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INTRODUCTION

Recently much attention has been paid to the tbeaf endogenous growth,
according to which development of a region depesrdéts internal conditions.
The genesis of research dates back to the 60 dfvintieth century, when there
were published works of N. Kaldor [1961, pp. 778PK.J. Arrow [1962,
pp. 155-173]. Their intensive growth took placéhia 80s and 90s of the twenti-
eth century, with — among others — models of gravitR. Romer [1986, pp. 1002—
1037] and R.E. Lucas [1988, pp. 3—42]. These thea@iie based on the assumption
that a volume of production is a function of capgtiad a technological level.

Nowadays, on the basis of the endogenous theadsygeittremely important
to examine possibility of the state influence oa #ttonomic growth process.
The key event of the last decade of the twentiehtury in Poland was the
membership in the European Union. This processifigntly changed many
internal conditions as well as expanded produatageacity due to better access to
the vast and rich European market. It contributethe economic and political
stability, resulting in large inflows of foreignvestments as well as new organiza-
tional, production and technological solutions. &lkse factors resulted in the
economic growth in the countries of East and Celuvaope. Poland, as well as
other “new” countries, became a member of the grolijgh plays highly impor-
tant economic role. The European integration padsninated or weakened
economic barriers between the countries, and totéd to the free movement of
persons, goods or capital. Conditions for the fibkralization of international
movements caused transformation of the natureesktiflows. Actually, they take
the character of regional flows, within the intagna group, where the single
European market operates. The integration pro@ssed not only strengthening
the role of endogenous factors, but also exogeanes, which also give the op-
portunity to develop a region as well as shapmiernal conditions.

The economic integration process significantly geahrules of international
trade or production in some sectors by activatimyraber of common policies. In
this context, the following question arises: whaswhe main factor of the economic
growth and what mechanisms cause the economiclyahatregion? It is especially
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important for countries of the Soviet bloc, whicvé remained on much lower level
of the economic development in comparison to thetWaropean countries.

Economic diversification is a fundamental problehmodern economy and
a prerequisite to search for ways that lead toettanomic growth and, conse-
guently, to regional developmémind growth of welfare. As a result, in the early
90s, on the base of the neoclassical model, sesteidies were conducted on re-
gional income convergence in Europe [eg. Barroa-BMartin, 1991, pp. 107—-
182; Magrini, 1999, pp. 257-281]. There are sevgaks that income conver-
gence at the regional level is not a universal phmon, as exemplified by still
large differences in the level of economic develeptramong the EU Member
States. The explanation of these processes wasrsegby two new theoretical
concepts: a new theory of growth and new econoeigaphy. On the basis of
a broad discussion, there arises a question: whtthee is observed a process
of economic development with a tendency of conwecgeor polarization —
divergence of regional income in Europe and worthhwyi

METHODOLOGY OF RESEARCH PROCESS

The aim of this article is to show the impact o ihtegration process on
improvement of competitiveness of Poland. The cditipe position was as-
sessed by changes in the economic growth of therreg relation to other EU
Member States. Using the achievements of the emdbaigegrowth theory, the
author decided to examine changes in the levecoh@mic growth in Poland
and in other “new” Member States.

In particular, the Visegrad Group countries werduded, which have run
the closest cooperation with Poland. It was assutii@dthe member countries
were a research subject, treated as large regidie single European market.
This was due to availability of the statistical ala&nd uniform conditions of
production and distribution in different countfiesonditioning competitiveness
of the region. It was hypothesized that:

1. The process of economic convergence of “new” Men3iates with the EU-
15 is observed in Europe. European integration hagriboited to improve-
ment of the economic situation in these countries.

! Development is a broader concept than economiwtgrolt concerns quantitative and
qualitative changes as well as various aspectauofanm life, often immeasurable. According to
J. Misala economic development it is economic ghofuhderstood as a country’s national income
growth), including the various qualitative implimats, which include for example changes in
quality of the offered products, changes in thecation and social preferences.

2 Despite the single European market, there afedifférences in the conditions of a produc-
tion process.

3 ,0ld” Member States — before 2004. The concepinefv” Member States refers to the
countries that joined the EU in 2004 and later.
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2. The competitive position of Poland improved in gegiod 2000-2010.

The article is comprised of two research stagest Bf all, an analysis of
the economic growth in the EU Member States waslected. A difference of
growth between countries was tested and changeslavel of convergence
were assessed. Verification of the first hypothegis based on a comparison of
the development level of individual countries te t#iverage growth in the Euro-
pean Union. The second research stage was toheestetond hypothesis, not
only by changes in the economic growth, but alsdhenbasis of other macro-
economic indicators. The study used a method ofitheroeconomic stabiliza-
tion pentagoh which is based on an analysis of the following rjii@s: the
pace of GDP growth, which is a synthetic measur¢heflevel of economic
developmert the registered unemployment rate, the inflatite as a measure
of internal balance, the debt ratio measured asrdtie of the public sector
budget balance to GDP as well as the foreign dsfu of the measured current
account balance. Placing five vertices of the moriaand appropriate scaling
allows calculating the area of triangles and eualgathe process of economic
stabilization or destabilization compared to théropl solution when the field
of the pentagon is equal to 1 [see: Misala, 20p1168-141].

In the article (because of the volume requiremeiittsyas decided to ana-
lyze changes in each of the indicators. The ardaasfgles was not calculated.
There was only pointed the role of internal factoepresented by economic
growth, unemployment, inflation or public sectorbtes well as the role of
external factors represented by foreign debt amsh@mic growth. In the re-
search there was used the European Union stakidatabase and the analysis
was made for the years 2000-2010.

ECONOMIC GROWTH OF THE'NEW’ MEMBER STATES
OF THE EUROPEAN UNION

In the period 2000-2010, Lithuania, Estonia and/&t@ were the fastest
growing new EU countries. The average growth ratettiese countries ranged
between 4.% and 5.36 (table 1). In assessment of the impact of the a0
integration, the economic growth in the new EU MemBtates was divided
into two time periods: the pre-accession perio@@063 and post-accession pe-

4 The method developed by the Foreign Trade Resdastitute in 1990, based on the magi-
cal quadrilateral.

5 To the essential values of GDP as a synthetic uneascludes inter alia: representativeness
in terms of expressing the state of economic dgweémt by bringing the results of the actions of
growth factors, characterizing the standard ofntiviwhether the expression level o social per-
formance.
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riod since 2004. However, in many cases, conclgsiware deformed by the
global crisis, which can be seen in data of 2009 2010. According to that, in
aim to show the effect of integration, the averagfethe years 2004-2008 were
compared. Actually, faster growth in the post-asies period than in the pre-
accession period was recorded in majority of castiExceptions were countries
that grew rapidly in the early studied period: B&icand Lithuania, as well as Hun-
gary, which since 2007 ceased to develop intensiVéle highest rate of economic
growth in the pre-accession period was recorddéddrcases of Lithuania, Estonia,
and Latvia. The average growth rate in 2000-2008uated respectively t0%,
8.7, and 7.%. However, in the years of 2004—2008 rapid grow#s wnain-
tained by Latvia and Lithuania, and Slovakia whahed this group of countries.

The global crisis changed all indicators of theregoic growth. All coun-
tries, except of Poland, recorded decrease in thessGDomestic Product.
Therefore, when the evaluation took years of 200402 the largest average
increase occurred in Slovakia (%), Poland (4.%), and Bulgaria (3.%). The
EU-15 countries were characterised by significalttlyer pace of the economic
growtt’. In the studied period, it amounted average t&1I5 the years 2000—
2003 and 2004-2008, the growth rate did not chamgethere was an average
increase of 2.1 percentage points. Germany, tigesaPoland trade partner and
the strong European economy, in the analyzed pevasigrowing in the slow-
est pace. The rate was even lower than the avefdabe old EU-15.

Table 1. Average changes of Gross Domestic Proddiot the “new” EU Member States
and Germany in 2000-2010 [ir?%]

Member States 2000-2003 2004-2008 2004-2010 2000-20
EU-27 2.2 23 1.3 1.6
EU-15 2.1 21 1.1 15
Bulgaria 5.0 6.4 3.9 4.3
Czech Republic 3.3 5.5 3.6 3.5
Estonia 8.7 5.8 2.4 4.7
Cyprus 3.3 4.2 2.9 3.0
Latvia 7.1 7.3 2.6 4.2
Lithuania 9.0 7.1 3.2 5.3
Hungary 4.1 2.7 1.2 2.2
Malta 0.4 2.9 2.0 14
Poland 2.7 5.4 4.6 3.9
Romania 4.6 6.8 3.7 4.0
Slovenia 3.5 4.9 2.6 2.9
Slovakia 3.6 7.3 5.1 4.5
Germany 1.1 2.0 1.2 1.2

Source: Author’s calculation based on the Euraiiéd.

% 1t should be noticed, that in the case of develapmintries, sometimes the smaller percent-
age gain in real GDP over the year, may be greatee in absolute terms, than in countries with
low GDP and greater rate of growth of GDP.
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Apart from an average rate of growth, in aim toleate convergence in
economic development there were assessed diffeyelme®veen the average
GDP per capita calculated in purchasing power p&APP) in the EU and indi-
vidual Member States.

Taking the GDP in the EU as 190 differences in economic growth in the
two analyzed periods were examined. In this cdse second period is 2004—
2010, because despite the crisis, these differetiogisished. The growth rate
of the Member States was expressed as a percaitagerage EU development.
On this basis the deviation of the mean and chandhe deviation were calculated.
The detailed data were presented in Table 2. Afthdhe old member countries
generated a surplus, it should be noted that iindecsteadily and was lower in the
years 2004-2010 by 4 percentage points. All cas)tivhich accessed after 2003,
had a loss to the EU average. In 2000, Romaniathekast-developed coun-
try — GDP was 2% of the average GDP in the EU, and in 2010 Bulgasth
only 44% proportion. In the first period (pre-accessiohg smallest gap in the
economic development were observed in Cyprus (-ft3,Slovenia (-19 p.p.),
and Malta (-19 p.p.), while in the accession perad Cyprus (-6 p.p.), Slo-
venia (-12 p.p.), and Czech Republic (-20 p.p.)e Gheatest convergence proc-
ess, however, was observed in the cases of Es®lolgkia, and Romania.

The reduction of differences in the level of ecommevelopment was
caused by the fast pace of development of “new” klem$tates and the weak
pace of development of the fifteen “old” EU couesi For example, Germany,
which in 2000 had about ¥8of GDP higher than the average for the EU, ex-
perienced the same situation in 2010. The not asing difference of Germany
and fall in the other fifteen countries made easied faster catching up with
them by the countries of the Central and Eastemoi®y and thus there was
observed the process of convergence.

Table 2. Differences among GDP per capita in EU-2average for the EU=100%)
and in “new” Member States (GDP as percentage of gwth in the EU) in 20002010
[in percentage points]

2000—-| 2004-
2000/ 2001|2002/ 2003| 2004| 2005| 2006| 2007|2008/ 20092010, 2003 | 2010
averageaverage

Member
States

1 |23 4 5| 6| 7| 8 9o 10 11 12 13 14
EU-15 | 15| 15| 14 14 13 13 12 11 11 10 10 15 11
Bulgaria| -72 | -70| 68| -66 65 63 -62 60 -56 56 6-5 69 | -60
Czech | 59 | 27| 27| 23 22 -21 -20 -17 -19 -18 20 27 20
Republic
Estonia | 55 -54| 50| -45 -43 38 -34 -30 31 -36 -36-51 | -35
Cyprus | 12| -10| 12| 12 11 9 9 B8 -1 o 1 12 I
Latvia | 64 | 62| -59| 57| 54 -52 -49 -44 -44 49 -49-61 | -49
Lithuania| 60 | 58 | -56 | 51| -49] -47 -44 -41 -39 -45 43 56  -44
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1] 12 13 14
Hungary| -46 | -42 | -39 | -37| -37] -37 -37 -38 -36 -35 -35 -4 -36
Malta -15| -21| -19| -20] -22 -22 -24 -24 -21 -18 -17 19-| -21
Poland | -52| -53| -52| -51 -49 -49 -48 -46 -44 -39 -37-52 -45
Romanig -74 | -72 | -71| -69| -66] -65 -62 -58 -583 -53 -54 -72 -39
Slovenia| -20 | -20 | -18| -16| -13 -13 -12 -12 -9 -18 -15 -19 -12
Slovakia| -50 | -48 | -46 | -45| -43] -40 -37 -32 -2f -27 -26 47 -33
Germany 18 | 16| 14| 16, 15 16 15 16 16 16 18 16 16

Source: Author’s calculation based on the Euradiéd.

Figure 1 presents the situation in the Visegradntiees, addressing the
changes to the EU-15. Fifteen old Member Statescexdl the difference in the
level of economic development. Initially, in 20@Bey exceeded the average level
of GDP for the EU by 15 percentage points, whil@@i0 only about 10 percent-
age points. Reduction of disparities in the levieb@onomic development in the
all new Member States can be clearly seen. HowSkevakia was the most suc-
cessful, as in 2000-2010 it decreased differeneeg fast (by 24 percentage
points). It is worth noting that the rapid pacegodwth to 2008 expired in 2009—
2010 - since the accession of Slovakia to the BumzPoland was the second, as it
improved the situation, reducing the gap to thealzelage by 15 points. Next, there
were Hungary with 11 points and the Czech Repubtit 9 percentage points.
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Figure 1. Changes in GDP of the Visegrad countriesnd the EU-15 in relation to
average GDP in the EU-27 in 2000-2010 [percentageipts]

Source: Author’s calculation based on the Euradditd.

Hungary and the Czech Republic quickly reduced dhe in the pre-
accession period, by respectively 9 and 6 percentagnts. In the post-
accession period, reduction of development digparitas much slower, in both
countries by 2 percentage points. To the contramry2000-2003 Poland and
Slovakia got closer to the level of the EU develepimby 1 and 5 percentage
points, and in the years 2004—-2010, by 12 and figepé&age points.
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Status and changes in basic macroeconomic dateedfisegrad countries
was shown in Figure 2. In the last eleven yearsiadycs of the economic
growth in Poland, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Buegary, fluctuated from
2.2% to 4.8%. Stronger economic growth in post-accession pesias recorded
in Poland, Slovakia, and the Czech Republic. Hungacorded medium de-
crease of GDP growth in the years 2004-2010 in eoispn to 2000—-2003.

In Poland, comparing the two periods, there waferehce of 1.9 percentage
points in favour of the second period. At the séime, these changes reflected good
internal situation. There was decrease in the gearaemployment rate from 185
to 12.846 and decrease in the rate of pace of inflation fdo®% to 2.9%5. On the
other hand, the budget deficit increased, whidhénfirst period amounted on aver-
age to 3.6 of GDP, while in the second period % 0f GDP. Relations with for-
eign countries hardly changed. The current acagefitit in 2000-2003 amounted
on average to 4°9 of GDP, while in the years 2004—-2010%4.8f GDP.
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Note: GDP growth rate, unemployment rate and iivftetate are presented %, whereas budget
balance and current account balance are presentedetationship to GDP.

Figure 2. Economic situation in Poland, Slovakia, @ech Republic, and Hungary
in the system of the Magic Pentagon

Source: Author’s calculation based on the Euradiéd.
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Similar tendencies can be observed in Slovakiachvimcreased its GDP
growth rate by 1.5 percentage points. The averageth rate was on the level
of 3.8% in the first period and 5% in the second one. However, Slovakia im-
proved the rest of measures in the stabilizatiartggon. Comparisons of aver-
age values of two analyzed periods look as the pl®ment rate decreased
from 18.8% to 13.6%, the inflation rate from 7% to 3.2%, the debt ratio from
7.5% to 4.0%, and the foreign debt ratio from 6e40 6%.

The economic situation in the Czech Republic is riiwst stable one al-
though the GDP growth rate was not significant diféerence by 0.3 percent-
age points compared to the period 2000-2003). Toheanic growth was on
average on the level of 3&bin the analysed period and was similar in theoplsri
2000-2003 and 2004-2010. The average unemployatenivas lower in the post-
accession period; it decreased fron?810 6.8%; similar changes were noticed in
the budget balance and current account. Decreatbe @iverage budget debt from
5.8% in the period 200-2003 to 34lin the period 2004—-2010 and the foreign debt
ratio from 5.36 to 2.8% was accompanied by slight increase in the inflatate —
respectively from 2% to 2.8%. Summing up, the quite high unemployment
rate, which was the highest one comparing to thEmhoyment rate in other
countries of the Visegrad Group, can be a probletheoCzech Republic.

The worst situation took place in Hungary. Decremséhe GDP growth
rate was accompanied by increase in the unempldayrags from on average
6% in the period 2000-2003 to 8xin the period 2004-2010. At the same
time, there was observed decline of inflation ratié decreased from 2@ in
the period 2000-2003 to 343in the period 2004-2010. However, the budget
situation remained the same — the debt was aetled 6f 5.96 of GDP in both
the first and the second analysed period and washifjhest one in the re-
searched group of countries. There was improveroérthe current account
comparing these two periods. The average foreidn ddion decreased from
7.5% in the period 2000-2003 to 25in the period 2004-2010. It can be also
concluded that there was observed the lack ofnatdyalance and improvement
of external situation in the analyzed period.

CONCLUSIONS

The conducted analysis proved both hypothesesn&heEuropean Union
Member States decreased differences in the levetaiomic development. The
economic integration played a significant role mstprocess. However, the
countries were characterized by the stable econgnuiwth since 90ties [see:
Radto, 2010, p. 467; Weresa, 2010, p.127] andritegyiation process has con-
tributed to these transformations. In majority ofiotries, there was observed
the higher rate of economic development in theqoe2004—2010. Three new
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Member States out of all twelve were exceptionsy theveloped quickly at the
beginning of the researched period: Estonia, Liiaand Hungary, and
stopped so rapid development in 2007. The lowd&rdnces in economic de-
velopment in the post-accession period were notine@yprus, Slovenia, and
the Czech Republic. The most significant converggmocesses were observed in
the case of Estonia, Slovakia, and Romania. Deelieadifferences in the level of
economic development is caused by the quick dexeaprate of “new” Member
States and the weak development rate of 15 “oldhbtr States.

The second hypothesis about improvement of thesP@ompetitive posi-
tion was also proved. This position significanttyproved after 2004 not only in
the case of Poland but also many other countriéiseo€entral and East Europe.
Slovakia achieved the greater success in the \ase@roup — it was decreasing
differences in the level of economic growth vergtfan the period 2000-2010
comparing to the “old” Member States. The next efawere occupied by Po-
land, the Czech Republic, and Hungary.
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Summary

The regional integration of the Central Europead Bastern countries performed the large
part in the formation of economic growth which adly began together with the transformation.
However, the greater growth rate of economic caodserved within a period of membership, and
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these countries significantly reduced their distat@ partners from the Western Europe. The
competitive position has significantly improvedeafthe year 2004, not only in the case of Poland,
but also other East and Central Europe countries.

Summing up, the conducted analysis allowed forrmgahe following conclusions:
Poland and Slovakia quickly overcame differencethinlevel of development; however, they
have still had the high unemployment rate. In Paaan increasing deficit of the current ac-
count can be perceived as a large threat.
The Czech Republic is the most stabilized econoritly & low risk of economic activities. It
results from the historic phenomena — the counay the relatively good start with the rela-
tively high level of the development among soctaimtes and did not have to catch up so sig-
nificantly as the three other countries of the grsel Group.
Hungary, despite of indicators pointing the higlestel of economic development than Poland
and smaller imbalances of development among “oldhier States, is characterized by a lower
rate of changes proving a lower competitive posgiof this country. The negatively evaluated
internal situation worsened conditions of Hungadawelopment and Hungary from the second
position in 2000 were found on the last positio2@10.

Integracja europejska i jej wptyw na rozwéj regiondny i konkurencyjno ¢ Polski
Streszczenie

Integracja regionalna krajéw Eurofyodkowej i Wschodniej odegrata zurole w ksztatto-

waniu wzrostu gospodarczego, ktéry $disvie rozpocat sie¢ wraz z transformagj Jednake
wicksze tempo wzrostu gospodarczego obserwowane jeskresie cztonkowskim, a kraje te
znacaco zmniejszyly dystans do partneréw z Europy ZaohgdPozycja konkurencyjna ulegta
zZnacznej poprawie po 2004 roku, nie tylko w przypaéolski, ale take innych krajow Europy
Srodkowej i Wschodniej.

Reasumujc przeprowadzona analiza pozwala sformulbnastpujace prawidtowdci:

« Polska i Stowacja to kraje, ktére szybko pokonywalynice w poziomie rozwoju, jednak

nadal posiadajwysoky stop: bezrobocia. W Polsce dym zagraeniem mae by powigksza-
jacy sk deficyt na rachunku obrotéw ligych.

Czechy to najbardziej ustabilizowana gospodarkaijegdrystpuje niskie ryzyko prowadzenia
dziatalndgci gospodarczej. Wynika to z zas&o historycznej, gdy kraj ten miat stosunkowo
dobry start, posiadat stosunkowo wysoki poziom @mwwréd paistw socjalistycznych i nie mu-
siat nadrabiatak duych zalegtéci, jakie posiadaty trzy pozostate kraje Grupy Wysadzkie;.
Wegry natomiast, chb wskaniki wskazuj na wyszy poziom rozwoju gospodarczegaz ni
Polska i mniejsze dysproporcje rozwoju peday ,starymi” krajami cztonkowskimi, to tempo
zmian utwierdza w przekonaniu ozskej konkurencyjnéei tego kraju. Negatywnie oceniana
sytuacja wewetrzna pogorszyta warunki rozwoju i 8ty z drugiej pozycji w 2000 roku znala-
zly sie na ostatniej pozycji w 2010 roku.



