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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to determine how ckang the export
competitiveness of the EU economy (measured byrtexpod net exports)
depend on changes in the competitiveness of piiogeisglustries, on the basis
of manufacturing data from 19 EU countries overrged995-2009 and using
a spatial panel data model. The determinants ofodxpompetitiveness are
selected in the light of predictions from interoa@l trade theory, growth
theory and the theory of innovation. In particuléine paper explores how the
size of foreign demand, the value of domestic ddihe level of ULC in the
sector, the degree of openness of the sector éayfomarkets, labour productivity
and intermediate consumption in a sector affectetkgort competitiveness of the
European economies selected. The results from atpddita models lead to
a conclusion about the statistical significancespétial dependencies in export
competitiveness modelling. The analysis indicatesdifferent determinants of
export competitiveness, both if it is measuredxXpod value and if it measured
by net exports. The authors hope that the resliltbava voice in the discussion
on enhancing the competitiveness of European indusectors
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1. Introduction

In 2010, the European Union announced a new 'EuB§a® Strategy'
with three key drivers for the next decade: smastmgh (fostering knowledge,
innovation, education and a digital society), snatale growth (making production
more resource-efficient while boosting competite®s) and inclusive growth
(increasing participation in the labour market, #oguisition of skills and the
fight against poverty). Although the Strategy skve targets, which define
where the EU should be by 2020, each EU counttyyiag to find a way to
achieve these objectives. One of the possibleegied is an export growth
strategy, based mainly on the export of manufawguri

The positive experiences of Asian countries in 998, which achieved
sustained economic growth through a strong expoitntation of their
economies could be a sufficient stimulus. Howewenyadays in the literature
there is a discussion of whether an export conipetiess oriented policy is still
feasible (Ketels 2010, p.4). Some empirical analypeovide insights into
a positive and stable relationship between tradegaowth (Baldwin 2003, p. 502;
Dollar, Kray 2002, p.138) or between trade and peodty (Coe, Helpman 1995,
p. 962; Ciccone, Alcala 2004, p.623). Other ecostsnare more sceptical,
especially regarding the stability of this relagbip over time (Rodriquez,
Rodik 2000, p. 262; Clemens, Wiliamson 2001, p. Mé&vertheless, there is no
consensus in the discussion about the usefulnesms export grow strategy, and
export competitiveness is still one of the mostyaptools for the assessment
of country competitiveness and still the centranetnt in the competitiveness
policies of many countries.

On the basis of the numerous reports we can coaclbdt the most
competitive countries are often the most indusiéal, providing leadership in
technology and innovation. Reffering to UNIDO's uisttial Development
Report 2012-2013 and Global Competitiveness Rep0idt3-2013, we can
confirm that the most competitive economies inwloeld — such as Switzerland,
Singapore, Germany, the USA and Japan — simultahebelong to the group
of the top ten most industrially competitive nasorfFurthermore, most EU
countries reach a better position among the matitsimialized countries in the
world than their ranking in the Global Competitiess Report.According to
these reports, for example, the Polish economwriged in 41st place among
144 competitive economies (measured by the Globalfgtitiveness Index) but

! For more about GCI, see: www. http://reports.wefmarg/global-competitiveness-report-
2012-2013/; to find out more about CIP, see: httpult.unido.org/fileadmin/user_media/
Services/PSD/Competitive_Industrial_Performance_RepdIDO_2012_ 2013.PDF
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in 25th place in the ranking of 133 industrializesuntries measured by CPI
(Competitive Industrial Performance). Therefores thdustrial potential of the
Polish economy is much greater than its global atditipeness level. The
strength of Polish industry lies mainly in a laglare of value added manufacturing
in total GDP (22.5% in 2013) and of manufactureghagts in total exports
(87.83% in 2013), which justifies the choice of teorsg manufacturing export
oriented strategy in the Polish economy.

To assess whether it is worth focusing on an inm@sgoods export
growth strategy, an evaluation of how manufacturengports determine the
competitiveness of EU economies is needed. Theogarpf this article is to
determine how changes in the competitiveness oétlomomy (measured either
as total exports or net exports) depend on chaimgélse competitiveness of
industry, using manufacturing data for selected=LBcountries in years 1995-
2009 and a spatial panel data model. Hypothesas #te spatial relationships
between the net export/export value of selectedhitms will also be verified.
The paper is organized as follows. The next sectiontains discussion of
different approaches to defining and measuring expompetitiveness. In
section 3, the determinants of export competitigenare discussed. Section
4 opens up the methodological part of the papéntogducing the methodology
of spatial panel data models. Section 5 presemetsiéita and the results of the
analysis, and the last section gives our conclgsion

2. Export competitiveness as a narrow definition omacro-competitiveness -
theoretical issues

Over the last three decades, the term competitbgehas been widely
used and sometimes abused. Despite this, the dooicepmpetitiveness is still
not clearly defined. Even Porter, in his book "Teenpetitiveness advantage of
nations" (Porter 1990) does not directly define petitiveness, even though he
uses the term repeatedly.

The main difficulties in defining competitivenesge anet at the macro
level. Krugman call these attempts a "dangerouessien” because, unlike
firms, nations cannot be uncompetitive, i.e. thee lbetween a competitive
economy and a non-competitive one does not existigiidan 1981, p.960).
Despite the lack of consensus among economist®wantd define international
competitiveness at the macro level, there is aamiss in the literature that the
origin of the concept of international competitiees should be found in
mainstream theories of international trade. In 8trand of literature, national
competitiveness is understood narrowly as " theeketp which [a nation] can,
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under free and fair market conditions, produce gaaud services that meet the
test of international markets" (President's Cominisson Competitiveness
1984, p.1). Thus, the more products and servicasuatry can sell abroad, the
more competitive it is. Nowadays, definitions of ara competitiveness are
much broader. Good results in international tragesamultaneously connected
with the achievement of a high standard of liviagditizens (European Commission
2000, p.17), high real domestic incomes (OECD 190P1), productivity (Word
Economic Forum 2012, p.3), or simply better prdspéar people.

Therefore, a variety of country competitivenessrigdns result from the
different aspects of the economy to which thesendieins refer. In this paper,
we do not assess all aspects of competitivenesgobus mainly on export
competitiveness. Export competitiveness, whichfisnodefined as "the ability
of the country to produce and sell goods and sesviit foreign markets at prices
and quality that ensure long-term viability andtaimsbility”, can be treated as
a synonym of the above-mentioned narrow definistbmational competitiveness.
This is because the value of a country's exportgeigerally used as the most
important diagnostic tool to measure the condittbran economy's fundamentals
and the best way to assess the capabilities abnahtcompanies to compete in
international markets (Farole 2010, p.5).

The use of the value of exports as an index of exgmmpetiveness has
sometimes been criticized. It has been held thatyais based on this figure
could lead to inconsistent or even contradictondifigs, due to the many
possible economic phenomena which affect the valuexports (Carneiro,
Rocha, Silva, 2007, p.3). An alternative approactoiuse net exports (instead
of total exports) as a measure of export competi@ss (Deardorff 1980, pp.
941-957, Greehalgh,Taylord 1990, pp.12-15, Gredgnh@aylord, Wilson
1994, pp.102-135). The use of this measure isqudatily appropriate in view of
the serious external imbalances from which manycBuhtries still suffer. If we
take net exports as our indicator of export conipetess, we understand
export competitiveness as "the ability of the ecopdo cope with international
competition and maintain a high rate of domestimaied without compromising
the trade balance" (Wysadigka 2001, p.36). In this paper we analyze export
competitiveness using both indicators of export petitiveness, i.e. the values
of both, total exports and net exports.

There are various papers exploring the relationgdhdbween export
competitiveness, measured by export value, anddaterminants. Very often
these studies consider only one particular Europezonomy, not the EU
countries as a single group. Moreover, few analystgted to the export
competitiveness of EU countries focus on evaluating influence of one
particular factor on the export value of the Euap&nion (e.g. labour costs,
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productivity, innovation, or relative prices). Theare no papers examining the
impact of all these determinants on the export aiditipeness of the EU
countries within a single study. Furthermore, thie of spatial relations in export
competitiveness is always ignored. The presentrptiqaefore, fills this gap.

It is even harder to find analyses of EU export petitiveness measured
in terms of net exports. In the literature we fiheé view that competitiveness
and trade deficits are two different things (Ler#91, pp.89-95) and that the
cause of trade deficits is connected to other nemmoomic fundamentals than
the level of an economy's competitiveness (HilkeJshin 1987, p.152; Parry
1994, pp.20-23). The present study checks the hgg of a significant impact
of industrial competitiveness on the trade balandbe EU countries.

3. The main determinants of export competitivenesand spatial relations
in export competitiveness research

In the literature we can find a few dominant treridentifying the
determinants of export competitiveness of econonfiest of all, analyses based
on classical and neoclassical foreign trade thedoeus on the price or non-
price competitiveness of the economy, determineddégreases in the real
exchange rate (Boltho 1996, p.3), by lower uniblabcosts, or by low relative
values of export prices (Aiginger 2009, p.35).

The second trend in research is connected withr8phter’s findings and
concentrates on R&D intensity and its impact on theernational
competitiveness of the economy (Lall, Kumar 198258-463; Hirsch, Bijaoui
1985, p.247; Wakelin 1998, p.840). In addition |gses relating to the new theories
of international trade and growth based on a madeimperfect competition
(Grossman, Helpman 1991) focus on studying théaakhip between the intensity
of innovation among sectors and the level of irgomal competitiveness of the
economy (Amendola et al 1993, pp.451-471, Amendedaloan, Guerrieri 1992,
pp.173-197; Soete 1981, pp.638-660; Fragerberg ppsEH5-374).

The third line of research is related to the 'leggnby exporting'
mechanism, where export activity influences thécigfificy level of firms in the
domestic market and their productivity, and therelffects the growth of
international competitiveness of the economy (Wa@0@7, p.67).

Other studies indicate other determinants of irstttonal competitiveness
which do not fit the above-mentioned trends, sushdagree of concentration,
degree of product differentiation, degree of opssner the intensity of intra-
industry trade (Helpman, Krugman 1985, pp.16-29).
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In order to meet the aims of this study, here weigoon six determinants
that affect competitiveness, some at the macrd lgxports) and some at the
mezzo level (industry sector). The choice of debeamts is to a certain extent
conditioned by the availability of statistical data

The basic determinant of export competitiveness pairees. The most
commonly used measures of price competitiveness tlaee real effective
exchange rate and price indices such as the CIPaRPrelative unit prices. In
addition to the assessment of price competitivengssost approach is used,
assuming that the price level is determined maaylyhe level of the production
costs involved, mainly labour costs. Within thigpegach, the best measure is
unit labour costs (Peters 2010, p.10) and this béladopted as one of the
determinants employed in this paper. We hypothetiaé a decrease in unit
labour costs will promote export competitiveness.

The second determinant of export competitivenessex here is foreign
demand. The vast majority of EU country exports directed at other EU
markets. The EU market is highly integrated, baifiee and contains trade
partners with a relatively similar demand structurberefore, the greater the
demand from foreign partners, the greater the vafuexports a country might
expect to achieve (Ghose, Kharasa 1993, pp.377.-398)

The third factor which could influence the valuetafal or net exports is
domestic demand. One might hypothesize that a leigi of domestic demand
does not lead to improving the competitiveness »qfods, i.e. a significant
increase in domestic demand for a sector’s produetg discourage domestic
manufacturers from increasing sales abroad. Orotther hand, exporters who
often incur high costs of entering a foreign mank@t probably increase their
exports even in the case of domestic demand grdedtter also holds the view
that a growth in domestic demand positively affectgort competitiveness, i.e.
the bigger demand from national buyers, the fabiesinesses update and
modernize their offer, and the more exports caexpected (Porter 1990).

Another factor which positively influences exporbnipetitiveness is
openness of the economy. It is likely that opennelsgshe market causes
a greater accumulation of production factors attéer transfer of production
factors to more productive sectors, which creates pgossibility of achieving
comparative advantages. In addition, openness al&menomies of scale and the
benefits from agglomeration to be achieved in pcodo, which can accelerate the
transfer of technology (Nair, Madhavan, Vengedas&@06, pp. 878-890).

A further determinant of export competitivenesssehoin this study is
labour productivity. Growth in labour productivipositively translates into an
increase in export competitiveness through two obkn We call the first of
these the technological effect. This is reflectecm increasing number of new
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products or new markets. The second channel o$feainf labour productivity
growth to export competitiveness is visible in cetifpve pricing, i.e. low unit
labour costs for domestic producers (Ciccone, Al@fl04, pp.613-646).

We also use intra-industry indices to explain clesngn the export
competitiveness of selected EU countries. Intrastiy trade refers to the
exchange of similar products belonging to the sardastry, i.e. the same types
of goods are both imported and exported. Countviith similar relative
amounts of factors of production are predicted awehintra-industry trade and
they gain from this due to economies of scale (loegsts) and more consumer
choice ( Krugman 1981, pp.959-973).

Next, we choose investment intensity as a deteminaf export
competitiveness in our analysis. This indicatocakulated as the ratio of gross
fixed capital formation in a certain industry teetialue added in that industry
and shows how much of the new value added in tbaay is invested rather
than consumed. We hypothesize that the more inesdtthere is in gross fixed
capital, the more modern production methods ard, sm we expect greater
chances of winning the competition in internatiomalrkets.

The final determinant of export competitiveness thie choose for our
study is intermediate consumption in industry, ghlited as the share of
intermediate consumption related to production @aNowadays, the increasing
fragmentation of production across borders andirtbeeasing use of foreign
inputs can lead to a situation in which a counkpaets a lot but the value added
to the gross value of exports is small (Yuging 2048 ). We expect that the
smaller the share of intermediate consumption énpgfoduction of a sector is,
the more competitive the economy gets.

Trade is spatial by nature, but the internationadie literature pays less
attention to space. Paul Krugman was the first iesgnt a model of trade
between two regions (Krugman 1990, p.8). Howevéie tnost popular
econometric model in which a determinant of trdde$ is the distance between
countries is the gravity trade model (Tinbergen2,96p.262-293). The greater
the distance between countries, the greater theo€bsansport and so less trade
flows between two countries. The current naturenotiern international trade —
i.e. production outsourcing, international fragnagion of production processes
and the emergence of international production rsve allows us to hypothesize
that the strength and direction of exports to ooantry also depend on the
strength and direction of exports to a neighboucogntry.
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4. Spatial dependence and spatial panel data models

A sample which consists of N cross-sectional otzgems of individuals
over T time periods allows the estimation of a paeta model written as
follows:

Vi =X B+& 1=12,..N t=12,..T, (1)
whereyit isa NT x1 vector,Xit is a NT x K matrix and the random disturbance

€itis a NT x1 vector. Random disturbance can be deoseatpinto individual

éi

effects 7 , time effects'ut, and white noise’t . Depending on the character of

individual and time effects, they are treated xeadfior random effects.

This form of the model ignores a potentially sigraht spatial
dependence between the objects analyzed, whicheaanto misspecification,
loss of information that is important for the arsidy and finally to incorrect
conclusions. It seems to be crucial to take neightiependence into consideration.
In spatial econometrics, neighbour dependence [wessed by means of
a spatial weight matrix, which shows the interattidetween units in different
locations. This reflects an influence of unit i @nit j and vice versa. There are
several ways of constructing a spatial weight matrut the correct selection of
the matrix should take the nature of the phenomemaiyzed into account.

A panel data model including spatial interactiangiven as:

Yie =AY ) + X% B+a; + 14 + &
it = P(WoS ) + Uy
is a spatial weight matrix which reflects the saautoregression of

variable vy, andW2 is a spatial weight matrix for the spatial autoetation of
random disturbance.

Assuming an equality of the spatial processes efdépendent variable

(2)

Wherewl

and error model, matricegvl =W, :W. Row-standardization results in the
parameters of the spatial structu(band P, belongingto <-1, 1 >.

Taking into consideration all the above-mentiortad,spatial dependence
in fixed effects and random effects two-way parsbdnodels are as follows:
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1. Spatially lagged endogenous variable with individeféects treated as fixed
— SAR FE model:

Yie = + 4 FAWY), + % B+ & (3

2. patially autocorrelated error components with viidlial effects treated as
fixed — SE FE model:

Yie =@+ X B+ &y
$ = P(WE ), +uy,

3. spatially lagged endogenous variable with individe#fects treated as
random — SAR RE model:

(4)

Yio = 0o+ A Wy} + X% B+ &
Ep =i &y (5)
var(s, )= 0, +0, +0;

4. spatially autocorrelated error components withviatlial effects treated as
random — SE RE model:

Yit :ao"'inﬁ"'git
Ep =i T Gyt (6)

S = P(WE), +uy

5. Data and Empirical Results

The theory of spatial panel econometrics is empuldpeorder to explain
how domestic demand, foreign demand, labour pradtyGt openness of
economy, export prices, intra-industry trade, imwvest intensity and the
intermediate consumption share of production imibgethe export competitiveness
of European economies. As a measure of export ciimpaess, we use two
variables independently: exports (EXit) and exporteelation to imports (NEXit).
Figures 1 and 2 present the endogenous variabdestevperiod 1995-2009.

In this investigation, domestic demand (DDit) ipessed as the sum of
the final consumption expenditures of householdsn-profit organization
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serving households and government, fixed capitahdon and changes in
inventories and valuables. The foreign demand atdic(FDit) is built as the
sum of the imports of 34 OECD and selected non-OE@Dntries from the
countries included in the analysis. Labour prodigti(LPROIt) is measured as
the ratio of the gross output of industry to th&altdours worked by persons
engaged in it. As a measure of openness of thersg@PENIt) we employ the
share of exports in the gross value added. Expare$ are described by unit
labour costs (ULCit). The rest of the variablesr#rd-industry trade (IITit),
investment intensity (IIVAIit) and the intermediansumption share of
production (ICSPit) — are taken directly from datsds. All data are expressed
in U.S. dollars.

Finally, we examine 19 countrfegsing balanced panel data for the period
1995-2009. The sources of the dataset used focdtwailation are the OECD
STAN Database and the WIOD input-output tablesjaif are

Figure 3. Manufacturing sector exports, in thousand of USD
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Source: own elaboration on the basis of the OECDNs@Atabase.

2 Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Finldadince, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Sloy&{@enia, Spain, Sweden, United Kingdom.
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Figure 4. Exports in relation to imports of the marufacturing sector
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Source: own elaboration on the basis of the OECDIN@Atabase.

For each variable, we employ a spatial panel datdehwhich is as follows:

INEX;, =a + B,InDD; + S, InFD; + S;0PEN,; +

]
BLLPRQ, + BULC, + B,IIT, + B,IVA, + GICSR +5,

NEX; =a+ B,InDD; + 3, InFD; + B,OPEN,; +
BLLPRQ, + BULC, + BT, + BIIVA, + BICSR +2,

The investigation begins with estimation of purengladata models
without spatial dependence for both the endogematiables. This allows us to
start by knowing whether we can observe a relatignsetween the measures of
competitiveness and their determinants, which heaen chosen on the basis of
the literature. The significance of the regresssrsonfirmed, both for exports
and the exports to imports relationship. Additibyyakthe Hausman test is
applied and the hypotheses of consistency of th® &dtimator are rejected. We
also test the significance of individual and tinfieets. Based on the results, we
can conclude that a two-way model should be apfatprThe results of the
estimations of models (7) and (8) are presentdchbie 1.

The next step is the construction of the spatiabktematrix. For both
equations we decided to focus on a row-standardiggtcdrder queen contiguity
matrix. As the analysis of main trade partners shale nearest neighbours,
especially large economies, can be the most impiopartners in international
trade, the choice of a spatial weight matrix catrésted as economically grounded.

(8)
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Taking spatial relationships into considerationffedent forms of the
models are estimated for both variables: the dpatisregressive fixed effects
model, SAR FE, and the spatial autoregressive rareffects model, SAR RE,
according to formulas (3) and (5); the spatial efiseed effects model, SEM FE,
and the spatial error random effects model, SEMd&Eording to equations (4)
and (6); and, as a control, the SARAR (1,1) modedacordance with equation
(2), assuming equality of the spatial weight mafsic

The assumption of two-way influence is rejectedha spatial models.
Neither in the SAR models nor in the SE modelstiane effects significant. As
before, a spatial Hausman test allows us to refextnull hypothesis that the
GLS estimator is consistent. The choice of theiapattoregressive model is
made on the basis of the results of Baltagi, Sdagg and Koh LM tests. In the

SARAR model, the spatial autocorrelation paramefér turns out to be
insignificant. To summarize, we estimate one-wagtigp autoregressive fixed
effects models for both measures of internationedetitiveness. The results of
the estimations are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Export competitiveness — export equationna export-to-import relationship equations

export equation export/import equation
two-way FE oneway SAR FE two-way FE oneway SAR FE
LSDV ML LSDV ML
InDD 0.29979 | . 0.18026 | ,,. -0.00298 -0.02577
(7.894) (6.797) (-0.137) (-1.340)
INED 0.29572 | . 0.26037 | .. 0.09647 | .. 0.04658 | ..
(11.850) (13.974) (6.416) (3.585)
LPRO 0.00003 | .. 0.00005 | ,,. 0.00001 | ... 0.00001
(3.086) (6.675) (2.781) (1.474)
ULC -1.72954 | .. -1.76190 | ,,. -3.08285 | ,,. -2.54130 | .4
(-3.270) (-4.253) (-10.180) (-8.602)
OPEN 0.01399 | ., 0.00002 | ,, | -0.000003 0.00103
(10.480) (2.121) (-0.387) (1.433)
T 0.00595 | ., | 0.00553 | ., | -0.00468 |,,, | -0.00536 | ,,,
(2.790) (3.235) (-3.952) (-4.233)
VA 0.00082 -0.00476 | ,, | -0.00499 | .. | -0.00371 |,
(0.344) (-2.499) (-3.585) (-2.733)
ICSP -0.00954 -0.00558 -0.01651 | ,,, | -0.02851 | ,,
(-1.353) (-1.199) (-3.972) (-9.026)
intercent 9.46288 | ,,, | 1.74293 |,,, | 9.46288 |,, | 3.13118 | ,,,
P (12.550) (6.164) (12.550) (11.715)
) | 055171 |, ) ) 0.17656 | .
lambda (20.409) (3.611)

significant at 10 % level, ** significant at 5 %ovigl, *** significant at 1 % level, () is thiestatistics

Source: own calculations.
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6. Conclusion

This paper has employed spatial econometrics taexpow total export
competitiveness depends on domestic demand, fadeigiand, labour productivity,
unit labour costs, openness of the economy, inttastry trade, investment
intensity and intermediate consumption in the mactufing sector. The results for
19 EU countries over 15 years (1995 — 2009) indieastrong influence of chosen
variables, characterized manufacturing sector tah éxport competitiveness of the
analized UE countries.

On the basis of the results, we can confirm thdhtathe influence of the
local neighbourhood into account in the regressshiasvs that this is a statistically
significant factor, affecting both total exportwaland exports in relation to imports.
This means that an increase in the export valueeihbouring economies will
influence export growth.

Comparing the estimations of both regressions, wel fthat the
determinants of exports and of the ratio of exptwtanmports are different. The
only common significant variables are foreign dechamd unit labour costs.
Moreover, the direction of influence does not clearggardless of the model. If
we measure the export competitiveness by the exptut, we can state that an
increase of domestic demand, foreign demand, lapmductivity, openness of
the economy, intra-industry trade promotes the aitipeness growth, as well
as an decrease of unit labour costs in the manufagtsector. Based on export/
import relation as the competitiveness indice wwl fihat only the growth of
foreign demand and labour productivity causes tmapetitivess growth, as the
decrease in intra-industry trade, in the investmeariensity and in the
intermediate consumption in the manufacturing secto

It would be interesting for future research to uiéerently weighted
matrices which would capture cross-country inteesglence in other ways.
Another direction of future research could invole use of a spatial cross-
regressive model, allowing the evaluation of thepawct of spatially lagged
exogenous variables on the phenomena studied Rereising on the cross-
sectional dimension of the data analyzed, the tiimension and possible non-
stationary data should also be taken into condiidera
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Streszczenie

WPLYW SEKTORA PRZEMYStU PRZETWORCZEGO NA
KONKURENCYJNO SC EKSPORTU WYBRANYCH KRAJOW UNII
EUROPEJSKIEJ - PRZESTRZENNA ANALIZA PANELOWA

Celem niniejszej pracy jest okkenie, przy tyciu przestrzennego modelu
panelowego, w jaki sposob zmiany w konkurendgjreksportu wybranych gospodarek
Unii Europejskiej, mierzone wielkeig eksportu i eksportu netto, zajeod zmian
w konkurencyjnci przemystu przetworczego. Determinanty konkuijenggi eksportu
zostaly wybrane wwietle dorobku teorii handlu malzynarodowego, teorii wzrostu
i teorii innowacji. W szczegolsici, autorzy chcieli zbada w jakim stopniu wielkid
popytu zagranicznego, wielkko popytu krajowego, poziom jednostkowych kosztéw
pracy, stopié otwartasci na rynki zagraniczne, wydajfib pracy i zdycie pdrednie
w sektorze przemystowym wplywajna konkurencyjn@ eksportu wybranych
gospodarek europejskich. Wyniki przeprowadzonej lianawskazuj na istotnie
statystyczne zatrosci przestrzenne w modelowaniu konkurencigneksportu. Analiza
wskazala réwnig na nieznacznie odmienne determinanty konkurenggijreksportu
mierzonego wielk@ig wywozu (jednostkowe koszty pracy, popyt krajowgpyp
zagraniczny) i analizowanego przez pryzmat ekspoetto (jednostkowe koszty pracy,
popyt zagraniczny, zycie parednie).

Stowa kluczowehandel midzynarodowy, konkurencyjfioeksportu, produkciji, przestrzenny
model danych, Unia Europejska



