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ABSTRACT. This study consists of an extensive review of the literature related to 
the topic of privatizing the electrical utility industries in the Visegard country of 
Poland. The intent of the study is to examine the status of the Polish privatization 
campaign, review of privatization strategies used and an assessment of successful 
or unsuccessful campaigns.  

The review of the literature to date reflects the relative youth of these 
privatization initiatives. Unlike the UK privatization effort, which is over 25 years 
old, this 10-year-old campaign has far less written on the subject and a paucity of 
empirical analysis available on the Polish campaign. The majority of the literature 
available consists of press releases and feature stories that would appear in the 
business and financial sections of newspapers and magazines. This study of the 
literature provides the historical, political, and economic foundation and context 
for empirical study. 
 
 
Discussion of Privatization Models and the Polish Experience 
The privatization campaign of Poland had the benefit of choosing from 

four basic privatization models that have been employed by nations over the past 
twenty-five years of collective privatization experience. The issue today for a nation 
considering strategies for promoting economic growth is not whether they should 
privatize but rather how they should approach the process of privatization. It is 
essentially axiomatic that “governments have found that privatization when properly 
implemented, useful in reducing public expenditures, increasing efficiencies, 
raising capital and sparking innovation.” (Chang and Jones 1992) What follows is a 
general description of the four fundamental privatization models that nations can 
select from in the design of their privatization campaign. 

 
British Model 
“The outright sale of government assets is probably the most common 

form of privatization in the United Kingdom. Two primary pricing conventions 
have been used. Fixed-price stock offerings make single priced shares available to 
the public and tender stock offers that do not fix stock prices in advance; thus the 
price is determined by market forces. This traditional sale of assets follows the 
traditional private-sector procedures of assessing the value of the firm and then 
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“developing a prospectus, identifying underwriters and issuing houses and 
selecting stockbrokers.” (Chang and Jones, 1992) The British model has served 
widely as an efficient and effective model for privatizing industries in an expeditious 
and revenue enhancing scheme for governments with economies that have the 
financial, legal and political infrastructures to implement such a program.  

 
New Zealand Experience 
“Corporatization” is a term coined in New Zealand, where privatization of 

most governmental services is an all-out effort. Using the corporatization approach, 
the government creates a for-profit corporation having a governing board typically 
composed of member from the government as well from the local business 
community. The government owns all the stock in the new corporation. The net 
assets of the spin off entity are transferred to the new corporation at book value in 
exchange for the stock. This process allows the newly created corporation to 
operate free of most of the constraints of government while allowing the 
government to maintain control and ownership.  

 
Old Standby 
Contracting out, and old standby approach in most western societies, is 

perhaps the simplest method available to accomplish privatization. Contracting for 
services has historical roots in governmental circles and has been used in the U.S. by 
federal, state, and local agencies. The governments establish contractual relationships 
with outside businesses to provide necessary services. The private businesses supply 
the personnel and perform the needed service for an agreed upon fee. Assets 
required to perform the contracted task may be provided by the government or by 
the private business.  

 
United States Innovation 
“A somewhat different approach to privatization has been observed 

recently in the U.S.” (Chang and Jones, 1992). Much like corporatization in the 
initial stages, this technique has a key difference. A non-profit organization, instead 
of a for-profit entity, is formed and the government does not retain full control of 
the new institution. Through this mechanism a previously governmental function is 
transferred to a new entity. The government is actively involved in all phases of the 
transfer, however, the new non-profit is overseen by its targeted citizen/customer 
group rather than by government. The oversight group provides initial start-up 
capital and shares representation with the government on the governing board of 
the new entity. Once established, the government and the newly formed entity enter 
into a contract to provide the required services. 

 
Below is a matrix created by Chang & Jones that allows the reader to 

compare the advantages and disadvantages of the four major privatization models. 
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Advantages and Disadvantages of the Four Major Privatization Models 

Approach Advantages Disadvantages 
British Model *Available specialists 

*Raise capital 
*Provide ownership assets 
*Reduce public expenditures 
*Correct inefficiencies  
*Enhance services 
 

*Expense 
*No market 
*Revenues gain an accounting 
illusion 
*Wide ownership short-term only 
 
 

NewZealand Experience *Same as above 
*Allows adjustment time 
*Allows profit generation time 
 

*Same as above 
*Requires more legislative effort 
*Time consuming 
 

Old Standby *Procedures in place 
*Enhance services 
*Legislative involvement not 
necessary 
*Short time frame 
*Ease of change 
*Correct inefficiencies 
 

*Suppliers not available/acceptable 
*Some not cost effective 
*No capital generation 

The United States 
Innovation 
 

*Less costly than asset sale 
*Nonprofit 
*Allows service continuity 
*Reduce public expenditures 
*Correct inefficiencies 
*Interstate involvement easily 
possible 
*Enhance services 
 

*Lacks arm’s-length independence 
*Special legislative effort required 
*No capital generation 

 
 
The review of these privatization strategies in relation to the Polish 

privatization experience must take into account the strategic goals of the privatization 
program. Additionally, one must take into account the firm, industry and country 
specific variables that would influence the selection of one privatization strategy 
over another.  

 
Depth of Privatization 

Campaign 
Macro/economic crisis 

Yes 
Macro/economic crisis 

No 
Shallow China  

India 
Brazil  
Ghana 

Deep Malaysia  
Poland 
 

Argentina 
Peru 

 
(Table from Ravi Ramamurti: Why Haven’t Developing Countries Privatized Deeper and Faster) 
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The Polish economy was devastated by the years of central planning and 
communist rule and would require more than an incrementalist approach to 
converting their firms and industries to a market competitive environment. The Polish 
privatization campaign set forth these objectives: 

 
Polish Privatization Goals 

1. Creation of an open market fostering efficiency and competition 
2. Improvement of enterprise performance through the installation of private initiative, 
motivated management and labor 
3. Generation of revenue through the sale of public assets 

 
 
The Polish privatization campaign (1996) adopted a case-by case method 

with an accelerated time table for privatization that the Polish strategists referred to 
as the “Big Bang” strategy. The intention of this strategy was to advance the 
privatization as rapidly as possible to avoid organized resistance from stakeholders 
who believed their interests might be adversely impacted by a change to free 
market economy. Polish privatization strategists selected the British Model of 
privatization through the sale of public assets using the traditional private sector 
process of establishing a valuation, identifying underwriters/financial consultants 
and opening the sale with tender offers from both domestic and foreign firms.  

What follows in this paper is a chronology and analysis of the events leading 
up to and throughout the process of privatizing the Polish electrical utility sectors.  

 
Overview of the Polish Privatization Campaigns 
The movement toward privatization began in 1987 under the communists 

with legislation that allowed state owned firms to begin issuing their own stock. 
But the real privatization initiatives take hold in 1990, when Prime Minister 
Tadeusz Mazowiecki signed to bills into law; The State Enterprise Privatization 
Act and the Office of Minister for Ownership Transformation Act. The Ministry of 
Ownership was charged with the responsibility of designing and implementing a 
privatization program that had the following policy objectives at its core: 1) 
creation of an open market fostering efficiency and competition and 2) improvement 
of enterprise performance through the installation of private initiative, motivated 
management and labor. It should be noted that Mazowiecki’s government only 
lasted five months after enacting these laws. (David Gordon, Privatization in 
Eastern Europe, The Polish Experience, 1995) 

The philosophic discussion in Eastern Europe regarding privatization 
initiatives focused on the issues of corporatization-commercialization-privatization. 
It is important to distinguish between these three concepts of transformation of a 
state-owned enterprise: 
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1. Corporatization creates a new separate legal entity for the firm by converting 
an SOE into a joint-stock company, all the shares are held by the State Treasury 
2. Commercialization implies that the new JSC firm will run a profit-seeking firm.  
3. Privatization implies that the JSC will be sold to private investors through a 
variety of sales mechanisms. 

 
In Poland, the debate about the need for full blown privatization versus 

corporatization and commercialization was a particularly active debate. The belief 
of some was that changing the structure, management styles and goal setting would 
be sufficient to accomplish the objectives of enhanced organizational performance, 
lower costs and innovation. However, empirical studies were cited by the proponents 
of privatization to demonstrate that the performance of corporatized and 
commercialized firms didn’t differ much from that of their SOE predecessors. 
“They believed that only through privatization would firms get the infusion of 
financial, human and physical capital necessary for restructuring”. Poland has been 
slower to corporatize SOEs over the opposition of managers and workers and more 
willing to consider commercialization of the corporatized entities without the final 
step of privatization.” (Bornstein 1999) 

The following shows the share of various approaches taken in the overall 
privatization process (Economic Reform Today, Privatization in the Digital Age, 
Number 2, 1999):  

 

Commercialization (the preliminary stage before privatization) was 
introduced in 1,343 large companies. Of this group, 240 large companies have been 
entirely privatized via capitalization (through IPOs, public tenders or negotiations 
following public invitations).  

 

Some 512 commercialized companies were designated for the NIF 
program, which is still underway. Their shares have been transferred to 15 National 
Investment Funds, and these share certificates were distributed to the public in 
199596. About 25.7 million Poles, or 96% of the adult population, acquired them.  

 

Privatization through the direct route, sale of assets, was used for medium or 
small enterprises. The number of operations following this privatization track from 
1990 to December 1998 came to 1,551. Among them, 1,515 completed the process, of 
which 1,021 enterprises were leased to MBOs (management buyouts), 312 were sold 
for cash, 127 were contributed in kind to new companies, and the remaining were 
privatized using mixed methods. Direct sale of assets has been the most popular 
privatization procedure utilized in Poland and by far the quickest to implement.  

Around 1,581 state enterprises in weak financial condition have been 
involved in the so-called "liquidation privatization" program under the state 
enterprise law. As of December 1988, 699 of them have been liquidated via sale of 
their assets to outside private owners for cash; less frequently, the assets have been 
transferred to the employees.  
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The scale of the privatization effort in Eastern Europe and in Poland in 
particular was a Herculean undertaking as noted in this excerpt: “The best-known 
privatization efforts, in England and Chile are minuscule compared with the scale 
of the task in Eastern Europe. Privatization agencies and ministries initially 
confronted some 7,500 state-owned firms in Poland, 4800 “large” SOE’s in the 
former Czechoslovakia, and 2300 in Hungary.” (David Gordon, Privatization in 
Eastern Europe, 1994) 

 

“Each country in Eastern Europe has chosen to approach privatization 
differently. In Hungary, for example, negotiated transactions (particularly direct 
foreign investment) have resulted in as many deals as public offerings. Hungary 
also utilized loan coupons, public auctions and leasing and management buyouts. 
Poland’s privatizations have been accomplished through public share offerings or 
via asset sales to managers, employees, or both; negotiated transactions are 
possible in Poland, but so far other factors have combined to make them less 
desirable.” (David Gordon, Privatization in Eastern Europe, 1994) 

The Polish privatization initiative was a combination of top down 
privatization and grass roots entrepreneurial start-ups. The grass roots program 
produced the “most visible results in transforming the ownership of the Polish 
economy. During 1989-1994 the number of individual private proprietorships 
(unincorporated firms) more than quintupled. From 350,000 to 1.9 million, by 
December they employed 2.7 million people or 24% of the non-agricultural 
workforce. The number of domestic corporations grew in the same period from 11 
thousand to over 69.3 thousand, employing 5.5 million people or 47.5 % of the 
non-agricultural workforce.” (Rapacki, Privatization in Poland-(Framework issues 
in Privatization Strategies of the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland 1995) 

 

The privatization campaign from the top down was designed to “efficiently 
transfer ownership, improve resource allocation, facilitate institutional and market 
structural changes, redistribute property rights, create a new middle class and provide a 
strong political for systematic reforms. In the first privatization campaign, 1990, the 
goal was established to privatize 50% of the state owned enterprises (SOEs), a goal 
later postponed until 1995.” (Rapacki, Privatization in Poland, 1995) 

 

“During the past five years, the role of the private sector in the Polish 
economy, as measured by general macro-economic yardsticks, has dramatically 
increased. By December 1994, private firms contributed 53% of the GDP 
(compared to 3%of GDP in the late 1980’s) and employed 61% of the workforce.” 
(Rapacki, Privatization in Poland, 1995) State ownership of enterprises dropped 
significantly during this time period falling from 8,872 in 1990 to 4630 in 1995, a 
drop of 48%. In agricultural enterprises the decline reached 90% and in industry 
26%. (Rapacki, Privatization in Poland, 1995)  
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“The prospects of the privatization process in Poland will be influenced by 
several factors of a different nature determining the pace, direction and 
effectiveness of the remaining stock state assets into private property. In the most 
general terms, it is very likely that further privatization efforts, based on standard 
methods, are bound to face growing difficulties and stronger economic, social and 
political hurdles. They will stem to a certain extent from the fact that the cream of 
the crop of Poland’s productive assets; that is, most of the viable SOE’s (or their 
parts) in politically non-sensitive sectors have already been transferred to the 
private sector. What remains to be privatized are mostly smaller-sized state owned 
firms in poorer financial position that need restructuring to reveal growth potential, 
and large, under performing SOE’s in politically sensitive sectors, such as mining, 
metallurgy and power generation.” (Rapacki, Privatization in Poland, 1995) 

 

Additionally, privatization legislation passed in 1995 was destined to slow 
the process of privatization as it created a mechanism for creating treasury owned 
enterprises that were corporatized and commercialized but were not intended to be 
privatized. This left bureaucrats in charge of enterprises that prior to this legislation 
would have been up for bid to foreign and domestic investors. This legislation also 
decentralized the privatization process by empowering many central government 
agencies and local government agencies with the authority to approve or 
disapprove privatization efforts. By the end of the decade the Polish government 
recognized that this initial strategy of decentralized privatization was not 
generating the desired results and philosophically their privatization strategy 
moved toward mass privatization and the “big bang” approach. 

 

“With the experience of ten years of transition behind us, it is now abundantly 
clear that the speedy privatization of state owned enterprises is one of the most 
fundamental elements of transition to a market economy in former socialist countries. 
Most countries in Central and Eastern Europe adopted a mass privatization campaign 
strategy. Poland was one of the last countries to embark on her mass privatization 
campaign in 1996. The Polish mass privatization campaign (MPP) was designed to 
create dominant owners for enterprises in the scheme-owners who would have the 
appropriate incentives to force through restructuring of enterprises and speed up their 
ultimate and genuine transfer to the private sector. Fifteen National Investment Funds 
(NIFs) were created by the programme, and have taken control of 512 enterprises in 
the scheme and in 3-4 short years have established themselves as major intermediary 
financial institutions with significant knowledge of different sectors of the economy 
and the massive capability to influence the development of these industrial sectors.” 
(Iraj Hashi, The Polish National Investment Programme, 2000) 

 
Polish Electrical Privatization Efforts 
The new Energy Law of 1997 created the legal framework for liberalization 

of the power sector and creation of a competitive energy market. The key provisions 
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of the 1997 law included a solid legal framework, defining the rights and duties of 
producers, distributors and users of energy, and the establishment of an 
independent regulatory entity (URE) responsible for granting licenses, approving 
tariffs and ensuring competition within the energy sector. The law also introduced 
Third Party Access (TPA) of enterprises to energy distribution grids, provided the 
third parties produce energy domestically and meet contractual and governmental 
obligations. According to the Energy Law and its secondary legislation, the full 
liberalization of Polish electrical power market will be accomplished in 2005.  

The electrical power sector consists of three main systems: 1) the power 
generators - system power plants, combined heat and power plants and local energy 
producers with a total installed capacity of 34,255 megawatts; 2) the high-voltage 
transmission system operated by Polish Power Grid Company, PPGC; and 3) the 
distribution system consisting of 33 electric distribution utilities (some already 
grouped into larger companies) and new companies created according to the 
Energy Law. (Economic Committee of Ministers Council, December 1999)  

The Polish government outlined five key objectives for the privatization of 
its power generation sector and highlighted the size of the privatization program in 
the power sector—with 17 power plants, 19 combined heat and power plants, 33 
distribution companies and the country’s power grid all scheduled for sale. 
(Economic Committee of Ministers Council, December 1999): 

• To protect consumers by means of liberalized energy market  
• To ensure energy security  
• To create capital resources necessary for rational investments 

especially with a reference to the integration with the European Union  
• To optimize social security of the sector workers  
• To optimize privatization income 
When the process of commercialization began, state-owned energy 

companies were transformed into joint stock companies with State Treasury 
holding 100% shares. In the distribution sub-sector all 33 distribution companies 
became State Treasury joint stock companies at the same time. In the generation 
sub-sector commercialization took longer. The last power plant was transformed 
into a State Treasury joint stock company in 1999. About 150 business entities 
were granted the energy supply concession for the area of the whole country. 
Among them there are daughter companies of leading energy companies from the 
world and companies established by big Polish investors. To facilitate analysis for 
potential investors, power plants to be privatized were organized into groupings 
each capable of generating 5000-7000MW of electricity. One of the most important 
issues was the establishment of an energy exchange. (EECE Market 2001)  

The year 1999 was “the year of Polish energy”. Thirteen power companies 
were expected to be privatized, including the Patnow-Adakpw-Konin (PAK) power 
generation plants, the Polaniec and Rynik plants, GZE and Warsaw electricity 
distribution companies and privatization revenues were estimated to exceed $3.8b 
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in 1999. In the first phase of privatization the Polish Treasury planned to divide the 
country’s power plants into nine groups, each containing between one and six 
power stations and each with no more than 15% of the national market. Among the 
first stations scheduled for sale were the Polaniec and Rynik power plants and the 
Belchatow and Skawina plants. Altogether, stakes in 12 power stations were to be 
sold in 2000 as well as shares in five heat and power plants with investors offered 
35-40% stakes in most plants, although in some cases, a majority stake was to be 
made available on condition that the investor agreed to capitalize the plant. 
(Modern Power Systems, Privatisations Proposals, Oct 1999) Demand for electricity 
in Poland is expected to increase by 60% in the next 20 years. Electricity’s share in 
the overall energy consumption is expected to grow from 12% in 1999 to 15% in 
2010 and 17% in 2020. Poland estimated that the privatization of the power sector 
would raise between $25 -$30 billion for the state. Its three-year strategy called for 
the sale of stakes in power generators and distributors, with the full liberalization of 
the market timed for 2005. (Ministry of State Treasury in August 1999) 

To accelerate the Polish energy sector privatization, all 17 system power 
plants were scheduled to be sold by 2002, either individually or in groups with 
potential investors to be offered 20% to 35% stakes and allowed to gain majority 
shareholdings by investing in plant modernization and by increasing their share 
capital and subscribers for new shares. Seventeen combined heat and power co-
generation plants (CHP’s) were to be privatized on a “case by case” basis in a 
similar way to the system power plants. Initially, strategic investors were to be 
offered 20% to 45% stakes, but trade sales of more than 50% stakes in the first 
phase excluded. The privatization of the CHP’s was scheduled for completion by 
2001. (Ministry of State Treasury in August 1999) 

Some 33 regional electricity distribution companies (EDCs) were to be 
sold in regional groups having 12% to 15% shares in the Polish electricity market, 
with the exception of the largest EDCs, would be sold individually. Potential 
investors would be initially offered 20%-25% stakes and investors buying shares in 
all EDC’s forming individual groups would be preferred. The largest Polish EDC, 
Gliwice-based GZE was purchased in February 2001. “Sweden’s power company 
Vattendall paid 167.5 million Euros to acquire 25 percent of this Polish electricity 
distribution company, and now controls 8% of the market. The Swedish firm has 
pledged to invest 2.8 billion zlotys in GZE within a decade, especially in low and 
medium voltage network modernization and to make capital improvements in the 
energy distribution networks. Vattenfall also bought 55% of Warsaw’s thermo-
electric power plant in 2000 and wants to take part in the privatization of other 
Polish energy distributing companies.” (PAP-Polish News Agency, 2001, September)  

Polish Power Grid (PSE) was not to be privatized before 2002. The first 
company to be privatised was the Kraków thermal-electric plant, subsequently, the 
Warsaw thermal-electric complex, the Gdańsk based thermal-electric complex, the 
Pštnów-Konin-Adamów power station and the Połaniec power station have also 
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succeeded in finding strategic investors. Privatisation via the Warsaw Stock 
Exchange is an alternative route that has been chosen by the Wrocław based 
Kogeneracja and the Będzin thermal-electric plant. The Upper Silesian electricity 
distribution company is set to be the first distribution company for privatisation. 
Other regional distribution companies have decided to join forces creating the G8 
group, for example, and will seek strategic investors together. A similar strategy 
has been chosen by a number of Poland's professional power stations that have 
formed the Południowy Koncern Energetyczny (Southern Power Concern). 

Poland established an ambitious program of sell-offs of power plants. In 
2000, Polaniec Power Plant, the fourth largest power generator in Poland, was 
purchased by Tractebel of Belgium, which acquired a 25% stake in the facility for 
some E87.5m. Tractebel will invest around E340m in the plant over an 11-year 
period. The increase in the stake will be achieved in two stages. First Tractebel will 
increase the plant’s capital by E61.6m over two years, following which it will be 
offered a 37.5% stake. The second stage would involve purchasing a 15% stake 
currently held by employees. Polaniec occupies a firm position in the Polish power 
market, with some 5.5% of domestic market share and an installed base of 
1,800MW. Net profits in 1999 were Z24m (US$7m). (Polish Energy Privatisation, 
Polish News Bulletin, May 2000). 

Investors were also invited to bid on other large power plants including 
Rybnik Power Plant; Zespol Elektrocieplowni Wybrzeze, the fifth largest CHP; 
and Elektrocieplowni Wroclaw, the fourth largest CHP in Poland with a 30 to 35% 
stake. The largest Polish power plant, Belchatow, as will the Zabre and Tychy 
CHP’s were also scheduled to be privatized in 2000. (Privatisation International, 
2000) A Franco-American consortium acquired a 35% stake in the Rybnik power 
plant. This plant supplies around 6.5% of the country’s power and increase it 
power output from 1600MW to 1700MW within the next three years as a result of 
a modernization program Early in 2001 eight electric power plants in northern 
Poland were also scheduled to be sold and then another four from southern Poland. 
These plants are smaller than those already sold or in the process of being sold, and 
the government will be looking to attract existing investors in the sector to 
participate in the sales. The treasury will sell off some 30% of its current overall 
stake but retain 25% for many years to come. Retaining this stake is to enable it to 
block any potentially unfavorable decisions by foreign investors. (Polish Energy 
Privatisation, Polish News Bulletin, May 2000). 

The Polish electricity sector continues to go through consolidation, in line 
with the government’s plan to restructure the industry. In the power generation 
segment, consolidation has focused on creating two large companies, Południowy 
Koncern Energetyczny (PKE) and BOT, with installed capacities of 5,000 megawatts 
(MW) and 8,000 MW, respectively. BOT is a holding company for Belchatow, 
Opole and Turow power plants. In the distribution segment, two group 
consolidations have already taken place, creating the Group G-8 (eight distributors 
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in central and northern Poland) and the ENEA Energy Group which comprises five 
merged companies. There are plans to create three additional consolidated power 
distributors: L-6 Group (six distribution companies from eastern and southeastern 
Poland); the K-7 Group (seven companies in central and southern Poland); and W-
5 Group (five companies in southwestern Poland). In the coming years, the 
government plans to begin floating stakes in the newly consolidated distributors 
and power companies, with a 35% stake in ENEA and a 35%-40% stake in PKE 
likely to be offered by the end of 2004. Stakes in BOT and three distributors –W5, 
L6 and K7 – are likely to be offered in 2005 or 2006. The government has 
privatized only two of distributors: STOEN to RWE; and Górnośląskiego Zakładu 
Elektroenergetycznego (GZE) to Sweden’s Vattenfall. (EIA Country Analysis 
Briefs, June 2004) 

The Polish government currently is working on annulling long-term supply 
contracts between power plants and the national grid operator Polskie Sieci 
Elektroenergetyczne (PSE). The contracts have been seen as a hindrance to 
liberalization of the country’s electricity market. Under the contracts, PSE committed 
to purchasing energy at fixed prices and fixed volumes. The new law would cancel 
these contracts and the power plants would receive compensation. Government 
officials have pointed out that these contracts have been a disincentive for 
restructuring and modernization of country’s power sector as producers have fixed 
revenues. (EIA Country Analysis Briefs, June 2004) 

When full decentralization is reached, all market players will be free to 
perform trade transactions. Buyers may purchase directly from generators or through 
the competitive energy trading intermediates. Generators may sell directly to end-users 
or to intermediates. The key element of this market model is the total separation of 
trade activities from transmission activities performed by transmission and distribution 
networks. The market players will have free and equal access into the services of the 
transmission. (EIA Country Analysis Briefs, June 2004) 

 
Conclusion 
The privatization campaign of Poland was prompted by the need for 

radical institutional and economic policy changes to address the residual effects of 
45 years of communism. The “Big Bang” theory of privatization implemented was 
intended to create a momentum for socio/economic change that could not be 
reversed by revisionist forces in Poland. The speed at which some of the industries 
were privatized is an unparalleled experience in the history of privatization and this 
strategy had both positive and negative implications. From a positive standpoint the 
anti-privatization constituents could not move to block the privatization and thus 
privatization could be likened to a “rolling wave” sweeping across the economic 
landscape of Poland, changing it forever. From a negative standpoint the speed at 
which at the individual industries and firms were privatized frequently meant that 
the interval for effectively marketing the assets of the firm were shortened and in 
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some instances may have led to lower revenues generated and some investors 
withdrawing from the bidding process. But given the breadth and depth of the 
Polish privatization campaign one would have to conclude that considering the 
country-industry-firm specific circumstances the privatization of the Polish 
economy was and continues to be a remarkable achievement. 
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