|

7/ “““\\\ A ECO" SEARCH

% // RESEARCH IN AGRICULTURAL & APPLIED ECONOMICS

The World’s Largest Open Access Agricultural & Applied Economics Digital Library

This document is discoverable and free to researchers across the
globe due to the work of AgEcon Search.

Help ensure our sustainability.

Give to AgEcon Search

AgEcon Search
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu
aesearch@umn.edu

Papers downloaded from AgEcon Search may be used for non-commercial purposes and personal study only.
No other use, including posting to another Internet site, is permitted without permission from the copyright
owner (not AgEcon Search), or as allowed under the provisions of Fair Use, U.S. Copyright Act, Title 17 U.S.C.


https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
https://makingagift.umn.edu/give/yourgift.html?&cart=2313
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/
mailto:aesearch@umn.edu

Assessing the Implications of EU Enlargement for CEC Agri-food Trade
Specialisation

DUSAN DRABIK*, LUBICA BARTOVA**

*  Slovak Agricultural University in Nitra, Slovaki®usan.Drabik@fem.uniag.sk
** Joint Research Centre, Institute for Prospeciieehnological Studies, European
Commission, Sevilla, Spain; E-malilubica.Bartova@ec.europa.eu

Paper prepared for presentation at the joint IAAE - 104" EAAE Seminar
Agricultural Economics and Transition:
~What was expected, what we observed,

the lessons learned."

Corvinus University of Budapest (CUB)
Budapest, Hungary. September 6-8, 2007

Copyright 2007 by Dusan Drabik, Lubica Bartova.l #ghts reserved. Readers may make
verbatim copies of this document for non-commerngiaposes by any means, provided that
this copyright notice appears on all such copies.



ABSTRACT

The goal of the paper is to analyse agri-food trgukrialisation in seven Central and Eastern
European Countries (CEECs) with their trade groggiaver the period 2000-2005, prior to
and after their accession to the EU. For these GEBE@ found high agri-food trade
specialisation in a relatively small number of coodiies. The most competitive
commodities in trade with all trade groupings ottien the EU-15 were marked by a fairly
high level of processing. Over the analysed petioel CEE countries did not maintain
positions of the most competitive commaodities, &uthe same time they improved positions
of a number of previously uncompetitive commoditi€Eee competitiveness of CEEC agri-
food trade commodities declined over the periodyaseal.

Key words: agri-food trade; specialisation; Lafay index; Markoatrices; new EU Member
States

1 INTRODUCTION

Changes in trade specialisation can occur as aqaesace of deep structural changes in the
economic system of a country. Given the consideraaonomic and political changes in

Central and Eastern European Countries (CEECdperEuropean and global environment

context, attendant shifts in the structure and dyos of trade specialisation patterns are
assumed.

Existing studies focusing on the analysis of resgatomparative advantages and trade
specialisation patterns of transitional economig®rdin various aspects. The number and
structure of commodities under scrutiny are deteeahiby the level of aggregation and the
classification system in which the trade flow data reported. The length of the period
analysed also alters.iML.OOPEN AND MARREWIJK (2004) analysed the dynamics of Chinese
comparative advantages over the period 1970-198GHKI (2005) examined the evolution
of trade patterns in the new EU-10 Member Stat@942enlargement) between the years
1993 and 2001; and trade specialisation in the Bd @EECs in 1995 — 2002 was
investigated by ERTO AND S00S (2006),

FERTO AND HuBBARD (2003) concluded that the extent of specialisatbthe CEECs agri-
food exports to the EU exhibited a downward treRdrthermore, they found that the
specialisation indices of individual CEECs have vayged rather than polarised over the
period analysed. WRz (2005) analysed the dynamics of trade speciatisain six
geographical regions — OECD North, OECD South, Bash, South Asia, Latin America,
and CEECs - and found a global tendency towardseeredse in the intensity of
specialisation, together with regional convergenZecHiNl (2005), however, found an
increase in trade specialisation of EU-10 MembateSt

The paper analyses the structure and dynamicsrfaagl trade flows of individual CEECs

that became new EU Member States in 2004 and 2@8¥ Czech Republic, Latvia,

Lithuania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bulgaria and Romaraad their trade groupings over the
period 2000-2005. Over this period the most impurfactors influencing CEEC agricultural

trade were accession to EU; gradual agri-food tréderalisation; changes in WTO

commitments (as non-EU and EU members); and reédriime Common Agricultural Policy.

We examined the magnitude of the dynamics of agdftrade specialisation of these
countries using the Lafay index and the degreehaihge in agri-food trade specialisation
using various approaches. The paper does not, leywaddress the changes in absolute
values of trade flows; nor does it deal with thelation of the quality of internationally
traded goods.



The paper is organised as follows. The followingtie& is devoted to the methodology
applied and data used. The third section presémtgdsults, while the last section draws
conclusions.

2 METHODOLOGY AND DATA

To assess the possible implications of CEEC acmedsi the EU for their agri-food trade
structure and trade flows in the period 2000-2a608, following issues were analysed: (1)
changes in CEEC trade structure; (2) the most etitie commodities and their level of
processing by individual CEECs; and (3) the dynanatagri-food trade specialisation with
their trade groupings.

Identification of the most competitive commoditi@sd an analysis of the evolution of agri-
food trade specialisation were based on calculaifdhe Lafay index (LFI) (kFAY, 1992) of
trade specialisation. This was adjusted, for tlasaas explained below, as follows:
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where

Xi,- — export of commodity of countryi to a selected trade grouping;

mi,- — import of commodity of countryi from a selected trade grouping;
N — number of commodities for which the LFI is cdéted:;

k — number of countries/groupings.

The sum of LFI values for all commodities is zehovalue for a commodity can therefore be
either positive or negative, meaning either comjparadvantage or disadvantage.

The LFI is used in this study rather than theLA&ssA (1965) RCA index because of the
nature of the data, which show the presence o&-nulustry trade. This choice is also
underpinned by recent studies bypRMuc AND DJABLIK (2003) or GQTEANO AND GALEGO
(2006), which produced evidence that the role afaimdustry trade in CEEC - EU-15
relations has increased.ORTAGNE AND FREUDENBERG (1997) argue that a significant
proportion of intra-industry trade may appear daeirtsufficient sectoral disaggregation.
However, this is unlikely to be the case with oatadbecause of the HS 6 code we used.
A major advantage of the LFI is also its abilitygiaminate the influence of cyclical factors on
trade specialisation GHINI, 2005).

We identified the most competitive commodities foé seven countries by three conditions
that had to be met simultaneously. First, ten codities with the highest LFI values were

selected. The number of items is arbitrary buteilects the fact that LFI values fell

significantly by order of commodity. The seconadiion came from the assumption that a
commodity reveals comparative advantage if a cgurdide also specialises in it over a fairly
long period of time (in our case at least for fout of the six years examined). The third
condition considered an item’s share of exportateelected trade grouping out of total
exports to that grouping. HRGSCHMIDT AND HARTMANN (1998) approach was applied for
classification of commodities by level of procesggsiA higher level of processing is assumed
to mean higher value added.



Trade flows at the beginning of the period analydedore enlargement) and at the end (after
enlargement) were compared. To eliminate extreongifations in trade flows, we averaged
the respective trade flows of 2000 and 2001 andl 20@ 2005.

To analyse a change in trade specialisation, we teGaltonian regression:
LFI isz =a, + B LFI ijTl +U; 3)

where

T,— beginning of the period analysed,;

T,— end of the period analysed;

a,, B.— regression coefficients;

U;j — disturbance term;

i — country pair (e.g. Slovak trade with Hungary)

] — commodity.

By definition, £ can take the following values:

a) [ <0 means a complete reversal of trade speciaisati

b) B U(0;1) denotes that on average the specialisatidterparemained the same but
previously uncompetitive commaodities improved thgsitions andice versa

c) [ = 1lindicates structural stability,

d) /£ > 1 shows that a country became more specialisednmmodities in which it had
already been specialised.

Analysis of the regression coefficient itsedf not sufficient to draw conclusions about the
relation between comparative advantages/disadvesitagnd the degree of specialisation.
Thus, adopting the approach ofGHinI (2003) and HNLOOPEN AND VAN MARREWIJK (2004),
we computed the ratio

=2 (4)

where

R?— coefficient of determination of the stochasticatipn (3),
gy and g, — variances of regressor and regressant fromg8pectively.

Equation (4) shows that no intra-distribution dymesroccurred if3 =R ; a country's agri-
food trade specialisation increase@ib R ; and it fell if 8 <R .

Trade specialisation development

The development of agri-food trade specialisatieeraime was investigated by Markov
transition matrices. We used the approach wiiQ(1993), ROUDMAN AND REDDING (2000)
and REDDING (2002). The elements of transition probability nca&ts are probabilities of
transition from one stage (of trade specialisatiaof)metto another stage in time+ n. The
transition probabilities were calculated by cougtthe number of transitions out of and into
each stage. The sum of elements in a row of tiangarobability matrix is equal to unity.



The construction of probability matrices first nedda decision as to how many intervals to
divide the group of LFI values into. The trade saksation literature does not take a unified
approach to this. In our study, the zero LFI valuese controlled for by dividing the LFI
group into five intervals of unequal size. The nhddthird) interval included all values
related to commodities with no mutual trade. Theaming edges of the LFI range were split
into two equally sized intervals, according to thenber of commodities.

Development of agri-food trade specialisation wasestigated over a short time span
(between successive years) and over the whole o€A000-2005). In the first case, we
computed five one-year matrices for each reporéetrpr pair. Next, we averaged those five
matrices to find out how agri-food trade speciditsa developed from a short time
perspective. In the second case, we analysed tletogenent of agri-food trade specialisation
over a longer period of time by calculating traioesit matrices between 2000 and 2005.
Comparison of the two results shows the developmeagri-food trade specialisation.

Data

In this study individual CEECs trade flow data frahe period 2000 — 2005 were analysed
using the six-digit code of the Harmonised Systét8)( which presents 729 commodities
each year and country. We considered the followtage groupings/partners of individual
CEECs: old EU Member States (EU-15); eight new E&nMer States (NMS):Acceding
countrie$ (ACC) - Bulgaria and Romania; the Commonwealthnofependent States (CIS);
the United States (USA); the Rest of the World (RPWhd total agri-food trade. Data
expressed in euro are from the National StatistidHices and were collected under the
TRADEAG?® FP6 project.

3 RESULTS

3.1 CEEC agri-food trade in 2000 - 2005

The composition of individual CEEC agri-food trdaletrade grouping shows that, for all the
CEECs considered except Bulgaria and Slovenia, BEbel5 and NMS were the most
important trading partnersTéble 1. Slovenia had very intensive trade relations vitib
ROW, which may be attributed mainly to substantralde with the countries of former
Yugoslavia. Lower trade shares with the ROW forcallintries except Latvia in 2005 than in
2000 point to a possible trade diversion effedhef2004 EU enlargement.

The most intensive agri-food trade with the NMS whserved in the case of Slovakia. Trade
with the ACC, CIS and the USA appeared to be ofimmim importance for the majority of
CEECs.

Table 1: Composition of individual CEEC agri-food eports/imports by trade groupings
in %

Trading partners/groupings
EU-15 NMS ACC CIS USA ROW

Country Ex. Im. |Ex. Im. | Ex. Im | Ex. Im |[Ex Im. | Ex Im.

2000 BG 33 38 6 7 2 2 4 1 5 3 50 49

! The Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Widthia, Poland, the Slovak Republic, Slovenia.

% As of 2005

® TRADEAG (‘Agricultural Trade Agreement§” is 6FP project No 513666, financed by the Europea
Commission.



2005 40 45 4 7 6 1 2 1 3 1 45 44
2000 38 50 41 22 1 0 8 0 1 4 11 24
2005 CZ 43 63 42 27 1 0 4 0 1 1 10 9

2000 35 28 22 15 0 1 26 9 11 2 6 15
2005 LT 47 45 26 33 0 0 22 7 1 3 5 12
2000 25 a7 38 35 0 1 27 4 6 3 3 10
2005 LV 27 42 37 44 0 0 22 5 5 1 9 7

2000 46 32 14 22 2 1 4 3 1 4 33 39
2005 RO 55 38 9 15 5 1 4 2 1 9 26 35
2000 22 39 63 44 2 0 7 1 0 1 6 15
2005 SK 31 40 59 50 2 1 3 1 0 1 5 10
2000 21 54 5 35 1 1 2 0 3 1 71 27
2005 Sl 43 58 1 4 0 1 4 0 1 1 48 24

Source: own calculations based on the TRADEAG CHE@base

Note: BG — Bulgaria, CZ — the Czech Republic, LTithuania, LV — Latvia, RO — Romania, SK — the \&lk
Republic, SI — Slovenia

Ex. — export; Im.-import

Agri-food trade of all CEECs by trade groupings wpscialised in a relatively small number
of commodities Table J. This is particularly evident in trade with th&€&, CIS, ROW and
the USA, i.e. countries that were not the main itr@doartners of the countries analysed.
Specialisation in exported commodities was generaigher than in imported ones. The
results presented ifable 2also point to the legitimacy of a detailed anaysfitrade flows.

The most competitive commodities do not show clgands in respect of the level of
processing. However, the results presentetiable 3indicate that Bulgarian and Romanian
processed agri-food commodities were not competiom the EU-15 market. Insufficient
compliance with food quality and safety requirerseoh those markets may be a possible
explanation. Both countries exported mainly livenaads, carcasses, cereals and oilseeds to
the EU-15.



Table 2: Share of the ten most important commodities in expts/imports by value
to/from trade grouping in 2000 — 2005 (%)

Export Import Export Import

Reporter Partner  min. max. min. max. |ReporterPartner  mijn. max. min. max.

Bulgaria EU-15 55.7 67.2 32.3 38.9RomaniaEU-15 58.8 685 38.0 50.2

BG NMS 755 849 441 60.8RO NMS 66.7 80.8 451 585
CIS 68.8 86.3 79.2 97.1 CIS 575 682 741 94.1
ACC 82.0 947 79.7 935 ACC 799 87.0 695 888
ROW 53.9 60.8 53.0 728 ROW 81.0 87.6 584 724
USA 825 955 69.3 857 USA 87.8 98.0 90.0 93.2
Total 473 55.6 33.0 423 Total 54.7 645 39.8 46.2
crech EU-15 454 54.0 28.9 33.3 Slovakia EU-15 40.6 64.8 28.9 38.7
Republic NMS 30.7 41.1 285 32.7 [SK NMS 30.3 385 322 375
cz CIS 58.5 80.4 59.2 76.3 CIS 76.4 851 80.4 953
ACC 53.5 77.6 580 828 ACC 81.3 90.2 76.1 89.3
ROW 63.3 709 449 57.1 ROW 58.2 80.3 415 57.7
USA 88.1 93.2 816 884 USA 91.3 99.8 726 80.2
Total 36.4 41.7 248 28l Total 30.3 39.3 26.1 305

Latvia  EU-15 76.4 85.2 299 35.4Slovenia EU-15 56.3 634 252 294

LV NMS 37.7 46.8 32.3 42.0Sl NMS 541 79.0 451 764
CIs 67.0 87.2 48.0 705 CIs 91.8 97.6 84.7 98.0
ACC 97.6 100.0 959 100.p ACC 80.4 948 864 954
ROW 79.6 90.8 415 4849 ROW 47.0 579 414 521
USA 919 981 715 80.1 USA 899 952 693 755
Total 47.8 641 253 30.V Total 415 522 239 27.7

Lithuania EU-15 66.6 853 31.0 39.7

LT NMS 349 584 288 364
CIs 60.5 835 521 757
ACC 93.3 100.0 99.1 99.7
ROW 747 955 483 558
USA 849 974 88.0 98.3
Total 499 68.6 231 31.8

Source: own calculations



Unlike Bulgaria and Romania, agri-food exports friva Czech Republic and Slovenia to the
EU-15 specialised in highly processed commoditwsich indicates their better ability to
penetrate the EU-15 market.

Contrary to CEEC agri-food exports to the EU-15rarNMS agri-food exports showed a
stronger tendency towards highly or semi—processmdmodities. NMS exports to ACC
were heterogenous in the level of processing. Sama highly processed commodities
prevailed in CEEC exports to the Commonwealth afependent States. NMS (with the
exception of Bulgaria and Romania) agri-food expad the ROW was dominated by
commodities with a higher level of value added.

Table 3: Level of processing of the most competitey export commodities by trade
groupings

Trade. Exporting country

grouping g cz LV LT PL RO SK Si

EU M H S S S R Inc M, H
NMS H S, H M, H H H S, H S, H S, H
ACC R Inc H S, H H M, S Inc M, H
CIS H S,H S, H S, H H S,H Inc S, H
USA H S, H H H H H R, H H
ROW Inc S,H H S S, H R, M S, H H
Total Inc S,H H S, H S, H R, M S, H S, H

Source: own calculations

Note: R — raw commodities, M — minimally process&l;- semi-processed; H — highly processed, Inc —
inconclusive decision

3.2 Structural stability and intra-distribution dyn amics of agri-food trade
specialisation

Agri-food trade of individual Central and Eastermr&pean Countries with the ACC, CIS and

the USA revealed a rather high degree of speciais@ both periods examined - 2000-2001

and 2004-2005. Trade with the other groupings \pasialised to a lesser extent and in some
cases specialisation even decreased.

The degree of revealed comparative advantage sedea particular in trade with the ACC.
Latvian and Romanian agri-food commodities witndsae increase in revealed comparative
advantages in relation to the majority of tradeugings, which was not the case of the other
countries.

For the majority of CEECs, the specialisation patia respect of their trading partners as a
whole did not change, but the degree of speci@isatecreased. In other words, commaodities
revealing significant comparative advantage saw fhasitions worsen due to the decline in
competitiveness, while commodities in a very weakifon at the beginning of the period of
observation saw their positions improve in termscomparative advantage. There were,
however, several exceptions to the overall decreaspecialisation. In trade with the ACC,
CEECs deepened their comparative disadvantagesmmodities (mainly primary ones) that
performed badly at the beginning of the period ysed. After the 2004 EU enlargement
import of those commodities from Bulgaria and Roraaa NMS increased.



The vyear-by-year development of specialisation epast was analysed using Markov
transition probability matrices. We found rathegrsficant rigidity, expressed by high
diagonal probabilities, of commodities in tradelwihe EU-15, NMS, ROW and total agri-
food trade. This was especially true of items tleich year, showed either significantly
comparative disadvantage or, on the contrary, ftedelsigh comparative advantage. On the
other hand, there was much higher probability of-Bogpd competitiveness changes in CEEC
trade with the ACC, CIS and the USA, which meamghér dynamics in that trade.

Over a one-year span, it was rather difficult foEECs to improve the position of
comparatively disadvantageous commodities with nega individual trade groupings. On
the other hand, it is also true that, once obtaiaezbmparative advantage, the countries were
able to maintain this commodity position over tleeipd analysed.

NMS trade with the ACC, CIS and the USA showed ghtshare of the same non-traded
commodities over a one-year span. This situatiory & due to high transaction costs.
Moreover, in NMS trade with those three groupingsraa one-year span there was a rather
stable structure and high specialisation of tractmdmodities. An exception was Czech trade
with ACC, where a significant shift in agri-foodramodity trade position was observed.

Five-year transition matrices revealed significdyriamics of agri-food trade specialisation of
individual CEECs according to trade groupings. Wsesved a gradual expansion in the
number of mutually traded commodities in CEEC tradkh the EU-15, NMS, ROW and in
CEEC total agri-food trade, which, however, made lgvel of trade specialisation decrease
over the period analysed.

Furthermore, the magnitude of the five-year diaggpnababilities leads to the conclusion that
over the period analysed, CEECs were more likelyse® their trade positions in

comparatively advantageous commodities worsen fimir positions in comparatively

disadvantageous ones improve.

To summarise, over the five-year period noticealtactural changes were observed in the
agri-food trade patterns of NMS countries with Barlg, Romania, the CIS, USA and ROW.
Taking into account the 2007 EU enlargement, tHg, CISA and ROW are third countries for
the EU. Changes in the structure and dynamics oiffagd trade could be explained by the
implementation of EU policies in the new Member t&a Gradual agri-food trade
liberalisation with the EU-15 before accession, mautCEEC trade liberalisation after
accession and insufficient flexibility to a changienvironment affected the pattern of agri-
food trade specialisation. Changes in commitmemtselation to the WTO (as non-EU and
EU members) and reform of the Common Agriculturalidy (CAP) of the EU also
contributed to the structural changes.

4 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Over the period analysed, CEECs intensified tradb the old EU Member States, while
their share of agri-food trade with the rest of therld declined; this is possibly a trade
diversion effect of enlargement.

A noticeable feature of individual CEEC agri-fogdde is their high level of specialisation in
a relatively small number of commodities (by valu® most cases the ten most exported
commodities by value were well in excess of 30qeet of total agricultural export.

The most competitive CEEC commodities in trade wht EU-15 in 2000 -2005 do not show
a clear tendency as regards their level of prongs€ountry specifics, however, imply that
the Czech Republic and Slovenia succeeded in ergdrighly processed commodities to the



EU-15, while Bulgaria and Romania exported pred@mily commodities with low value

added. Semi and highly processed commodities, wigh higher value added, were
predominant in CEEC exports to trade groupingsratiien the EU-15. Dairy products were
generally the most competitive CEEC commoditiesibthe markets considered.

Individual NMS agri-food trade with the ACC, CIS cathe USA revealed a rather high
degree of specialisation. Trade with the other pitogs was specialised to a lesser extent and
in some cases specialisation even decreased. Aidngyvealed comparative advantages of
the majority of the most successful commoditiesrave period analysed was detected.
CEECs did not maintain positions of their compaedyi advantageous commodities, but at
the same time the positions of a number of preWowscompetitive commodities improved.

CEEC accession to the EU, mutual trade liberabsatgradual agri-food trade liberalisation,
changes in WTO commitments (as non-EU and EU meshlaed reform of the CAP may be
considered to be the prime factors influencingdbmparative advantages, composition and
dynamics of CEEC agri-food trade.

REFERENCES

BALASSA, B. (1965): Trade liberalization and ‘revealed’ comparative awages The
Manchester School of Economic and Social Studies3¥, No.2, pp.99/123

BERGSCHMIDT, A., HARTMANN, M. (1998):Agricultural Trade Policies and Trade
Relations In Transition Economiefstitute of Agricultural Development in Centrahda
Eastern Europe. Discussion Paper No. 12, 1998

CAETANO, J., GALEGO, A. (2006)In Search for Determinants of Intra-Industry Trade
within an Enlarged EuropeUniversidade de Evora, Dipartamento de economiaruaey
2006

FERTO, I, HUBBARD, L.J. (2003):The Dynamics of Agri-Food Trade PatterriEhe
Accession Countries’ Casé&ontributed paper presented at the Internationaffecence
“Agricultural policy reform and the WTO: where are heading?” Capri (Italy), June 23-26,
2003.

FERTO, 1., SOOS, K., A. (2006)Trade Specialisation in the European Union and in
European Former Communist Countriésdeunis Papers.

FIDRMUC, J., DJABLIK, M. (2003): Intra-industry Trade between the EU and the CEECs
The Importance of FDI in Trade Structufgast - West Conference 2003, November 2 to 4,
2003

FONTAGNE, L., FREUDENBERG, M. (1997)ntra-Industry Trade Methodological Issues
ReconsideredCEPII, document de travail n° 97-01

HINLOOPEN, J., van MARREWIJK, C. (2004)Dynamics of Chinese comparative
advantageT| 2004-034/2 Tinbergen Institute Discussion Paptatch 2004.

LAFAY, G. (1992): The Measurement of Revealed Comparative Advantdged.G.
Dagenais and P.A. Muet eds, International Trade@ng, Chapman & Hill, London

PROUDMAN, J., REDDING, S. (2000Evolving patterns of international trad®eview of
international economics, 8 (3). pp. 373-396. ISSNHD7576

REDDING, S. (2002)Specialisation dynamicgournal of International Economics 58 (2002)
299-334



QUAH, D: (1993): Empirical Cross-Section Dynamics in Economic GrowtERuropean
Economic Review, Vol. 37, pp.426-434.

WORZ, J. (2005):Dynamics of Trade Specialisation in Developed amdslLDeveloped
Countries Emerging Markets Finance and Trade, vol. 41 3n®day—June 2005, pp. 92-111

ZAGHINI, A. (2003): Trade Advantages and Specialisation Dynamics irediog Countries
ECB Working paper No. 249, August 2003

ZAGHINI, A. (2005): Evolution of trade patterns in the new EU membeateS.Economics
of Transition, Vol. 13 (4) 2005, 629 - 658



