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Aim of the study: The aim of this work is an attempt to assess tiecegfeness of the
European Union's investment interventionism basedhe relationship between GDP per
capita and total EU expenditure for a given counfrthe Visegrad Group in the years 2000-
2017.

Materials and methods: The empirical study used the annual frequency data the
European Union budget for the years 2000-2017 anddMBank data on the Gross Domestic
Product per capita in a given year. The study pses scatter plots of selected variables and
the Pearson correlation coefficient.

Results: The results of the research allowed to indicatetémelency of the occurrence of

interdependence between the EU expenditure andgebPapita for the adopted time series.

Keywords. European Union expenditure, economic developemamployment, Visegrad

Group, European Union investment

European Union set itself the objective of workilog sustainable development of
Europe, based on balanced economic growth. Unéeinternal market and using the model
of the social market economy, it is supposed t@stpprice stability, competitiveness and
also scientific and technological advahcevhich is referenced as the key element of

development for a modern economy. Furthermore, siohepolicy — one of the major EU
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areas of activity is intended to close the gapthenlevels of social-economic development
among member states

Devoting funds to reducing disparities between taesm and regions under the
common policy is one of the fundamental activitiesdertaken by the European Union.
However, as M. Kozak points out, the assessmenthefeffectiveness of the conducted
activities remains ambiguousSceptics point mainly to the improper use of f&indnd
overestimation of this method aimed at developigrer regions On the other hand,
research commissioned by the European Commissimtispo a decrease in the income gap
between the countries in which cohesion policy aundtainable growth solutions were
applied. Nevertheless, it is emphasized that ElWduwere not the only source of later
observed effects. The result consisted of manyofactincluding global boom or internal
policy of the subsidized counfty The European Commission also points out that
development is conditioned by many determinantsh 1 technological changes, changes in

the economy or even behaviour of individuals arterpnises,

The aim of the work was to assess the EU investiéstventionism of based on the
relationship between GDP per capita and total Epeegiture for a given country of the
Visegrad Group in 2000-2017. The annual data fieenBuropean Union budget for the years
2000-2017, as well as World Bank data on the GBasmestic Product per capita in a given
year, were used for conducting the study. The @texa part uses a partial query of the
literature and a report published by the Europeam@ission "Investing in Europe’s future.
Fifth report on economic, social and territoriahesion”. In the empirical study, scatter plots
and delays of explanatory variables were usedno & linear relationship (tendency) with
a variable indicating economic growth per capithe Belection of variables and the period

considered was dictated by the purpose of examitiiegimpact of expenditure from the
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Wroctaw 2011, p. 13.
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European Union budget on economic growth in a gis@amtry, four years before accession
and during membership in the Union.

Interventionism can be defined as actions of steterfering in a significant way into
free market processes, for example in the formubsilies, taxes or concessith#\s noted
by S. Bobowski, interventionism is an integral pafrthe European Union from the beginning
of its existence, its scope is defined at the yréawel, and implemented at the level of the
general budgét. However, this does not change the fact that ¢igeilatory system remains
the subject of discussion and controvéfsgmong the five scenarios presented by the EC in
the White Paper on the future of Europe, thereoih la proposal of budget increase and a
proposal to limit the activities of the Europeanidimto the single mark&t

In favor of EU interventionism stands the concept market mechanism
imperfections, leading to social inequalities, emit fluctuations or unemployméfit At
the same time, it is noted that cooperation aintednéication of the European market by
active initiatives of the European Union leads hte mitigation of social differencEs In
addition, there is a significant interdependencevben decreasing income inequalities and
the GDP rati&’. In this paper, it was decided to determine tliectiffeness of the investment
intervention of the European Union in the conteixeoonomic development of the Visegrad

Group countries in the years 2000-2017.

On February 15, 1991, Czechoslovakia, Hungary, Rathnd signed in Visegrad
a "Declaration on Cooperation in Striving for Eueap Integration”, under which countries

undertook to participate in the process of Europedagration, with a view to deepening

19 Nazarko t. Polityka innowacyjna — inteligentny interwencjonzmptimum. Studia ekonomiczne, Nr 1 (73)
2015, pp. 85-96.
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Uniwersytet Ekonomiczny we Wroctawiu, Wroctaw 2009, 202-211.
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® Garncarz J.,Ksztaltowanie si nierébwndci spotecznych a wzrost gospodarczy w krajach Grupy
Wyszehradzkiej w latach 1991-20B/nek-Spoteczestwo-Kultura nr 2(28) 2018, pp. 19-24.
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cooperation, and then joininhe NATO and European Union structufesn addition, a ver
important element of this cooperation was the rasitin of state independence, democr:
as well as the creation of a modern market ecor'®. At the time of the division ¢
Czechoslovakia intahe Czech and Slovak Republics, on January 1, 18@3e countrie
began to be called the Visegrad Gr'°. On the other hand, on March 1, 1993, the gl
signed the Central European Free Trade Agreememthwaimed at abolishing custol
duties in trade wthin the Agreement, as well as including partiestihe agreement t
stimulating their economic developm®. On May 1, 2004, along with six other Europ

countries, the four countries forming the Viseg@mup joined the European Un?".

Figure 1. GDP per capita in the Visegrad Group tdesin 200-2017
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Table 1. Correlation coefficients of GDP per cajpitéhe Visegrad Group countries in 2+
2017

Ccz HU PL SK
Ccz 1.000000 0.975054 0.975393 0.991035
HU 0.975054 1.000000 0.935672 0.974932
PL 0.975393 0.935672 1.000000 0.985334
SK 0.991035 0.974932 0.985334 1.000000

Source: Own study based on: The World BaGDP per capita (current US$https://data.worldbank.or
[download date: 23.04.2019].

7 Visegradgroup.euAbout the Visegrad Grol, http://www.visegradgroup.eu/ [access: 28.04.2.

18 Deklaracja o wsp6tpracy Czeskiej i Stowackiej RdjkilFederacyjne Rzeczypospolitej Polskiej i Republi
Wegierskiej w dzeniu do integracji europejskiej, 15.02.1¢

19 Instytut Europa KarpatGrupa Wyszehradzk- historia i przyszié¢, http://www.europakarpat.pl/ [acce:
28.04.2019].

2 Andrzejewski P., Szczepaniak | Paistwa Grupy Wyszehradzkiepbraz gospodarc:, Przeghd Zachodni nr
4, Pozné 1995, pp. 57-58.

2L Europa.euThe history of the European Uni— 2004 https://europa.eu/ [access: 28.04.2.



Problems of Economics & Law Original Research

As can be shown in Figurel. the Czech Republith&axcterized by the highest Gl
per capita ratio among the Viseg Group countries. After 2008, a clear slowdown
decline in the value of the indicator can be obseywhich since 2007 has been consolide
and is moving in each country in a horizontal treffier 2010, particularly similar values
the analysedndicator between Poland and Hungary are visibleghvim the years 20(-2004
was noticeable between Slovakia and Hungary. Aaegrib Table 1. for the adopted level
significance p <0.01, all these countries are attarzed by very high interdepence in
relation to their GDP per capita in tanalysed period.

Due to the slow growth, high unemployment, and fingent public and private
investments in Europe in 2014, the European Couapiointing the new President of f
European Commission, cedl for bold steps to increase investr®’. In response, the
European Commission proposed a new initia- an Investment Plan for Eurc®. The plan
primarily covered the new European Fund for Stiatdgvestments, boosting the re
economy with investmeénfunds and improving the investment climate in dp& by
guaranteeing predictability of legislation, remayibarriers to investment and strengther
the single markét. Despite the s-year investment perspective, one could observeaser

in employmat after just one year of operati

Figure 2.Relation of employment to the total population lie tisegrad Group countries
2000-2017
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2 Rada Europejska, Konkluzje Rady Europejskiej z dmié-27 czerwca, Brussels 2014, p.
https://lwww.consilium.europa.eu/ [access: 28.049%!

%3 Komisja Europejska, Plan inwestycyjny dla Europydamia 26 listopada, Bruss 2014, https://eur-
lex.europa.eu/ [access: 28.04.2019].
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Table 2. Correlation coefficients of employmentreiation to the total population in the

Visegrad Group countries in the years 2000-2017

Ccz HU PL SK
Ccz 1.000000 0.910218 0.634697 0.805920
HU 0.910218 1.000000 0.546374 0.667788
PL 0.634697 0.546374 1.000000 0.811790
SK 0.805920 0.667788 0.811790 1.000000

Source: Own study based on: The World BaBkiployment to population ratio, 15+, total (%) (fwatal
estimate) https://data.worldbank.org/ [download date: 232049].

According to Figure 2, for the employment rate he Visegrad Group countries, the
highest value is in the case of the Czech Repulilie@very country, with the exception of
Hungary after 2004 (accession to the European UYnmrvery high rate of growth of this
indicator is noticeable.

In the case of Hungary, employment clearly decradter 2006 and the level from
before the recession reached only in 2013. The @006 was most probably caused by the
budgetary consolidation and lay-offs in the pubdiector conducted by the Hungarian
governmerf?®?’ Then in 2008, the economic crisis shaken Eurepailing declines in
employment, economic growth, and investm&htshich can be seen both in the above and
in Figure 1. However, in terms of employment, Pdldras not experienced such a deep
decline that has taken place in other countrighefVisegrad Group (up to 3.2% in the case
of Slovakia).

It turns out that employment in Poland and Hungaiyring the period considered)
until 2013 is inversely correlated, despite theyvaigh correlation of GDP per capita
(Tablel). Only in 2016, Hungary achieves a highapleyment relationship to the general
population in the country, indicating the highegtvard trend.

5 European Commission, Economic forecasts Autumré2B0ropean Economy No 5/2006, p. 82.

6 European Commission, Economic forecasts Autumr¥ 2BQropean Economy No 7/2007, p. 86.

" Index.hu,Belpolitikai valsag perafl percre, https://index.hu/ [access: 28.04.2019].

8 European Investment Bank, Evaluation of the Eumageund for Strategic Investments, 31.06.20186p. 1
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Figure 3. and 4. Expenditure of the European Uflieft) and European Union expenditure
relation to GDP per capita (right) for the giveruntries of the Visegrad Group ine years
2000-2017

18E12
1.2E6

18E1)

1E6
14E10

12E1
8ES

1E10

8E3

5E3

4E5

tE3
2E5

2E9
-=-C7
=+ o . P
8 e R R S WA WO S SO S S —e—FL ) e e, i S R W S S S S SO SO S SO S S oL
2300 2002 2004 2006 2308 2013 2012 2014 2316 —— 5K 2030 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 — 3K

07
—&HU

]

Source: Own study based diuropa.eu, EU expenditure and revenue 2014-2020, http://ec.europa.eu/;
The World BankGDP per capita (current US, https://data.worldbank.org/ [download date: 232049]

From figure 3. it can be read that in terms of diafPoland is the most subsidiz
country among the respondents. The high growthfoatthis country was particularly evide
in 2003 2014. After 2007, there was a small, -year reduction in the exnditure of the
European Union for Poland, which was also visiloleghe case of Hungary in this peric
Then, in these two countries after 2014, a sigaifiadecrease in funds received from the
is noticeable. In addition, for the period 2-2013, theVisegrad Group countries negotia
a significant share of funds for economic developimwathin the EU budget, which is cleal
visible in the above charts. During this periogsi countries accounted for 26% of Eurog
Union expendituré, representig only 12.7% of its populatich

In the case of the Czech Republic and Slovakigr &003, EU funding in terms
value began to diverge from each other, but rendaime similar form, sensitivity to chang
and interdependencies. In these countriely after 2015 there was a decrease in rece
funds. Considering EU expenditure in relation toRsper capita presented in Figure 4,
Czech Republic and Slovakia are even closer togete the other hand, in the case
a comparison between Hungary and the Czech Repitbéippears that per unit of GDP
capita in Hungary there is more money from the Rahtit was in terms of value (Figure

where in some periods the EU spent more on the ICRepublic. The ratio « EU

29 Europa.euEU expenditure and revenue 2-202Q http://ec.europa.eu/ [access: 28.04.2.
%0 Eurostat news release, European demography: EUg@aiion 505.7 million at 1 January 2013, 20.113(
https://ec.europa.eu/ [access: 28.04.2(
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expenditure to GDP per capita in Poland is at & tagh level (in 2014, more than 2.6 tir
higher than the highest point of Hunga

The following graphs reflect the mutuaelations between the expenses of
European Union for a given country of the Viseg@up and the GDP per capita of th
countries. The research aims to determine the omuce of the tendency of interdependen
between these variables in differ time series. The explanatory variable was delageshch
case by one, two and three years, in order to clieckeaction to the change, because
impact on the explained variable (GDP per capitay fve characterized by a delay in ti

Figure 5. Dipersion chart of European Union expenditure to QP capita for the Cze«

Republic in 2000-2017
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Source: Own study based diuropa.eu, EU expenditure and revenue 2014-2020, http://ec.europa.eu/;
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As shown in Chart 5 for the assumed level of sigaifce p <0.01 in the case of 1

Czech Republic, the strongest interdependenceaursdfin the case of a t\-year delay in the
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variable determining European Union expenditureelation to GDP per capita. However, in
each case (except for immediate indicator respamisieout delay), the coefficients very well
explain the model and indicate a tendency for daydsetween these variables.

M. Havlat, D. Havrlant, R. Kuenzel and A. Monksess that especially in 2003-2008,
the Czech Republic recorded a significant incréaggoss national income per capita. In the
work, they refer to the period from the 90s uritg 2008 crisis as the following convergence
process towards the richer countries of Westermgirin addition, as it does in chart 5, they
explain economic changes, i.a. through accessiohetd&curopean Union and benefiting from
structural fund¥.

If we sum up the expenses of the European Uniorhi®rCzech Republic, it would
amount to 3.895 billion euros, which is about 2.18Bthe gross national income generated.
On the other hand, Czech contribution to the EUgetichmounts to 0.71% of GNI As
V. Dostal points out, despite high investments, GJp&wth in the first years after accession
and very good geographical location, Czechs stiflain one of the most skeptical nations in
the Union. In addition, it indicates that in the0Ze2013 budget program they received the
largest subsidies from the EU per capitilowever, according to the Eurobarometer Surveys,
along with the effects of the financial crisis, th@nfidence in the EU fell in this country in
2009-2012. What could also have been due to th#atapvners getting the most profits,
while the entire society was bearing the high costbe short-sightedness of decisions taken

by the government during the global crisis

31 Havlat M., Havrlant D., Kuenzel R., Monks Agonomic Convergence in the Czech Republic anca§kv
Publications Office of the European Union, Luxemigp2018, pp. 2-10.

%2 Europa.euCzechia: Budgets and Fundinigttps://europa.eu/ [access: 28.04.2019].

% Dostal V.,From Integration to Differentiation: The Czech Rbfiz in the European Union Ten Years,On
DGAPanalyse nr 9, 05.2014, pp. 3-10.

** Mierzejewski M. Interwencjonizm na liberalnych rynkach. O zmianachpojrzeniu na gospodarkv reakgcji
na kryzys pierwszej dekady XXI wieRynek-Spoteczestwo-Kultura nr 2(14) 2015, pp. 28-32.
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Figure 6.Dispersion chart of European Union expenditur&RP per capita for Hungary
2000-2017
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Source: Own study based diuropa.eu, EU expenditure and revenue 2014-2020, http://ec.europa.eu/;
The World BankGDP per capita (current US, https://data.worldbank.org/ [download date: 232049]
According to Figure 3, there is a tenderthat GDP per capita in Hungary
explained in the most accurate way (among respdspéoar a tw-year delay in the variab
determining European Union expenditure. The studlylished by KPMG and GKI, whic
showed that the Hungarian economy without Eean Union funds received in the ye
20062015 would obtain a lower GDP growth by 2.8 pp, vehiasimilar conclusions t
indicate interdependence. about the growth thatadlgttook place (4.69%°. The research
results showed that without EU funding, it vid be possible to increase the number of
only by less than 38% of the actual increase is pleriod. Nevertheless, despite the grov

inflow from European Union funds, Hungary shows sh@vest growth among the Visegr

% KPMG, A magyarorszagi eurépai uniés forrasok felnasasahak és hatasainak elemzése a -2013-as
programozasi idszak vonatkozaséab, 02.03.2017, https://www.palyazat.gov.hu/ [acc@8504.2019

10
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Group countries and if it wernot for EU funds, public debt would have risen\e84% of

GDP (more by 11 pp than in tanalysed year)

Figure 7. Dispersion chart of European Union exigene to GDP per capita for Poland
2000-2017
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In the case of Poland, according to Figure 7, icheaf the steps examin there is
a positive trend indicating the impact of Europé&hmon expenditure on GDP per capita.
strongest turns out to be in the case of the ardelaly of the explanatory variak

In the work of E. Ambroziak, the author treats th@ader concepof European
integration as a factor influencing economic grawththe econometric model introduced
the work and quoted argumentation resulting from Itterature query, the subject confir
the thesis about the positive impact of accessioriuding funds from the EU budget) ¢

% Meanwhileinbudapest.comHungary Without EU Fun¢ https://meanwhileinbudapest.com/ [acct
28.04.2019].

11
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economic growtfi. Undersecretary of State in the Ministry of Deysient during the
committee meeting in 2017, informed that at theetiof Poland's accession to the Eurog
Union, the employment rate belonged to one of owest in the EU, and by 2015 it increa:
by 10.7%. Of which almost ¥z was the effect of theds invested from the EU bud®.
Moreover, A. Grycuk and P. Russel indicate thahkisato funds from the Europe
Union and the single market, the Polish eamy has become more competitive, and its C
has been growing faster than the EU average. Hawdespite this, it is emphasized that

process of Poland's economic convergence can isigmify slow dowr®,

Figure 8. Dispersion chart of European Unexpenditure to GDP per capita for Slovakit
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Zrodio: Opracowanie wlasne na podstawEuropa.eu, EU expenditure and revenue 2014-2020,
http://ec.europa.eu/; The World BankGDP per capita (current US$https://data.worldbank.or[download
date: 23.04.2019].

37 Ambroziak E. Wplyw integracji europejskiej na wzrost gospoda, Studia prawna@konomiczne, t. 94, Léc
2015, pp. 187-201.

% Sejm, Zapis przebiegu posiedzenia kon,
http://www.sejm.gov.pl/ [access: 28.04.20.

% Grycuk A., Russel PGzlonkostwo w Unii Europejskiej a rozwoj gospodgrBplski. Wybrane zagadniel,
Biuro Analiz Sejmowych nr 12(235), 25.10.2017, httpka.sem.gov.pl/ [access: 28.04.20.

Komisja Gospodarki i Rozwoju, 22.03.20:
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Chart 8 shows that GDP per capita with the exparnglibf the European Union for
Slovakia, as in the case of the Czech RepubliauEi§), correlates in the highest degree with
a two-year delay in the variable determining thedti received from the EU budget. The
graphs clearly show a tendency that can deterrhmedusality of the phenomenon.

In each of the graphs above (except for employmeme) can observe a situation in
which these countries are highly correlated in s&eohthe analysed indicators, which is most
probably still the effect of the combined statenirdhe early 90s of the 20th century.
However, despite this, the gross national incom#he$e countries per capita approached in
2009 (i.e. after the financial crisis). In additidhe income per capita of Slovakia from the
value of 52% of the EU average in 1998 increasétbta% in 2018,

The difference between the economic developmentSlovakia and other EU
countries has also been significantly reduced leyitiflow of investment in the preceding
decade and after the accession of this countrggdEuropean Union. Structural reforms and
greater market efficiency were possible mainly tuéunds allocated for investments, which

later determined economic groWth

The paper presents the effectiveness of subsidiegmmtries with funds from the
European Union budget on the example of the Vise@eoup countries in the years 2000-
2017. The interdependencies between these couhtriesbeen identified, and on the basis of
key macroeconomic indicators (GDP per capita, eympént) an outline of their economic
situation before and after accession to the Europgdmion was indicated. The presented
empirical studies, the theoretical part and citédrdture of the subject allowed us to
formulate the following conclusions:

1. There is a positive trend indicating a strong datien between funds received from
the European Union (EU expenditure) and GDP grgwethcapita.

2. In terms of GDP per capita, the countries of theegrad Group are very strongly
correlated with each other. In the case of employme the years 2000-2013,
Hungary and Poland remain inversely interdependent.

3. Among the countries of the Visegrad Group, Polara$ iinanced to the greatest

extent — both in terms of quantity and in relatiorGDP per capita.

“CHavlat M., Havrlant D., Kuenzel R., Monks Ap. cit, s. 2-4
“1 Havlat M., Havrlant D., Kuenzel R., Monks Abjdem s. 8-10.
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4. The Czech Republic and Slovakia show a similargany as to the relative change in
economic indicators, which may be a result of times before the division of
Czechoslovakia.

5. Most likely, for political reasons in 2006, thereasva decline in employment in
Hungary, despite the high growth rate in the otteemtries surveyed.

In summary, the actual causality of the relatiopdfetween the increase in European
Union expenditure and GDP growth per capita hasyebtbeen examined and cannot be
clearly defined. In the above work, based on erogiristudies, a tendency for
interdependence between these factors was demieaisénad the literature cited observations
that together form a partial assessment of thecefness of using the European Union's
investment intervention in the context of econorda&velopment of the Visegrad Group
countries in 2000-2017.
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