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ABS TR AC T  

The article addresses the issue of changes in the labour market in the tourism services sector in the context of Covid 19 pandemic. 
It analyses the changes in the labour market in tourism services between 2011-2019, in the year of the announcement of the 
pandemic -2020 and in the post-pandemic period (in the year 2023), in relation to selected labour market measures in section I of 
the Polish Classification of Activity (PKD),usingthe statistical data of the Local Data Bank of the Central Statistical Office for 
individual voivodeships. In order to assess the statistical differences in the basic indicators and measures of the labor market in 
tourism services, the basic measures of variability of statistical data (mean average, standard deviation and coefficient of 
variation), Ward's cluster analysis and variability charts were used. The state of the Covid 19 pandemic and related sanitary and 
epidemiological restrictions in 2020 caused a collapse of the tourism services market in all Polish voivodeships. A greater 
sensitivity to the effects of the Covid 19 pandemic was noticeable in the mountain voivodeships, traditionally intensively visited 
by tourists and in the regions with large tourist and sightseeing centres. The coastal voivodeships were positively distinguished 
by the relatively smaller effects of the increase in the unemployment rate in the tourism services sector and by greater flexibility on 
the effects of the lockdown during the Covid 19 pandemic. After the pandemic period in the years 2021-2023 there was a systematic 
increase in the value of tourism traffic indicators and related labour market measures in tourism services in all Polish voivodeships. 
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1. Introduction 

 
Tourism services play an increasingly vital role 

in the economic system (DRITSAKIS, 2004; SEMMERLING, 
2017). Their dynamic development is observed both 
on a global scale and on a smaller, regional and local 
scale. The effect is the growth of the tourism sector's 
share in the economy, the growing number of service 
facilities in the tourism sector and finally the growth 
in the number of domestic and international tourists 
and the number of trips. Worldwide, tourism services 
generate 7.6% of global GDP and global employment 
in tourism services exceeds 300 million people 

(CIESIELSKA, 2022). In Poland, the average annual 
revenues from tourism services are at the level of 6-
7% (SZCZUKOCKA, 2023). At the same time, tourism 
services belong to those sectors of the economy that, 
by combining them with other types of services 
and being sensitive to various threats and crisis 
situations, are exposed to strong fluctuations in 
demand (PANASIUK, 2020).  

This research addresses the issue of change in 
the labour market within the tourism services sector 
of Poland, in the context of contemporary threats, 
primarily the global economic crisis caused by the 
Covid 19 pandemic. The source material used herein 
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consisted of statistical data on selected labour 
market measures in the tourism sector against the 
background of the general situation in the labour 
market in the pre-pandemic period of 2011-2019, 
in the year of the announcement of the Covid 19 
pandemic and in the post-pandemic period, 2021-22. 
The source material used was the statistical data 
of the LOCAL DATA BANK of the Central Statistical 
Office for the years 2011-2023 regarding: the 
unemployment rate, the number of operating 
economic entities, newly registered and deregistered 
economic entities in the tourism services sector, 
the number of employees in the tourism services 
sector and wages in the tourism services sector.The 
analysis covered statistical data for all Polish 
voivodeships.  
 
2. Literature review 

 
The labour market of the tourism services has 

its own specificity distinguishing it from other 
types of economic activity. This is due to the nature 
of the tourism phenomenon, being closely related 
to other areas of the economy, especially the 
transport, trade, construction and catering industries 
(PANASIUK, 2019). As the research indicates, services 
related to the organization and service of tourist 
traffic creates jobs in other sectors of the economy 
through the multiplier effect of touris. As research 
shows, in the broadly understood tourism economy 
and its economic environment, it creates 3 times 
more jobs than tourism entities directly related to 
serving tourist (DRITSAKIS, 2004; BEDNARSKA, 2012; 
PANASIUK, 2019). At the same time, the labour market 
in tourism services is characterized by high staff 
turnover, which results from a high degree of 
seasonality (KACHNIEWSKA, 2023). Monitoring the 
labour market in tourism services encounters 
problems in quantitative research. Employment in 
tourism services is often based on external resources 
(KACHNIEWSKA, 2023). Employment in tourism is 
related to work in small enterprises and often it is 
employment in the shadow economy (BEDNARCZYK, 
2006; BEDNARSKA, 2012; DOMINIAK, 2022). As indicated 
by numerous studies, the labour market in tourism 
services is one of the most sensitive to various 
natural, political and socio-economic turmoil such 
as natural disasters, economic crises and armed 
conflicts (ZDON-KORZENIOWSKA, 2011; PODHORECKA, 
2022; PANASIUK, 2020).  

In recent years, the most significant cause of 
socio-economic crises was the Covid-19 pandemic. 

Tourism services were among the sectors of the 
economy most severely affected by the effects of 
sanitary and epidemiological restrictions in connection 
with this pandemic (JAIPURIA, 2021; KOWALCZYK & 

PAWLUSIŃSKI, 2021; KREINER ET AL., 2021; LASKOWICZ, 
2021; MENSAH & BOYAKYE, 2021; YEH, 2021; BOREK & 

PUCIATO, 2023). The Covid 19 pandemic was one of 
the most dramatic global events of the 21st century 
(ADINOLFI ET AL., 2020; CHANG ET AL., 2020; HALL ET 

AL., 2020; KOCK ET AL., 2020). Its effects have become 
visible in many dimensions: demographic, social, 
economic and even cultural (STOJCZEW, 2021; 
DOMINIAK, 2022; SADECKI, 2022; MATCZAK, 2023). 
The impact of the pandemic on the functioning of 
societies in the demographic dimension manifested 
itself in the deaths caused by Covid 19. According to 
the statistical portal Worldometer more than 7,01 
million people have died of COVID-19 worldwide so far 
(https://www.worldometers.info/coronavirus/cor
onavirus-death-toll, the data of 20.04.2024). In Poland, 
the number of deaths in 2021 exceeded by almost 
154 000 the average annual value from the last 50 
years (519.5 thousand to 366 thousand), while the 
mortality rate per 100,000 people in a population 
reached a value almost 117 x higher than in 2020 
(CENTRAL STATISTICAL OFFICE, 2022). In socio-economic 
terms, the effects of the pandemic were a consequence 
of subsequent lockdowns and accompanying sanitary 
and epidemic restrictions introduced administratively 
(ORZESZAK, 2022). With the increasing number of 
infections, administrative restrictions on freedom 
of movement appeared. This directly translated 
into decreases in the number of business trips 
undertaken and, in particular, trips with a tourist 
and leisure character. As a result of travel restrictions 
and blockades, global tourism slowed significantly, 
and the number of international flights fell by more 
than half (ROMAN ET AL., 2022). According to the 
UNWTO, in global terms, in the first half of 2020 
the number of foreign trips decreased by 65%, i.e. 
by about 440 million, with a simultaneous decrease 
of USD 460 billion in tourism sector revenues 
(ZAWADKA ET AL., 2023).  

The results of numerous scientific studies on 
tourism activity during the Covid 19 pandemic 
indicate that a significant factor in the sharp decline 
in interest in tourism, apart from restrictions on 
freedom of movement, was the sense of the threat 
of infection (HALL AT AL., 2020; NIEWIADOMSKI, 2020; 
PANASIUK, 2020; MATCZAK, 2022). It is also noted that 
the decrease in tourism activity in this period was 
also the result of consciously undertaking savings 
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in household budgets for fear of losing jobs due to 
the economic crisis (SZCZUKOCKA, 2023). In many 
enterprises, the revenues generated did not cover 
the costs related to running a business. This 
situation particularly affected small and medium-
sized enterprises. Many of them decided to declare 
partial, or complete, bankruptcy (ZADEH, 2022). 
Some companies temporarily suspended their 
operations. For many small tourism enterprises, 
the temporary suspension of operations and the 
postponed resumption of business activity were 
associated with huge losses (SUN ET AL., 2022).  

During the Covid 19 pandemic, there was a 
significant increase in unemployment in the tourism 
services sector as a result of dismissals of hotel 
staff and other people employed in other tourism 
enterprises and a decrease in the profitability of a 
significant part of tourism enterprises (BARTIK, 2020; 
FAIRLIE, 2020). Particularly negative effects of 
restrictions on the freedom of movement were 
revealed in regions for which revenues from tourist 
services constituted the basis of their socio-economic 
development.  

Prolonged periods of lockdowns generated huge 
losses in the economy, including enterprises of the 
tourism services sector. In this context, crisis 
management in the economy, expressed in actions 
taken against the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic, 
played a particularly significant role. This assistance 
took various forms. The main support tool for the 
tourism industry during the Covid 19 pandemic 
was the introduction of an anti-crisis shield. For 
entrepreneurs, it was associated with exemption from 
mandatory social insurance and other contributions 
due for the period from July 1, 2020 to September 31, 
2020 and exemption from paying due contributions 
to social security, health insurance, the Labour Fund, 
the Solidarity Fund, the Guaranteed Employee 
Benefits Fund or the Old-age Bridging Pensions Fund 
for July, August and September 2020 (STASZEWSKA, 
2022). A crucial element of support for the tourism 
industry was also the introduction of a tourist 
voucher (BORZYSZKOWSKI, 2022). In addition, local 
tourist organizations, in order to stimulate more 
tourist activity, introduced discounted offers for the 
sale of tourism services, including accommodation 
(BORZYSZKOWSKI, 2022). 
 
3. Research method  

 
The study analysed changes in selected measures 

describing the labour market in tourism services in 

the period before the Covid 19 pandemic, in the 
year of its announcement and in the post-pandemic 
period. The following indicators were used for the 
analysis: number of unemployed, number of entities 
in section I of the Polish Classification of Activities, 
number of newly registered business entities in 
section I of the PKD, number of deregistered business 
entities in section I of the PKD, total number of 
employees in Poland, number of employees in 
section I of the PKD,  wages and salaries in section I 
of  PKD. The analysis of the dynamics of change based 
on relative increments with a constant (a) and a 
variable (b) basis were used to implement the  
research task. 

 𝑦𝑡 =
𝑥𝑡−𝑥𝑎

𝑥𝑎
 2 (a) 

         yt – relative growth in period t 
        xa  – value in period a 

 𝑦𝑡 =
𝑥𝑡−𝑥𝑡−1

𝑥𝑡−1
 (b) 

         yt – relative growth in period 

The following were adopted as reference points 
in the calculations: the period before the Covid 19 
pandemic, i.e. 2011-19, the year of announcement of 
the state of sanitary-epidemic emergency - 2020 and 
the post-pandemic period (2021-2023). In order to 
assess the statistical differences in the obtained 
results and to illustrate the differences in the 
changes of particular measures in individual Polish 
voivodeships in the analysed period, the basic 
measures of variability (mean average, standard 
deviation and coefficient of variation), Ward's cluster 
analysis and variability charts were used.  

 
4. Analysis of results   

 
The period 2011-2019 was characterized by a high 

dynamic of economic development, accompanied by 
increases in most measures and indicators regarding 
the labour market in Poland. Statistical data on the 
number of registered unemployed in Poland in the 
years preceding the Covid 19 pandemic, 2011-19 
indicate a significant decrease (Table 1a). 

In 2011, the number of registered unemployed 
was 1982,676 people, while in 2019 - 866,374 people. 
On a national scale, the number of unemployed 
decreased by 56% in this period? In most 
voivodeships, the unemployment decreased by more 
than 50% compared to 2011. The largest decline was 
recorded in the following voivodeships: Lubuskie 
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(- 69%), Wielkopolskie (-66%) and Śląskie (-64%). 
Lower drops in the number of unemployed were 
noted in Lubelskie (-43%), Podkarpackie (-48%) and 
Świętokrzyskie (-49%) voivodeships. The decrease in 
unemployment in this period was accompanied by 
growth in the number of economically active people, 
which corresponded to an increase in the share of 
people with higher education in the entire population 
(KOWALIK & MAGDA, 2021). In 2011, there were 
122,299 business entities related to Section I of the 
PKD in Poland, while in 2019 there were 142392. 
On average, on a national scale, the number of 
business entities related to the tourism services 
sector increased by 17% (Table 1b). The highest 
increase was recorded in Mazowieckie (27%), 
Małopolskie (24%), and Pomorskie (19%). The 
highest growth in the number of business entities 
in the tourism services sector was observed in the 
voivodeships with the highest rates of development 
and tourist traffic in the country. The lowest increases 
were recorded in the following voivodeships: 
Śląskie (9%), Opolskie (6%) Zachodniopomorskie 
(6% in each). Slightly larger disparities occurred in 
the number of newly registered business entities in 
individual voivodeships (Table 1c). The highest 
growth of newly registered business entities in the 
tourism sector was recorded in the Mazowieckie: 
20% and Małopolskie voivodeships: 18%. In most 
of the other voivodeships, the dynamics of newly 
registered entities was negative. At the same time, 
high negative dynamics was observed in the number 
of deregistered entities, on average -44%, with the 
highest negative in the Lubuskie and Pomorskie 
(-52%) and in the Podkarpackie (-49%) voivodeships 
(Table 1d). The growing dynamics of the labour 
market was observed in the years 2011-2019 
(Table 1e) and in the tourism services sector is also 
confirmed by the number of employees in Section I of 
the PKD in the analysed period (Table 1e, f).  In 2019, 
Section I of the PKD recorded a 20% increase in the 
number of employees compared to 2011, from 173 
722 to 208 257 people. Also, worth noting is the 
much higher employment dynamics in the tourism 
services sector in relation to the average employment 
growth rate in this period in Poland, which amounted 

to 20%. The highest increases in the number of 
employees in Section I of the PKD in the analysed 
period occurred in the following voivodeships: 
Pomorskie (43%), Dolnośląskie (33%) and Opolskie 
(32%). 

In all voivodeships, there was a significant surplus 
of employment in the tourism services sector in 
relation to other sectors of the economy (Table 1 e, f). 
Similarly, the number of people working in Section I 
of the PKD increased in Poland by an average of 20%, 
with the highest increases recorded in the following 
voivodeships: Pomorskie (43%), Dolnośląskie (33%). 
The high dynamics of employment growth in the 
tourism services sector in this period was 
accompanied by a significant increase in wages and 
salaries. On average, in Poland, it amounted to 
148%. In voivodeships, the dynamics of wage and 
salary growth exceeded 100%, with the highest 
in Pomorskie (202%), Dolnośląskie (167%), 
Mazowieckie and Opolskie (160%) and Zachodnio-
pomorskie voivodeships (152%) (Table 1g). The 
lowest growth rate of wages and salaries in the 
tourism services sector was recorded in the 
following voivodeships: Lubelskie (108%), Śląskie 
(109%) and Warmińsko-Mazurskie (110%).  

In Poland, the Covid 19 pandemic was announced 
on March 20, 2020, although already on March 15, 
2020, the borders were closed to rail and air traffic. 
The administratively introduced restrictions were 
lifted gradually. As of May 4, 2020, as part of the 
second stage of lifting restrictions, the functioning 
of shopping centres, libraries, museums, art 
galleries and hotels was restored. The increase in 
infections in the autumn forced the reintroduction 
of sanitary and epidemic restrictions, including 
those that had a direct impact on the functioning of 
tourism enterprises. From November 4, the only 
hotels in operation were those for business 
travellers, and from November 28, the operation of 
hotel facilities was suspended. From February 12, 
2021, hotel facilities reactivated their activities 
while providing for their functioning in the sanitary 
regime, which was often associated with significant 
restrictions on their availability to tourists.  
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Table 1. Dynamics of the changes in selected labour market measures in tourism services in the period 2011 - 2023 in individual 
voivodeships: a - number of unemployed, b - number of business entities in section I of the PKD, c - number of newly registered 

business entities in section I of the PKD, d - number of deregistered business entities in the section I PKD, e - total number of 
employees in Poland, f - number of employees in section I of the PKD, g - wages and salaries in section I of  PKD 

a 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 1982676 866374 1046432 895203 786179 -56 21 -17 -25 

Dolnośląskie 143575 56022 68822 58738 55474 -61 23 -17 -23 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 139622 64060 73482 61861 55333 -54 15 -19 -26 

Lubelskie 122441 69379 76505 66244 55774 -43 10 -15 -25 

Lubuskie 59134 18498 23674 18158 15926 -69 28 -30 -35 

Łódzkie 138652 58722 67812 60902 53336 -58 15 -11 -22 

Małopolskie 145094 62610 83050 69948 60654 -57 33 -19 -27 

Mazowieckie 246739 123208 146375 129248 109020 -50 19 -13 -24 

Opolskie 48029 20948 24976 21535 19997 -56 19 -16 -19 

Podkarpackie 146208 75455 87326 77291 67336 -48 16 -13 -23 

Podlaskie 65920 33277 37830 33374 30354 -50 14 -13 -18 

Pomorskie 106667 41817 56216 47682 42924 -61 34 -18 -24 

Śląskie 186187 66521 91032 76324 62583 -64 37 -19 -31 

Świętokrzyskie 83217 42042 44881 38035 32289 -49 7 -18 -25 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 107333 45731 51475 42567 38879 -57 13 -21 -24 

Wielkopolskie 134954 46313 60958 49850 46625 -66 32 -22 -24 

Zachodniopomorskie 108904 41771 52018 43446 39675 -62 25 -20 -24 
b 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 122299 142392 149403 158725 164141 17 3 4 10 

Dolnośląskie 9993 11598 12314 13131 13702 17 3 4 11 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 4575 4865 5103 5340 5285 10 3 3 7 

Lubelskie 4385 4731 5024 5344 5478 14 4 3 10 

Lubuskie 3167 3198 3324 3468 3627 12 3 3 8 

Łódzkie 5595 6229 6449 6772 6882 11 3 3 8 

Małopolskie 12820 15839 16800 18129 18852 24 4 4 13 

Mazowieckie 16399 22654 23920 25358 27027 27 4 4 14 

Opolskie 2933 2971 3041 3150 3092 6 2 2 7 

Podkarpackie 4314 4965 5261 5686 5991 20 4 4 11 

Podlaskie 2116 2635 2740 2909 2997 15 4 3 10 

Pomorskie 13198 16521 17155 18533 19443 19 4 4 12 

Śląskie 14762 14647 15111 15841 15891 9 3 3 8 

Świętokrzyskie 2868 3039 3275 3416 3428 10 3 3 8 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 3349 3993 4346 4699 4880 13 3 3 8 

Wielkopolskie 8953 10747 11266 11863 12201 19 3 3 9 

Zachodniopomorskie 12872 13741 14254 15062 15331 6 3 2 7 
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c 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 14514 14234 11470 12802 12236 -2 -19 12 -4% 

Dolnośląskie 1189 1105 910 1028 1051 -7 -18 13 2 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 603 491 419 382 404 -19 -15 -9 6 

Lubelskie 484 457 433 426 399 -6 -5 -2 -6 

Lubuskie 364 305 226 216 277 -16 -26 -4 28 

Łódzkie 655 623 476 505 480 -5 -24 6 -5 

Małopolskie 1395 1653 1225 1481 1402 18 -26 21 -5 

Mazowieckie 1912 2297 1903 1847 2359 20 -17 -3 28 

Opolskie 251 195 149 151 137 -22 -24 1 -9 

Podkarpackie 515 457 419 500 397 -11 -8 19 -21 

Podlaskie 295 287 237 220 262 -3 -17 -7 19 

Pomorskie 2141 1809 1597 2081 1531 -16 -12 30 -26 

Śląskie 1471 1210 840 908 909 -18 -31 8 0 

Świętokrzyskie 291 243 214 231 195 -16 -12 8 -16 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 500 514 515 544 500 3 0 6 -8 

Wielkopolskie 1058 1050 800 915 900 -1 -24 14 -2 

Zachodniopomorskie 1390 1531 1103 1364 1029 10 -28 24 -25 
 
d 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 16222 9157 7415 7381 8563 -44 -19 0 16 

Dolnośląskie 1215 798 554 544 751 -34 -31 -2 38 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 627 377 315 268 330 -40 -16 -15 23 

Lubelskie 538 358 247 260 333 -33 -31 5 28 

Lubuskie 487 233 172 155 192 -52 -26 -10 24 

Łódzkie 718 442 365 344 410 -38 -17 -6 19 

Małopolskie 1435 872 711 761 851 -39 -18 7 12 

Mazowieckie 1968 1115 955 979 1303 -43 -14 3 33 

Opolskie 319 169 123 109 159 -47 -27 -11 46 

Podkarpackie 481 246 243 243 286 -49 -1 0 18 

Podlaskie 272 181 168 129 174 -33 -7 -23 35 

Pomorskie 2621 1263 1084 1080 991 -52 -14 0 -8 

Śląskie 1766 978 657 618 786 -45 -33 -6 27 

Świętokrzyskie 323 173 131 152 177 -46 -24 16 16 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 512 326 292 307 359 -36 -10 5 17 

Wielkopolskie 989 598 542 555 667 -40 -9 2 20 

Zachodniopomorskie 1951 1027 854 877 792 -47 -17 3 -10 
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e 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 9801877 10799559 10700897 10874675 11041289 10 -1 2 2 

Dolnośląskie 751935 810764 795353 809787 829354 8 -2 2 2 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 447591 473841 464855 468459 464407 6 -2 1 -1 

Lubelskie 400314 421106 416757 424170 426050 5 -1 2 0 

Lubuskie 220675 231503 226363 229772 226810 5 -2 2 -1 

Łódzkie 591155 624088 613738 619523 616351 6 -2 1 -1 

Małopolskie 797897 910572 897754 917774 948261 14 -1 2 3 

Mazowieckie 2166898 2467224 2485498 2525179 2600615 14 1 2 3 

Opolskie 194877 209119 204150 206603 209600 7 -2 1 1 

Podkarpackie 423484 450605 441745 451574 455663 6 -2 2 1 

Podlaskie 211008 233921 233847 237788 242532 11 0 2 2 

Pomorskie 530996 612624 607177 616813 628298 15 -1 2 2 

Śląskie 1225549 1263972 1234685 1249775 1256269 3 -2 1 1 

Świętokrzyskie 240010 244531 242518 244192 243027 2 -1 1 0 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 272668 285378 270306 271705 266066 5 -5 1 -2 

Wielkopolskie 978477 1187893 1198232 1230972 1257168 21 1 3 2 

Zachodniopomorskie 348343 372418 367919 370587 370818 7 -1 1 0 
 
f  

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 173722 208257 195539 198693 218835 20 -6 2 10 

Dolnośląskie 18329 24394 23135 22812 24785 33 -5 -1 9 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 6082 7240 6914 7065 7443 19 -5 2 5 

Lubelskie 4953 5853 5605 5770 6637 18 -4 3 15 

Lubuskie 3343 3859 3679 3786 4190 15 -5 3 11 

Łódzkie 9014 9896 9123 9226 10283 10 -8 1 11 

Małopolskie 19342 23184 21740 21691 24821 20 -6 0 14 

Mazowieckie 42654 48855 45387 44285 50143 15 -7 -2 13 

Opolskie 2740 3610 3359 3434 3580 32 -7 2 4 

Podkarpackie 5656 7000 6302 6689 7206 24 -10 6 8 

Podlaskie 3128 3742 3667 3764 4194 20 -2 3 11 

Pomorskie 10303 14740 14210 15110 16418 43 -4 6 9 

Śląskie 17675 19683 17696 19041 20638 11 -10 8 8 

Świętokrzyskie 3634 4200 4220 4313 4788 16 0 2 11 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 4641 5633 5467 5716 6016 21 -3 5 5 

Wielkopolskie 11882 13976 13193 13616 14640 18 -6 3 8 

Zachodniopomorskie 10346 12392 11843 12377 13051 20 -4 5 5 
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g 

Voivodeships 
Years Changes indexes values [ %] 

2011 2019 2020 2021 2023 
2019/ 
2011 

2020/ 
2019 

2021/ 
2020 

2023/ 
2020 

Polska 3993014 9889224 8916234 10469221 218835 148 -10 17 51 

Dolnośląskie 386407 1029996 971469 1092764 24785 167 -6 12 47 

Kujawsko-pomorskie 133688 314485 308997 367772 7443 135 -2 19 46 

Lubelskie 102433 213022 204953 248591 6637 108 -4 21 60 

Lubuskie 73562 161060 157166 743173 4190 119 -2 373 50 

Łódzkie 201118 456270 416501 495051 10283 127 -9 19 48 

Małopolskie 480882 1221432 1037416 1246143 24821 154 -15 20 60 

Mazowieckie 908014 2362086 1995648 2251967 50143 160 -16 13 48 

Opolskie 60154 156426 147348 166069 3580 160 -6 13 48 

Podkarpackie 115805 272958 240065 290576 7206 136 -12 21 58 

Podlaskie 73557 180824 174988 192302 4194 146 -3 10 39 

Pomorskie 276580 836184 755746 329353 16418 202 -10 -56 63 

Śląskie 413626 864193 776875 929270 20638 109 -10 20 56 

Świętokrzyskie 73435 170164 156332 189323 4788 132 -8 21 46 

Warmińsko-mazurskie 135220 284021 276710 956696 6016 110 -3 246 48 

Wielkopolskie 294550 697333 654028 788717 14640 137 -6 21 41 

Zachodniopomorskie 263983 668770 641992 181454 13051 153 -4 -72 52 

 
The end of the Covid 19 epidemic was 

administratively announced by the Regulation of 
the Minister of Health of May 16, 2022, replacing it 
with an epidemic emergency status. The above-
mentioned circumstances accompanying the Covid 19 
epidemic significantly determined the functioning 
of enterprises in the tourism services sector. In the 
year of the announcement of the Covid 19 pandemic, 
there was a significant increase in unemployment 
in Poland (Table 1a). On average, the number of 
people unemployed increased by 21%, with the 
highest growth in the following voivodeships: Śląskie 
(37%), Pomorskie (34%), Małopolskie (33%), and 
the lowest in Lubelskie (10%) and Świętokrzyskie 
(7%). In 2020, due to restrictions related to the 
introduced state of sanitary-epidemic emergency, a 
decrease in the value of most labour market 
indicators in the tourism services sector was also 
recorded (Table 1 c-g). The exception was the number 
of business entities in the tourism services sector 
(Table 1b).  

In the following years 2021-2023 the majority of 
the tourism market measures returned to the values 

observed before the pandemic (Table 1a-g). This 
applied to a decrease in the number of unemployed 
in the country, growth in the number of tourism 
entities in the tourism sector in total, a growing 
number of newly registered entities and a decrease 
in the number of entities deregistered in Section I 
of the PKD. In addition, it is noticeable that the 
number of people employed and actually working 
in the tourism sector returned to the levels of those 
before the pandemic. The high dynamics of wage 
and salary growth in the tourism sector is also 
characteristic and should be associated, on the one 
hand, with the return of the situation in enterprises 
to equilibrium before the pandemic and, on the other, 
with increasing inflationary pressures on the economy.  

Overall, in the period 2011-23, there was a 
systematic increase in the value of tourism traffic 
indicators and related labour market measures in 
tourism services with a short decline  caused by the 
effects of lockdowns in connection with the Covid 
19 pandemic (Table 1 a-g). 
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Table 2. Variability of selected labour market measures in tourism services in individual voivodeships in the period 2011-2023 

Voivodeships 
Variablity measures 

 
A B C D E F G 

Dolnośląskie Average 91089.2 11403.2 1060.5 832.0 788375.0 21408.8 25017.1 

  Std.dev. 38211.8 1267.8 83.7 166.4 28763.0 2454.8 2584.9 

  Coef.Var. 42% 11% 8% 20% 4% 11% 10% 

Kujawsko-pomorskie Average 95073.5 4845.8 465.5 418.3 455887.7 6558.2 10889.2 

  Std.dev. 34481.9 285.4 65.8 90.8 13190.8 655.2 1002.5 

  Coef.Var. 36% 6% 14% 22% 3% 10% 9% 

Lubelskie Average 91877.4 4783.8 458.5 386.4 406765.5 5399.4 9079.6 

  Std.dev. 26445.4 382.0 36.5 76.9 14626.8 593.1 719.3 

  Coef.Var. 29% 8% 8% 20% 4% 11% 8% 

Lubuskie Average 33586.4 3008.4 261.6 254.0 206866.5 3237.0 5988.2 

  Std.dev. 16900.3 884.4 85.0 113.9 59983.9 1013.1 473.2 

  Coef.Var. 50% 29% 32% 45% 29% 31% 8% 

Łódzkie Average 92439.3 5715.8 547.1 464.4 556385.9 8430.3 13467.5 

  Std.dev. 36499.7 1699.7 174.2 170.5 161533.2 2519.1 672.2 

  Coef.Var. 39% 30% 32% 37% 29% 30% 5% 

Małopolskie Average 101361.6 14203.8 1318.5 940.8 797674.2 19721.5 33523.3 

  Std.dev. 37662.0 4558.5 399.9 334.4 236730.7 5973.5 3657.9 

  Coef.Var. 37% 32% 30% 36% 30% 30% 11% 

Mazowieckie Average 182582.0 19924.2 1979.6 1300.2 2189024.8 41663.5 49651.7 

  Std.dev. 60826.8 6578.6 596.8 468.6 649826.7 12348.9 5017.0 

  Coef.Var. 33% 33% 30% 36% 30% 30% 10% 

Opolskie Average 32264.9 2764.6 182.5 181.3 184741.2 2901.2 5258.5 

  Std.dev. 11863.3 801.9 66.7 75.9 53826.0 903.2 409.4 

  Coef.Var. 37% 29% 37% 42% 29% 31% 8% 

Podkarpackie Average 105686.2 4606.2 422.2 313.6 400397.1 5814.8 10104.9 

  Std.dev. 31930.8 1430.5 127.7 118.1 121371.4 1781.1 931.0 

  Coef.Var. 30% 31% 30% 38% 30% 31% 9% 

Podlaskie Average 47133.0 2359.8 241.9 182.0 206756.5 3312.2 5621.6 

  Std.dev. 14578.4 731.8 74.1 62.1 61051.8 1005.9 512.6 

  Coef.Var. 31% 31% 31% 34% 30% 30% 9% 

Pomorskie Average 69281.8 14767.6 1722.6 1364.4 535460.4 12387.2 21098.1 

  Std.dev. 27815.8 4699.8 535.5 585.4 158935.8 4115.9 2997.0 

  Coef.Var. 40% 32% 31% 43% 30% 33% 14% 

Śląskie Average 121545.9 13792.5 1068.3 1032.8 1135860.2 16921.3 30530.1 

  Std.dev. 53745.1 4017.7 361.0 431.6 328864.2 5052.7 1609.8 

  Coef.Var. 44% 29% 34% 42% 29% 30% 5% 

Świętokrzyskie Average 57087.6 2840.9 224.6 196.4 220211.8 3726.2 5989.0 

  Std.dev. 19931.9 849.0 70.1 75.3 63878.7 1131.8 564.1 

  Coef.Var. 35% 30% 31% 38% 29% 30% 9% 

Warminsko-mazurskie Average 71112.3 3679.8 449.3 353.1 252198.3 4812.9 8822.3 

  Std.dev. 27985.4 1174.4 134.8 122.0 73048.4 1486.0 798.3 

  Coef.Var. 39% 32% 30% 35% 29% 31% 9% 

Wielkopolskie Average 82674.7 9641.9 890.7 681.3 1038868.0 11958.0 22470.1 

  Std.dev. 38438.5 2977.7 270.1 236.2 314950.9 3585.9 1653.5 

  Coef.Var. 46% 31% 30% 35% 30% 30% 7% 

Zachodniopomorskie Average 68298.2 12615.4 1179.9 1071.9 332170.1 10759.3 18916.2 

  Std.dev. 27993.3 3757.5 373.7 436.2 96609.3 3260.9 2219.9 

  Coef.Var. 41% 30% 32% 41% 29% 30% 12% 
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Analysis of the variability charts (mean average, 
standard deviation and coefficient of variation) made 
to assess changes in selected labour market measures 
in the tourism services sector indicates the highest 
level of variability in the total number of unemployed 
in the analysed period 2011-2023 (Table 2). The 
values of measures describing the labour market in 
tourism services are characterized by a much lower 
level of variability. Higher variability values are 
characteristic for the number of deregistered 
economic entities in the tourism services sector 
(Table 2). The highest level of variability in this 
group was recorded in the voivodeships most strongly 
related to the tourism economy: Małopolskie, 
Mazowieckie, Pomorskie, Zachodniopomorskie, 
Dolnośląskie and Śląskie. A slightly higher level of 
variability is also characteristic for the value of 
wages and salaries in the analysed period. This applies 
mainly to voivodeships traditionally strongly related 
to the tourist function: Mazowieckie, Małopolskie, 
Dolnośląskie, Pomorskie, Zachodniopomorskie, 
Wielkopolskie and Śląskie (Table 2). 

A cluster analysis was performed to determine 
the degree of similarity of changes in the labour 
market in tourism services in individual voivodeships 
in 2011-2023 (Fig. 1). The cluster analysis performed 
using Ward's method indicates the presence of one 
clear cluster formed by the Pomorskie voivodeship 
and a second cluster consisting of several smaller 
sub-groups.  
 

 

Fig. 1. Analysis of Ward's clusters for selected labour market 
variables in tourism services in individual voivodeships in the 

period 2011 - 2023 

 
The Pomorskie Voivodeship is distinguished by a 

uniformly high increase in the value of most selected 
labour market measures in the tourism sector 
throughout the analysed period and a relatively high 

flexibility to the effects of sanitary and epidemiological 
restrictions in the tourism sector related to the 
Covid 19 pandemic. Dolnośląskie Voivodeship is 
distinguished by its high sensitivity to the effects of 
lockdowns during the Covid 19 pandemic, expressed 
in large decreases in the number of newly 
registered entities during the pandemic and a large 
number of business entities deregistered during 
this period, as well as the relatively low variability 
in the number employed in the tourism sector. This 
can be associated with the high share of the tourism 
services sector in the economy of the area and its 
high sensitivity to unfavourable circumstances for the 
functioning of tourism. The remaining voivodeships 
are grouped within one larger concentration and 
are characterized by asimilarity in the high 
increases in labour market measures in tourism 
services in the pre-pandemic period, high declines 
in the Covid 19 pandemic period and a significant 
rebound in the declines of most measures in the 
post-pandemic period. 

 
5. Discussion   

 
The period 2011-2019 was characterized by a 

strong increase in the value of most measures of 
the tourism services market in Poland. Among the 
factors of high dynamics in the development of new 
enterprises, attention should be undoubtedly paid 
to the growing number of people from Generation Z 
in the labour market and the progressive 
technological development, and in relation to 
employment in tourism-related services and also 
the development of flexible forms of employment 
(ADAMOWICZ, 2022). The increase in the number of 
emerging entities in the tourism services market 
and total employment in sections directly and 
indirectly related to tourism was connected with 
the general increase in tourism activity (ŚLUSARZ ET 

AL., 2019). The state of the Covid 19 pandemic and 
related sanitary and epidemiological restrictions in 
2020 caused a decrease in tourist immigrations 
(DEB & NAFI, 2020; FAIRLIE, 2020; LASKOWICZ, 2021; 
DOMINIAK, 2022; ORZESZAK, 2022, SUN ET AL., 2022). 
Undoubtedly, the main factor of low tourist activity 
was the decrease in the sense of security resulting 
from the sanitary and epidemic restrictions 
introduced administratively.  

In 2020, due to restrictions related to the 
introduced state of sanitary-epidemic emergency, a 
decrease in the value of most labour market indicators 
in the tourism services sector was also recorded 
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(Table 1 c-g). The exception was the number of 
business entities in the tourism services sector 
(Table 1b). Restrictions and limitations resulting 
from the lockdown introduced in 2020 resulted in 
a decrease in the value of the basic measures of the 
tourism market in Poland. At the same time, it is 
worth noting that the scale of this decline was 
relatively small, and it concerned, to a lesser extent, 
the provinces traditionally strongly related to the 
tourism  and service sector.  

In addition, it is also noted that the effects of the 
pandemic caused not only a quantitative decrease 
in selected indicators characterizing the tourism 
services market, but also a change in the nature of 
the activity undertaken in terms of destinations, 
forms of activity, means of transport or choice of 
accommodation (KOWALSKA & NIEZGODA, 2020; 
KOWALCZYK-ANIOŁ & PAWLUSIŃSKI, 2021; STECUŁA & 

WOLNIAK, 2022). At the same time, the effects of the 
pandemic on the functioning of the tourism sector 
varied regionally. There is a varying degree of 
resilience to the effects of lockdowns and related 
restrictions determining the functioning of the 
tourism services sector.  

Some researchers point out that the impact of 
the Covid 19 pandemic on the functioning of the 
tourism services market was the highest during the 
first two waves of the pandemic and decreased in 
subsequent waves due to the increasing level of 
adaptation of tourism entrepreneurs and tourists 
themselves to hygiene and sanitary recommendations 
(DEB & NAFI, 2020; HALL ET AL., 2020; PODHORECKA 

ET AL., 2022; BOREK & PUCIATO, 2023). As part of this, 
for example, some entrepreneurs adapted their 
facilities to receive tourists in conditions of increased 
isolation with tourists staying in accordance with 
the recommendations of the implemented sanitary 
and epidemic restrictions. This could also have 
contributed to the varied impact of the Covid 19 
pandemic on the attendance of tourists in individual 
voivodeships due to the diverse structure of the 
type and capacity of accommodation facilities in 
individual voivodeships (PODHORECKA ET AL., 2022). 

One of the factors differentiating the impact of 
lockdowns on the functioning of the labour market 
in tourism services was the use by tourism 
entrepreneurs of the PFR Financial Shield for Small 
and Medium-Sized Enterprises, the task of which 
was to provide financial support to enterprises in 
the form of financial subsidies, providing a mechanism 
for compensating damage related to COVID-19 (KRAŚ, 
2024).  

A greater sensitivity to the effects of the Covid 
19 pandemic was noticeable in the mountainous 
voivodeships, traditionally intensively visited by 
tourists and in the regions with large tourist and 
sightseeing centres (MATCZAK, 2022). In comparison 
to other regions of the country, coastal voivodeships 
were positively distinguished by the relatively 
smaller effects of the increase in the unemployment 
rate in the tourism services sector and greater 
flexibility in the effects of the lockdown during the 
Covid 19 pandemic, which should be associated 
with the high number of tourists compared to other 
regions of the country, during the period when the 
restrictions were lifted in the 2021 tourist season 
(PODHORECKA, 2022). The high degree of use of 
financial security in the form of the introduced 
protective shields was of great importance for the 
resilience of the coastal voivodeships to fluctuations 
related to the effects of the Covid 19 pandemic 
compared to other voivodeships.  

The Covid 19 pandemic confirmed the sensitivity 
of the tourism sector to various types of 
fluctuations of a natural, social and economic 
nature, which may periodically affect significant 
fluctuations in the quantitative and spatial distribution 
and the structure of tourism (ESPINER ET AL., 2017). 
It is worth noting that in the post-pandemic period, 
most indicators related to the tourism services 
market recorded significant increases, reaching values 
even higher in the period 2021-23 compared to 
results of the year preceeding the introduction of 
the pandemic. The exception in this group are the 
indicators of the number of newly registered and 
deregistered entities in section I of the PKD. The 
decrease in the number of newly registered entities 
and the increase in the number of deregistered 
entities in section I of the PKD indicate an increase 
in the fear of some entrepreneurs about the risk of 
possible further fluctuations in the tourist services 
market. The return of most tourism services market 
indicators to the growth path and even the 
achievement of higher values by most of them 
compared to the time before the period of the 
pandemic shows the rapid ability of the tourism 
services market to regenerate. In the post-pandemic 
period, an important factor influencing the 
improvement of indicators characterizing the labor 
market in tourism services in most voivodeships in 
Poland were probably new legal regulations 
regarding the employment of Ukrainian citizens, 
which contributed to a significant increase in the 
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employment of refugees from Ukraine in the 
tourism services market in Poland. 

 
6. Conclusions  

 
The tourism sector is one of the most sensitive 

sectors of the economy. This is due to its strong 
links with the socio-economic environment and, at 
the same time, the need to adapt to changing 
circumstances that determine the behaviour of the 
consumers of tourist services. The period of the 
Covid 19 pandemic caused a huge crisis in the 
global economy.  

The tourism sector was one of the most affected 
during thise  pandemic. The collapse of the tourism 
services market, caused by restrictions on spatial 
mobility, prompted state institutions to provide 
support to tourism entrepreneurs. The most common 
forms of state interventionism in the tourism economy 
in Poland and other countries of the world included: 
tax relief, assistance in the form of grants or 
repayable assistance under operational programs, 
the introduction of guarantee instruments and 
credit preferences allowing enterprises to maintain 
financial liquidity and indirectly support the financial 
sector, subsidies for interest rates on bank loans, and 
subsidies for wages and social security contributions 
(NIEMCZYK & ZAMORA, 2021). 

The new difficult situation of the tourism 
services sector has also triggered some bottom-up 
initiatives taken by entrepreneurs themselves 
aimed at using Internet technology, social networks 
and the e-commerce market to strengthen contacts 
with customers and offer recipients new tourist 
products delivered at a distance and innovations in 
the field of services provided so far. The proposals 
that have become an alternative to the tourism 
sector for the period of the Covid 19 pandemic 
included the development of a tourist offer delivered 
"at a distance" (e.g. virtualvisiting attractive places in 
the world in real time with a guide), the offer of 
services for VFR (visiting friends and family) and FIT 
(free independent travel), where destinations with 
low tourist density were of great interest, and other 
services (virtual routes and tours, exhibitions, audio 
guides) (PLUTA-OLEARNIK, 2021). The introduction 
of the above-mentioned solutions with the 
simultaneous support of the state for the tourism 
services sector resulted in the gradual return of 
consumers to the tourism services market. According 
to PANASIUK (2020), a full recovery may last several 
years. At the same time, there is hope that the Covid 

19 pandemic experience and the implemented 
solutions to support the tourism economy can 
significantly accelerate the period of the tourism 
industry's return to prosperity similar to that 
before the pandemic (PANASIUK, 2020). 
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