tance, transport costs, tariff and non-tariff bensi

Within the Uppsala model, we distinguish four stagé internationalisation (Johanson, Wiedersheiml-R875):
irregular export activity — occasional export, estghrough independent intermediaries (agentsjbéishment of a sales
subsidiary (branch), establishment of a manufaagusubsidiary (branch).

Although the Uppsala model contains many oversiioplions, which in the past were often used asoand for
criticism, it seems that many of its observatioress@nfirmed by Polish companies’ international@abehaviour. The
basic detailed hypotheses that can be put forwarel &wre as follows:

« as arule, Polish companies which only start terivdtionalise their activities will begin their exysion with exports,

» newly-started exports will be targeted at geogregihyi closest markets,

 the export-involvement stage will be relatively don

« with some delay, other — reputedly more advanckaims of international expansion will be chosen.

The above hypotheses are consistent with Polish aoiag behaviour in the area of expansion intoBblemarket
in the period preceding EU accession. Presenteavkaie findings of a study of 68 companies which e@sducted in
2000 (Gorynia (ed.) 2002, p.135).



The authors of the Uppsala model referred to thaesgeme of its stages as “establishment chain” (Bdranwierd-
ersheim-Paul 1975). However, it should be emphddisat they do not attribute a purely deterministiaracter to it,
realising that going through all the stages doé¢slvays take place in the recommended order.rnatemalisation can
proceed differently than suggested in the followsitgations:
 if companies have enormous (especially financiedpurces and the consequences of a possible faikne rela-

tively small,
« if given market conditions are stable and knowlealgeut them can be acquired in other ways thamgfftrexperience,
« if the company already has considerable experianaanarket very similar to the one it intends mdee,
 the small size of a market can be an argumenéeéwirig out the stage of building an own manufactudperation in it.

It seems that in the case of Polish companies rgakiternational expansion the first three situaionll not be
very frequent (at least in the short run). In thegd run, the likelihood of less conventional kiradsbehaviour taking
place will increase. In the literature, one cardfthe more general view that companies expanditegriationally,
especially large international corporations, ofbent, or skip, some of the stages of internaticgzion included in the
Uppsala model (which is referred to as leapfrogp{igelch, Luostarinnen 1988). At the same timeytaee prone to
enter psychologically distant markets in increalsirearly stages of expansion. This last featureootemporary com-
panies’ internationalisation behaviour is very willistrated by Norbstrdm’s research results, whibbw that Swedish
companies more often set up their first sales rasin the American, British or German market ttray do in other
Scandinavian countries (Hollesnen 1998, p. 42). @ories making first steps in internationalisatians® in accor-
dance with the sequential model. With time, as tj@n more and more international experience, tpgyo omit some
stages and move straight to forms of internatigmatence characterised by intense involvement amdhalevel of
control. Such behaviour results in a considerabteleration of internationalisation. However, thhenpany’s treatment
of other expansion markets should not be seeniag imecomplete contradiction with the sequentialdal. An entry into
those subsequent markets should be considerea icotitext of the company’s earlier internationdlisaexperiences.
From this perspective, an entry into a subsequeankehis not a leap into the unknown (Welch, Ludsén 1988).

Instances of unconventional behaviour will natyrédlke place, although it does not seem that strategies will
be dominant.

Empirical reality
From today's perspective, five years after beimpgidated, the above predictions (or at least softleemn) concerning
the pace and method of Polish companies’ expanstonforeign markets after Poland’s EU accessionms&® con-
servative, cautious and defensive. In other woedpgerience shows that the author underestimataghPadmpanies’
vitality, development potential, strategic couragel competitive potential, considered from the yieint of the possi-
bility of developing business activity in variousrins of co-operation with foreign markets. Thisestagnt is justified
by the following arguments:
» a very dynamic growth of the Polish economy’s “expguwase” — a large proportion of companies previoust
involved in exports have undertaken the activity,
e some “export exits” were courageous and spectaaqyémg far beyond the “Uppsala school” convention,
* some “new exporters” did not seem to be troublethbl of wider export experience,
« some companies opted for foreign direct investmeidym of presence in foreign markets which is enadvanced
than exporting,
» one can also see forms of expansion other tharrxger foreign direct investment, e.g. franchéggeements.
Examples of export behaviour substantially differéim the conventional-school tradition include quanies
such as (Riski, Trebski, 2006):
» Fakro — manufacturer of roof windows; the worldesand biggest producer, with a 17% share in theajlmarket,
» Talens Polska — manufacturer of painting access®i# of its output is exported,
+ Lubiana, ChodzieandCmieléw — a group of companies owned by Marian Kvectogether the largest porcelain
manufacturer in Europe, 80% of output is exported,
» Defalin Group, Bezalin, Terplast — manufacturerstahg, 25-50% share of exports in total sales,
* DGS - the world’s third largest manufacturer ofnailoium tops for alcohol bottles, 5% share in theld/onarket.
What the cases above have in common is the atmlifind and exploit a niche in the internationalrked, a product
differentiation strategy and competitive pricegpaodducts. The companies are distinctive in thegdashare of exports
in total sales and extremely high export growtlesat
Polish companies’ export and investment expansiorery spectacular, especially in the German mdiatzdo,
2006). Undertaking an own business activity is pybar form of expansion there. In 2006, the nundfePolish com-
panies” (with Polish majority shareholdings) enteie the German companies registry exceeded nioasdnd.
According to the Polish-German Chamber of Commara Industry, the number of Polish firms presernGarmany
reaches twenty thousand. Most often, the firstestafgexpansion is to establish a sales branchsiPobmpanies also
make foreign direct investments in Germany. Thgdat Polish investors in that market are PKN Orlgnimil,
Comarch, Boryszew, Selena and Smyk.
Another example of successful exports is the busufaaturing industry. It should be noted that giscess applies
to both companies with foreign capital (Volvo, MABgania) and companies with Polish capital (SoBuis & Coach)
(Kublik, 2006; Solska, 2006). In the years 2001&d@oland’s export of buses increased fivefold.



Companies selling IT services and products are yamemising sector of exports. The total numberahpanies
within this industry is estimated at several thaakabut only two hundred of them are exporters @nghowski,
2006). Some of them have overseas offices or sialigid, e.g. ComArch has subsidiaries in nine agemtin future,
companies of this sector are expected to expardiationally quickly.

Examples of more advanced foreign expansion stegegan be found in the furniture manufacturing &tdu
Forte, one of the biggest furniture manufacturar®oland, registered two new companies — in Framckin Spain
(Cabaj, 2006). Forte owns nine foreign companie®me of them are manufacturers, others are trazbngpanies.
Similar strategies of entering foreign markets puesued by other players in the furniture indus@yupa Nowy Styl
and Mikomax.

Other interesting instances of Polish companiegaasion are takeovers of companies abroad. For mgarn
2005 Sanplast, a company from Strzelno, won a tetmdecquire the bankrupt company Hoesch GmbH (bath
equipment manufacturer), whereas Boryszew SA bokighty — another bankrupt company from Germany, ywedof
polyester pellets and chemical yarn. In 2004, Maspek over Walmark, the biggest Czech juice preduand Olympus,
vice-leader of Hungary’s juice market.

We could also give humerous examples of enteringida markets in the form of foreign direct investits. This
form of expansion to the east has been chosen mpauies like AtlasSniezka, Toruhskie Zakiady Materiatow
Opatrunkowych, Inter Groclin Auto, PZU, Hop, Pl&six (Kornaszewski, 2005).

Some Polish firms choose a less conventional fdrinternationalisation — a franchise contract. Saahethod of
expansion in the beauty parlour industry has béesen by Dr Irena Eris, a cosmetic company. Drdréris Cosmetic
Institutes have been set up as franchises in thenian and Russian markets.

It is also worthwhile to mention the results ofuavey conducted by KPMG in 2005 (KPMG, 2005). Thevey
examined 65 of the biggest manufacturing and semitnpanies with Polish majority shareholdings.o&arwhelming
majority (over 90%) of the companies surveyed peecanternationalisation as an element of theirihess strategy.
Three quarters of the respondents intend to incriéwese international presence in future. In 54%tled companies
examined, exporting is a dominant form of interoadl expansion. On average, one out of ten comparses such
foreign expansion methods as creating strategemaks or establishing sales branches. Mergeraemaisitions gen-
erate interest of one out of fifteen companies énath

7. Conclusion

It seems that Poland’s tendency — identified infitst part of this article — to intensively intedge into the world eco-
nomic system (both through exports and importsctvtdre growing at an above-average pace, and thraugpid
development of foreign direct investments flowingpiand out of Poland) should last for another years. There are
signs that the “liberalisation effect” connectedhathe introduction of the market economy in Poland the integra-
tion effect brought about by Poland’s EU accessiamehnot been exploited fully. This is what can bfenmed after
comparing indices of Polish economy internatiomi@ with indices for countries of a similar sized at a higher
level of development (e.g. Spain).

The internationalisation prospects for Polish congmpresented earlier and connected with Poland’'sa&dés-
sion were, as it seemed at the time, highly prabdblppeared, however, that actual economic gesseexceeded the
author’s expectations. Polish firms tended to belragre dynamically and bravely than anticipatedeéms, therefore,
that forecasts for the future should take into aot@ correction resulting from this circumstanéexternal determi-
nants (world economy, EU economy) stay at a simjiliabvourable level as before, and if no extremeipiiudent deci-
sions are made in Poland’s economic policy, Pa@npanies’ expansion strategies will probably bezomore coura-
geous, unconventional and popular. In other watds likely that the number of companies which elep by expand-
ing abroad will grow quickly, and that increasingiften forms of this expansion will go beyond expaetivity. What
can be especially expected is that the number liHiPcompanies interested in foreign direct invesita will increase.
Such expectations are not only justified from thecroeconomic point of vielvthey also result from company repre-
sentatives’ declarations recorded in various studie
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