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Abstract:  

Substantial and long-term differences in economic activity and potential result in a clear 

distinction of central and peripheral regions in spatial structure of a national economy. The 

interregional disproportions of economic activity and economic potential in Poland were explored 

and assessed. Five peripheral regions of Poland were in the center of the study, i.e. five Eastern 

provinces. The main objective of the paper was to study and evaluate the impact of the COVID-19 

pandemic on economic activity of the aforementioned peripheral provinces. The situation in the 

peripheral regions of Poland was compared to Poland as a whole and to Poland’s central region, 

i.e. Masovia Province. The situation during the year 2020, i.e. the 1st of the COVID-19 pandemic 

was studied and confronted with the situation in the analyzed provinces in 2019. The research 

tools used in the article included: literature studies, critical thinking, documents examination, 

logical construction, descriptive and comparative analysis, in that the selected statistical method 

of multivariate comparative analysis (taxonomic measure of development introduced by Hellwig). 

Statistical material provided by Central Statistical Office was used for the analysis. The obtained 

results indicated huge disparities of economic activity, economic potential and economic 

development between the five studied peripheral provinces and other Poland’s regions before the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Moreover, the abovementioned disproportions became even greater during 

the first year of the pandemic. Hence, the research hypothesis assuming that the gap between the 

studied peripheral regions and the rest of Poland widened during the COVID-19 pandemic was 

positively verified. 

Keywords: Poland, COVID-19 pandemic, economic activity, economic potential, peripheral 

regions 
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Abstrakt: 

Výrazné a dlhodobé rozdiely v ekonomickom potenciáli a ekonomickej aktivite majú za následok 

jasné rozlíšenie centrálnych a periférnych regiónov v priestorovej štruktúre národného 

hospodárstva. Skúmali a hodnotili sa medziregionálne disproporcie ekonomickej aktivity a 

ekonomického potenciálu v Poľsku. V centre štúdie bolo päť okrajových regiónov Poľska - päť 

východných provincií. Hlavným cieľom príspevku bolo študovať a zhodnotiť vplyv pandémie 

COVID-19 na ekonomickú aktivitu spomínaných periférnych provincií. Situácia v okrajových 

regiónoch Poľska sa porovnávala s Poľskom ako celkom a s centrálnym regiónom Poľska, t. j. s 

provinciou Masovia. Bola študovaná a konfrontovaná situácia v roku 2020, teda 1. pandémie 

COVID-19 so situáciou v analyzovaných provinciách v roku 2019. V článku boli použité výskumné 

nástroje: štúdium literatúry, kritické myslenie, skúmanie dokumentov, logická konštrukcia, 

deskriptívna a komparatívna analýza, v ktorej je zvolená štatistická metóda viacrozmernej 

komparatívnej analýzy (taxonomická miera vývoja zavedená Hellwigom). Na analýzu bol použitý 

štatistický materiál poskytnutý Ústredným štatistickým úradom. Získané výsledky poukázali na 

obrovské rozdiely v ekonomickej aktivite, ekonomickom potenciáli a ekonomickom rozvoji medzi 

piatimi skúmanými periférnymi provinciami a ostatnými poľskými regiónmi pred pandémiou 

COVID-19. Okrem toho sa uvedené disproporcie počas prvého roka pandémie ešte prehĺbili. 

Pozitívne sa teda potvrdila výskumná hypotéza, ktorá predpokladala, že rozdiel medzi skúmanými 

periférnymi regiónmi a zvyškom Poľska sa počas pandémie COVID-19 zväčšil. 

Kľúčové slová: Poľsko, pandémia COVID-19, ekonomická aktivita, ekonomický potenciál, 

okrajové regióny 

Introduction 

Economic activity includes ‘actions that involve the production, distribution and 

consumption of goods and services at all levels within a society’ [3]. Economic 

activity is an essential element of economic potential, i.e. the potential for economic 

development and growth and creation of surplus value. Economic potential, however, 

is a wider economic category, for it consists of its citizens’ economic activity, 

accompanied by entrepreneurship, labor market situation and income level. Evaluating 

economic development requires taking into consideration changes in economic system 

(structural changes, urbanization, the rise of firms’ size, relative decline of agricultural 

sector in employment and output with simultaneous expansion of manufacturing and 

services, reduction of poverty and sustainability of development) [9].  

Uneven regional development is related to differences in economic activity, 

which in turn are due to differences in economic potential. Central regions take 

advantages from their geopolitical location, well-developed technical infrastructure, 

access to highly qualified workforce, preferential access to capital and technology, 

relatively high investment attractiveness and comparatively big inflow of foreign 

capital. Moreover, central regions are usually closer to the centers of administrative 

decisions. Peripheral regions struggle with unfavorable geopolitical location, poor 

access to well-educated workers, limited access to capital and modern technology, low 

investment attractiveness resulting in limited possibility to attract foreign capital, 

insufficient infrastructure, large distance from political, administrative and industrial 

centers (18; 20). Peripheral regions are mostly featured by overemployment in 

agriculture and traditional industry with simultaneous underemployment in services 

sector, limited activity of research and development and low innovativeness. 

Interregional disparities in economic activity, economic potential and economic 

development are permanent in their character. Such disproportions counteract the 
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process of sustainable socioeconomic development of a national economy. Relatively 

low economic potential and low intensity of economic activity are characteristic 

features of peripheral regions [2].  

The COVID-19 pandemic constitutes unprecedented threat for the global 

economy and creates huge short-term and long-term risks and challenges at global, 

national and regional levels. The main problem of this article is the exploration and 

assessment of economic activity and economic potential of Poland’s peripheral regions 

against the background of Poland and its central region (Masovia Province) at the time 

of the COVID-19 pandemic. The main aim of the article is to study and evaluate the 

economic activity and economic potential in peripheral regions in the first year of the 

COVID-19 pandemic against the background of Poland’s central region and Poland as 

a whole and to compare it with the situation in the year preceding the pandemic. The 

parallel objective is to make a hierarchy of the studied Poland’s peripheral regions, its 

central region and Poland as a whole according to the synthetic index measuring 

economic activity. The research was conducted with the application of the following 

methods: literature studies, critical thinking, documents examination, logical 

construction, descriptive analysis and comparative analysis, including the selected 

statistical method of multivariate comparative analysis (Hellwig taxonomic measure of 

development). Statistical information provided by Central Statistical Office (Poland) 

and taken mostly from Statistical Yearbooks of the Regions - Poland 2020, 2021 was 

used for the analysis.  

Two research questions were formulated: RQ1: What are the main determinants 

of the gap in economic activity between the periphery regions and the central region of 

Poland? RQ2: What was the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on economic activity 

in peripheral regions in 2020?  

The research hypothesis assuming that the gap between Poland’s peripheral 

regions and the rest of Poland widened during the COVID-19 pandemic was adopted 

and verified. 

1. The COVID-19 pandemic in Poland  

The COVID-19 pandemic was announced by the World Health Organization 

(WHO) in March 2020. Till 7 January, 2022 more than 301.1 million cases and almost 

5.5 deaths were reported in 222 countries and territories around the world [25]. The 

pandemic situation in the global economy became much more complicated due to the 

spread of some new variants of the SARS-CoV-2 (especially: Alpha – in December 

2020, Delta – in March 2021, Omicron – in November 2021) [11, 24]. The COVID-19 

pandemic is still underway in January 2022 and it’s hard to predict the definite end of 

the pandemic. The Omicron wave of the pandemic is extremely high (with over 2.5 

million new cases reported daily in the World, e.g. over 1 million new cases a day in 

the USA, around 0.5 million new cases in the UK and over 300 thousand cases in 

France a day in January 2022) [25]. The dangerous Omicron variant emerged in 

Africa, partly due to extremely low level of vaccination, resulting from limited access 

of developing countries to COVID-19 vaccines. On the other hand, however, anti-

vaccination movements get stronger and stronger in some European economies and in 

the USA [1]. Omicron is characterized by inherent infectiousness [7]. High 

vaccination rates were expected to significantly reduce transmission of COVID-19 but 

the epidemiological relevance of the vaccinated population is increasing [15]. The 



   

 

 

59 

 

Economic activity in peripheral regions during the COVID-19 pandemic  

Iwona PAWLAS 

effectiveness of vaccines is much lower in regard to the Omicron variant of the 

coronavirus (it can partly evade the immunity developed by those who have been 

vaccinated or previously infected by other variants). Many experts believe, Omicron 

will not be the last variant of concern. Hence, the prognosis for further development of 

the pandemic is less optimistic [8]. 

The first COVID-19 case in Poland was reported on 4 March, 2020 [19]. Till 7 

January, 2022 4.191 million cases were reported in Poland and COVID-19 caused 

99428 deaths in Poland [25]. The 4th wave of the pandemic in Poland (with the 

domination of the Delta variant) reached its peak in mid of December 2021, while the 

5th wave began in January 2022. Inadequate level of COVID-19 vaccination in Poland 

is crucial problem (around 55%). Data presented in table 1 indicate that the lowest 

rates of vaccination were characteristic for the five peripheral provinces, while the 

highest rate was noted in Masovia Province (59.89%). Subcarpathia province took the 

very last position of all 16 Poland’s provinces in regard to vaccination rate, which 

amounted to 41.04% in January 2022. The 15th place was occupied by Podlasie 

Province (45.63% in January 2022) and the 14th position was taken by Lublin 

Province (48.25% in January 2022). The situation in Świętokrzyskie Province 

Tab. 1 Share of people vaccinated against COVID-19 in Poland – regional perspective 

[23, 16] 

Country / 

Economy 

Share of people 

vaccinated against 
COVID-19 (as of 7 

January, 2022) 

Position among 16 

Poland’s provinces 

Lubelskie 48.25% 14 

Podkarpackie 41.04% 16 

Podlaskie 45.63% 15 

Świętokrzyskie 52.50% 11 

Warmińsko-

Mazurskie 

52.42% 12 

Poland 54.73% - 

Mazowieckie 59.89% 1 

The European 

Union 

73.00% - 

 

Another problem results from practically no restrictions for non-vaccinated 

people in Poland. Moreover, there is no practical use of the COVID-19 vaccination 

certificates [12, 13, 17, 10].  

2. Research methods  

As a result of conducted operationalization, the decision was made to take into 

consideration the following indices in the research process: 

 number of employed persons (per 1000 population); 

 employment by sectors (%),  

 unemployment rate (%),  

 GDP per capita (PLN),  

 number of economic entities per 10000 population; 

 number of natural persons conducting economic activity per 10000 

population; 
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 investment outlays per capita (PLN); 

 gross expenditure on R&D activity per capita (PLN),  

 net internal and external migration for permanent residence per 1000 

population. 

The research was conducted with the application of the following methods: 

literature studies, descriptive and comparative analysis, critical thinking. Due to the 

complexity of the category of economic activity and economic potential, the selected 

method of multivariate comparative analysis i.e. Taxonomic Measure of Development 

(TMD) introduced by Hellwig in 1968 was adopted. The application of TMD made it 

possible to make a hierarchy of the analyzed subjects in terms of economic activity 

measured by the synthetic index. For the purpose of taxonomic analysis, the following 

ten diagnostic variables were used: employment rate (per 1000 population), share of 

employment in services sector (%), share of employment in agriculture sector (%), 

unemployment rate (%), number of economic entities (per 10000 population), number 

of natural persons conducting economic activity (per 10000 population), investment 

outlays per capita, GERD per capita, GDP per capita, as well as net internal and 

external migration for permanent residence (per 1000 population). After selecting the 

set of diagnostic variables, the character of each variable was determined. The 

majority of variables were considered stimulants. Two variables were treated as de-

stimulants, namely: unemployment rate and share of employment in agriculture sector. 

Variables were standardized and development model was constructed – a model unit, 

where diagnostic variables were determined according to the rule, where:  

)(max0 ji
i

j zz   for stimulants or )(min0 ij
i

j zz   for de-stimulants. The distance of i-unit 

from the development model was calculated using Euclid’s measure: 
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The last stage of the taxonomic research was to arrange the analyzed subjects in order 

according to the level of economic activity expressed by synthetic index TMD. 

3. Research results  

The situation in Poland’s peripheral regions in regard to each variable one by one 

was compared to the situation in Masovia Province and to Poland in general before the 

multivariate comparative analysis was conducted. 

The economic activity is reflected in the situation on labor market. On the other 

hand, the overall situation on the market of labor reflects the economic activity. Table 

2 presents number of employed persons per 1000 population and unemployment rate 

in five peripheral regions of Poland, in Masovia Province and in Poland as a whole.  



   

 

 

61 

 

Economic activity in peripheral regions during the COVID-19 pandemic  

Iwona PAWLAS 

Tab. 2: Employment and unemployment – peripheral regions vs. Poland and 

Masovia Province [4, 6] 

Specification 

 

Employed persons per 1000 
population 

 

Unemployment rate (%) 
 

2019 2020 2019 2020 

Lubelskie 408.2 408.5 5.5 5.7 

Podkarpackie 411.2 409.2 5.1 4.3 

Podlaskie 379.7 379.8 3.0 2.8 

Świętokrzyskie 394.0 392.9 4.1 4.4 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie 322.3 319.3 3.3 3.1 

Poland 411.2 409.8 3.3 3.2 

Mazowieckie 498.5 496.5 3.1 3.4 

Legend: Lubelskie – Lublin Province; Mazowieckie – Masovia Province; Podlaskie – Podlasie 

Province; Podkarpackie – Subcarpathia Province; Śląskie – Silesian Province Świętokrzyskie – 

Świętokrzyskie Province; Warmińsko-Mazurskie – Warmia-Masuria Province. 

 

Intensity of employment in Poland was slightly reduced between 2019 and 2020. 

The number of employed persons per 1000 population decreased from 411.2 in 2019 

to 409.8 in 2020. Naturally, Masovia Province represented a much higher intensity of 

employment in the analyzed period of time: 498.5 employed persons per 1000 

population in 2019 and 496.5 employed persons per 1000 population in 2020. The 

intensity of employment was much lower in the peripheral regions. In 2019 the 

number of employed persons per 1000 population in Poland’s peripheral provinces 

ranged from 322.3 in Warmia-Masuria Province (78.4% of Poland’s average and 

64.7% of Masovia’s index) to 411.2 in Subcarpathia Province (100.0% of Poland’s 

average and 82.5% Masovia’s index). The average for five studied peripheral regions 

amounted to 383.1 (93.2% of Poland’s average and 76.9% of Masovia’s index). In 

2020 the number of employed persons per 1000 population in the analyzed peripheral 

regions of Poland ranged from 319.3 in Warmia-Masuria Province (77.9% of Poland’s 

average and 64.3% of Masovia Province’s index) to 409.2 in Subcarpathia Province 

(99.9% of Poland’s average and 82.4% of Masovia Province’s index) and the average 

in the peripheral provinces amounted to 381.9 (93.2% of Poland’s average and 76.9% 

of Masovia Province’s index).  

The rate of unemployment was not high before the COVID-19 pandemic. It 

amounted to 3.3% for Poland and 3.1% in Masovia Province in 2019. It was a bit 

higher in some of the peripheral regions of Poland, especially in the case of Lublin 

Province (5.5%) and Subcarpathia Province (5.1%). In regard to Świętokrzyskie 

Province it equaled 4.1%. Quite surprisingly the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic 

did not result in considerable increase of unemployment rate. The average 

unemployment rate for Poland was even slightly reduced – to 3.2%. Regional 

disparities, however, remained. In 2020 unemployment rate in five analyzed peripheral 

regions ranged from 2.8% in Podlasie Province to 5.7% in Lublin Province. Average 

unemployment rate for the peripheral regions of Poland in 2020 equaled 4.1% (i.e. 

126.9% of Poland’s average unemployment rate and 120.6% of unemployment rate 

noted in Masovia Province). In the case of Lublin Province unemployment rate 
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constituted 178.1% of Poland’s average and 167.7% of Masovia Province’s rate of 

unemployment. 

Tab. 3: Employment by main sectors – peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia 
Province [4, 6]. 

 

Specification 
2019 

 

2020 

 

 

Agriculture, 

Forestry & 

Fishing 

Industry & 

Construction 
Services 

Agriculture, 

Forestry & 

Fishing 

Industry & 

Construction 
Services 

Lubelskie 35.8 18.5 45.7 36.0 18.5 45.5 

Podkarpackie 29.7 26.1 44.2 29.9 26.1 44.0 

Podlaskie 28.3 22.1 49.6 28.4 22.3 49.3 

Świętokrzyskie 30.7 23.0 46.3 31.0 23.0 46.0 

Warmińsko-

Mazurskie 
15.4 30.2 54.4 15.5 30.4 54.1 

Poland 15.1 26.9 58.0 15.5 26.9 57.6 

Mazowieckie  11.2 19.3 69.5 11.2 19.5 69.3 

 

Table 3 presents employment by main sectors in Poland’s peripheral regions versus 
Poland and Masovia Province. The gap is considerable and easily visible in the case of 
four out of five peripheral regions of Poland, namely: Lublin, Subcarpathia, Podlasie and 
Świętokrzyskie Provinces, where the share of employment in agriculture, forestry and 
fishing amounted to over 31% on average in both 2019 and 2020, while for Poland it 
amounted to about 15% in 2019 and 2020. The situation in Warmia-Masuria Province 
was much better: the share of agriculture, forestry and fishing in employment in this 
province equaled 15.4% in 2019 and 15.5% in 2020, which means it was practically the 
same as for Poland as a whole. Employment in agriculture, forestry and fishing in 
Masovia Province amounted to 11.2% in 2019-2020. The biggest overemployment in 
agriculture, forestry and fishing was observed in Lublin Province (around 36%), i.e. the 
distance between Lublin Province and Masovia Province amounted to almost 25 p.p. The 
share of services sector in employment in Poland amounted to 58% in 2019 and it was 
slightly reduced to 57.6% in 2020. Masovia Province noted a 0.2% points reduction in 
the share of services sector in employment from over 69.5% in 2019 to 69.3% in 2020. 
In the case of Warmia-Masuria the share of services sector in employment amounted to 
54.4% in 2019 and 54.1% in 2020, i.e. the gap was around 3.5 p.p. In the case of other 
four peripheral regions underdevelopment of the services sector was much bigger: the 
share of employment in services sector in those regions amounted to 46.5% on average 
in 2019 and to 46.2% in 2020. In 2019-2020 the lowest share of services sector in 
employment was characteristic for Sucarpathia (44.2% and 44% respectively). 

Tab. 4: GDP per capita – peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia Province [4, 5] 

Specification 

 

GDP per capita (PLN) 
 

 

GDP per capita  
(Poland = 100) 

 

2019 2020 2019 2020 

Lubelskie 40771 41315 68.2 68.1 

Podkarpackie 42225 41937 70.7 69.1 

Podlaskie 43128 44522 72.2 73.4 

Świętokrzyskie 42608 43646 71.3 71.9 
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Warmińsko-Mazurskie 40883 42566 68.4 70.2 

Poland 59741 60663 100.0 100.0 

Mazowieckie  96725 98292 161.9 162.0 

 

There’s high correlation between economic activity, economic potential and 

economic development. Table 4 presents GDP per capita for five peripheral regions 

versus Masovia Province and Poland as a whole. GDP per capita of the studied 

peripheral regions in 2019 ranged from PLN 40771 in Lublin Province (i.e. 68.3% 

GDP per capita in Poland) to PLN 43128 in Warmia-Masuria province (i.e. 72.2% 

GDP per capita in Poland), while the average for five peripheral regions amounted to 

PLN 42183 (i.e. 70.6% GDP per capita in Poland). At the same time, GDP per capita 

in Masovia Province accounted for over 161.9% GDP in Poland. The 1 st pandemic 

year resulted in further increase of distance between the poorest peripheral region and 

the average GDP per capita in Poland: in 2020 GDP per capita in Lublin province 

represented 68.1% of the average for Poland, while in 2019 it was 68.2%. A similar 

tendency was observed also in the case of Subcarpathia Province (GDP per capita was 

reduced from 70.7% of 69.1% of Poland’s average). Other three peripheral regions 

noted a slight reduction of the gap in regard to GDP per capita. The average GDP per 

capita for Poland’s peripheral regions amounted to PLN 42797 in 2020  (i.e. 70.6% of 

Poland’s average). Masovia Province’s advantage in relation to GDP per capita was 

kept: 161.9% of Poland’s average in 2019 and 162.0% of Poland’s average in 2020. 

The gap between Poland’s peripheral regions and the rest of Poland in terms o f GDP 

per capita remained unchanged between 2019 and 2020. 

Tab. 5: Economic activity – peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia Province [4, 6] 

Specification 

 
Economic entities per 10 

thousand population  
 

 

Natural persons conducting 
economic activity per 10 thousand 

population 

 

2019 2020 2019 2020 

Lubelskie 879 920 662 695 

Podkarpackie 851 888 633 663 

Podlaskie 896 933 688 716 

Świętokrzyskie 944 980 722 752 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie 927 963 664 693 

Poland 1175 1219 837 869 

Mazowieckie  1576 1636 1032 1067 

 

The bigger the number of economic entities per 10 thousand population as well as 

the number of natural persons conducting economic activity per 10 thousand population, 

the more intense the economic activity. Table 5 presents respective statistical 

information. The number of economic entities per 10 thousand population in Poland 

amounted to 1175 in 2019 and – quite surprisingly - it increased to 1219 in 2020 (despite 

the pandemic). In five studied peripheral regions of Poland the number of economic 

entities per 10 thousand population in 2019 ranged from 851 in Subcarpathia Province 

(72.4% of the average for Poland and 53.99% of Masovia’s index) to 944 in 

Świętokrzyskie province (80.3% of the average for Poland and 59.9% of Masovia’s 

index). The average number of economic entities per 10 thousand population in the 



   

 

 

64 

 

Economic activity in peripheral regions during the COVID-19 pandemic  

Iwona PAWLAS 

analyzed peripheral Polish regions in 2019 equaled 899.4, i.e. 77.55% of Poland’s 

average and only 57.07% of Masovia’s index. In 2020 the number of economic entities 

per 10 thousand population in five Poland’s peripheral regions ranged from 888 in 

Subcarpathia Province (72.85% of the average for Poland and 54.28% of Masovia’s 

index) to 980 in Świętokrzyskie Province (80.39% of the average for Poland and 59.90% 

of Masovia’s index). The average number of economic entities per 10 thousand 

population in five studied Poland’s regions in 2020 equaled 936.8, i.e. 76.85% of 

Poland’s average and only 57.26% of Masovia’s index.  

In the case of the number of natural persons conducting economic activity per 10 

thousand population the situation was as follows: in 2019, it ranged from 633 in 

Subcarpathia Province to 722 in Świętokrzyskie Province, while in Masovia Province it 

amounted to 1032 and the average for Poland equaled 837; in 2020 it ranged from 663 in 

Subcarpathia Province to 752 in Świętokrzyskie Province, while in Masovia Province it 

amounted to 1067 and the average for Poland equaled 869. The average for the studied 

peripheral regions increased from 673.8 in 2019 (80.50% of Poland’s average and 

65.29% of Masovia’s index) to 703.8 in 2020 (80.98% of Poland’s average and 65.96% 

of Masovia’s index). The gap between the peripheral regions and the rest of Poland did 

not shrink and the gap between the peripheral regions and the center of Poland even 

widened. 

Tab. 6: Net internal and international migration of population for permanent residence 
per 1000 population – peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia Province [4, 6] 

Specification 2019 
 

2020 

 

Lubelskie -2.9 -2.1 

Podkarpackie -1.4 -0.9 

Podlaskie -1.7 -1.1 

Świętokrzyskie -2.8 -1.6 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie -2.6 -1.5 

Poland 0.2 0.1 

Mazowieckie  3.3 2.2 

 

The better the situation in a region (or a national economy) the higher the 

positive net internal and international migration of population for permanent 

residence. The worse the situation in a region (or a national economy) the bigger the 

negative net internal and international migration of population for permanent 

residence. Statistical data reflecting migration tendencies expressed by net internal and 

international migration of population for permanent residence per 1000 population for 

Poland’s peripheral regions, Poland and Masovia Province are presented in table 6. 

The studied Poland’s peripheral regions noted net emigration both in 2019 and 2020. 

Net internal and international migration for permanent residence in 2019 ranged from 

minus 2.9 per 1000 population in Lublin Province and minus 2.8 per 1000 population 

in Warmia-Masuria Province to minus 1.4 per 1000 population in Subcarpathia 

Province, while in Poland net immigration amounting to 0.2 per 1000 population was 

noted and in the case of Masovia Province net immigration equaled 3.3 per 1000 

population. In 2020 the situation was similar: continued considerable outflow of 

population from the analyzed peripheral regions was observed; net internal and 
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international migration ranged from minus 2.1 per 1000 population in Lublin Province 

to minus 0.9 per 1000 population in Subcarpathia Province, while for Poland net 

immigration amounting to 0.1 per 1000 population was observed and in Masovia 

Province net internal and international migration per 1000 population equaled plus 2.2. 

Undoubtedly, net emigration should be considered a barrier for strengthening 

economic activity of Poland’s peripheral regions.  

Investment outlays constituted another significant element of the comparative 

analysis. Table 7 shows investment outlays per capita in Poland, Poland’s five 

peripheral regions and its central region.  

Table 7: Investment outlays and gross expenditure on R&D activity – peripheral regions 
vs. Poland and Masovia Province (PLN) [4, 6] 

Specification 
Investment outlays per capita 

 

Gross expenditure on R&D 
activity per capita 

 

2019 2020 2019 2020 

Lubelskie 6040 6065 467 486 

Podkarpackie 6773 6217 504 543 

Podlaskie 7157 7196 349 365 

Świętokrzyskie 4999 4930 227 222 

Warmińsko-Mazurskie 5882 5851 328 324 

Poland 8361 8068 789 845 

Mazowieckie  13477 12955 2012 2171 

 

In 2019 investment outlays per capita ranged from less than PLN 5000 in 

Świętokrzyskie Province to about PLN 7160 in Podlasie Province, with the average for 

the studied peripheral regions amounting to PLN 6170, while the average for Poland 

was PLN 8361 and in Masovia Province it reached PLN 13477. Average investment 

outlays per capita in the analyzed peripheral regions constituted only 73.8% of 

Poland’s average and just 45.8% of Masovia’s index. In the case of Świętokrzyskie 

Province investment outlays per capita represented only 59.8% of Poland’s average 

and 37.1% Masovia’s index. Investment outlays per capita in 2020 ranged from PLN 

4930 in Świętokrzyskie Province to PLN 7190 in Podlasie Province. The average for 

the studied peripheral regions in 2020 amounted to PLN 6052, while the average for 

Poland equaled PLN 8065 and in Masovia Province it exceeded 12955 PLN. Average 

investment outlays per capita in the analyzed peripheral regions constituted 75% of 

Poland’s average and 46.7% Masovia’s index. When it comes to Świętokrzyskie 

Province investment outlays per capita in 2020 represented 61% of Poland’s average 

and 38% of Masovia’s index (i.e. a slight reduction of the gap).  

Table 7 presents gross expenditure on R&D activity (GERD) in five peripheral 

regions against the background of both Poland and Masovia Province. Disparities 

between the studied peripheral regions of Poland and the rest of Poland in regard to 

research and development activity measured by GERD per capita were enormous. The 

lowest level of GERD per capita was characteristic for Świętokrzyskie Province both 

in 2019 and 2020. In 2019 GERD per capita in Świętokrzyskie Province represented 

28.8% of Poland’s average and just 11.3% Masovia’s index. In 2020 the distance 

between Świętokrzyskie Province and the rest of Poland was even greater: GERD per 

capita in Świętokrzyskie Province constituted 26.3% of Poland’s average and 10.2% 
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Masovia’s index. In 2019 average GERD per capita in peripheral regions amounted to 

PLN 375 (i.e. 47.5% of Poland’s average and 18.6% Masovia’s index), wh ile in 2020 

average GERD per capita for Poland’s peripheral regions equaled PLN 388 (i.e. 

45.9% of Poland’s average and 17.9% Masovia’s index). Hence, further widening of 

the distance was noted. 

The above analysis regarding individual indices indicates the persistence of 

considerable regional disparities in economic activity and economic potential. 

Moreover, with respect to some aspects the gap became even more significant.  

Due to the abovementioned complexity of the category of economic activity and 

economic potential, the selected method of multivariate comparative analysis was 

applied. It made it possible to identify and evaluate the disparities among the studied 

regions not only separately in terms of each variable, but also altogether in regard to 

all the considered aspects. The achieved results of research with the implementation of 

Hellwig’s taxonomic measure of development are presented in tables 8 and 9.  

Table 8: Economic activity in the light of taxonomic research with the application of 
TMD – peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia Province in 2019 [Author’s own 

calculations] 
Position Economy TMD TMD 

(Poland=100) 

1 Mazowieckie  0.993 152.54 

2 Poland 0.651 100.00 

3 Podlaskie 0.465 71.43 

4 Warmińsko-mazurskie 0.432 66.36 

5 Podkarpackie 0.427 65.59 

6 Świętokrzyskie 0.422 64.82 

7 Lubelskie 0.391 60.06 

 
Table 9: Economic activity in the light of taxonomic research with the application of 
TMD - peripheral regions vs. Poland and Masovia Province in 2020 [Author’s own 

calculations] 
Position Economy TMD TMD 

(Poland=100) 

1 Mazowieckie  0.954 149.06 

2 Poland 0.640 100.00 

3 Podlaskie 0.455 71.09 

4 Podkarpackie 0.422 65.94 

5 Warmińsko-mazurskie 0.419 65.47 

6 Świętokrzyskie 0.404 63.13 

7 Lubelskie 0.364 56.88 

 

In 2019 the lowest level of the synthetic index of economic activity was observed 

in Lublin Province (0.391). In Świętokrzyskie Province it amounted to 0.422 and in 

Supcarpathia Province it equaled 0.427. In the case of Warmia-Masuria Province it 

was 0.432. When it comes to Podlasie Province the synthetic index of economic 

activity equaled 0.465. At the same time Masovia Province noted the synthetic index 

of economic activity as high as 0.993 and Poland as whole – 0.651. The achieved 

results of multivariate comparative analysis with the adoption of Hellwig’s taxonomic 
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measure of development indicate that economic activity in the peripheral Poland’s 

regions represented 60.206% to 71.43% of Poland’s average, while economic activity 

in Masovia Province amounted to 152.54% of Poland’s average. 

In 2020 the lowest level of the synthetic index of economic activity was noted in 

Lublin Province again (0.364). In Świętokrzyskie Province it reached 0.404, while in 

the case of Warmia-Masuria and Subcarpathia Provinces it was around 0.42. When it 

comes to Podlasie Province the synthetic index of economic activity amounted to 

0.455. In the case of Masovia Province the synthetic index of economic activity 

equaled 0.954 and in the case of Poland it was 0.640. The achieved results of the 

taxonomic analysis indicate that economic activity in Poland’s peripheral regions 

represented 56.88% to 71.09% of Poland’s average, while economic activity in 

Masovia Province stood for 149.06% of the average for Poland.  

The value of the synthetic index of economic activity of Lublin Province 

represented only 38.16% of the one for Mazovia Province in 2020, while in 2019 it 

was 39.38%. Hence, further increase of disparities in economic activity between the 

poorest region (Lublin Province) and the wealthiest one (Masovia Province) measured 

by the synthetic index during the first year of the COVID-19 pandemic was noted. 

Conclusion 

The lockdowns introduced during the first pandemic year by the Polish 

government created obstacles for economic activity. The conducted research and 

analysis proved the existence of huge interregional disparities in economic potential, 

economic activity and economic development among Poland’s provinces before the 

pandemic. Moreover, the undertaken research made it possible to confirm the 

hypothesis assuming further widening of the gap in economic activity between the five 

studied peripheral regions and the central region of Poland during the first pandemic 

year. 

The conducted descriptive and comparative analysis indicated that economic 

activity in Lublin Province, Podlasie Province, Subcarpathia Province, Świętokrzyskie 

Province and Warmia-Masuria Province was low as compared to Poland’s average and 

the gap was huge in comparison to Masovia Province. The lowest position of Lublin 

Province in terms of economic activity measured by the synthetic index resulted from: 

the highest unemployment rate, the highest share of agriculture sector in employment, 

the lowest value of GDP per capita, the biggest net emigration, as well as the 

penultimate place in regard to number of economic entities per 10000 population and 

share of services sector in employment. The enormous advantage of Masovia Province 

resulted from its best position in relation to all the components except for the 

unemployment rate (i.e. the highest level of investment outlays per capita, GERD per 

capita, GDP per capita, number of employed per 1000 population, number of 

economic entities per 10000 population, share of services sector in employment, 

immigration per 1000 population, number of  natural persons conducting economic 

activity per 10000 population, and the lowest share of agriculture sector in 

employment). 

Limitations of the research relate to the period of time taken into consideration 

and the scope of research. It was not possible to conduct the research for the year 2021 

because the statistical data was not available. Moreover, limitations of the research are 
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strongly connected with the fact that the COVID-19 pandemic is still underway in the 

beginning of 2022, therefore, it’s not possible to identify all the effects of the 

pandemic for economic activity in the studied regions. Moreover, economic activity in 

Poland’s peripheral regions should be compared to selected regions in other EU 

Member States. 

Practical recommendations resulting from the research focus on the intense use of 

EU funds in Poland’s peripheral regions during the 2021-2027 period. It can help 

reduce the still huge distance observed between them and the rest of Poland. The 

Recovery and Resilience Facility as the largest component of Next Generation EU is 

of vital importance here. Unfortunately, the National Recovery Plan of Poland has not 

been accepted by the European Commission yet (till mid of January 2022), due to 

some reservations concerning the respect for the rule of law in Poland. It seems 

important to monitor and analyze the situation regarding the abovementioned 

elements. 
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