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Abstract

Given the developments in economic theory so far, the European Union (EU)
accession process is believed to bring significant benefits to newcomers, especially in
terms of fostering their economic growth, which is induced by abolishing import tariffs
and other trade barriers, intensifying trade flows and ensuring a more efficient usage of
resources. Although empirical evidence on these correlations is mixed, many in the new
EU member states and in candidate countries hope that EU membership will pave the
way towards their economic prosperity, which would ensure a meaningful reduction in
the income gap between new and old EU members. Accordingly, trade liberalisation,
which implies lower transaction costs, increased specialisation, scale economy, and
competitive pressures, has become a priority, especially for the accessing economies
which are traditionally less open in comparison to the economies which first joined the
EU. This study aims to assess the impact of trade openness, measured through the
dynamics of exports and imports, on the economic growth of the last three member
countries to join the EU (Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia) by employing panel data for
the period before and after their accession (1997-2017). The results of the study confirm
the expansion of the sample countries’ trade flows after the accession, as well as a
positive correlation between the dynamics of trade flows and gross domestic product
(GDP) growth. Still, it can be concluded that the exploitation of the positive effects of
trade openness is conditioned by the level of the countries’ pre-accession economic
progress and other determining variables.
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OTBOPEHOCT TPTOBHUHE Y ®YHKIIUJN
MNOCHEIINBAIbA EKOHOMCKUX U3I'VIEJA: AHAJIU3A
HOBUX 3EMAJbA YWIAHUIA EBPOIICKE YHUJE

Arncrpakr

IIpucryname Esponckoj yauju (EY) moapazymeBa MHOroOpojHEe HOTOAHOCTH 3a
HOBE 3eMJbE WIAHHUIIE KOje ce, u3Mmel)y ocraior, oriaenajy y NoACTHIAlky eKOHOMCKOT
pacTa NPBEHCTBEHO yKHAAWmEM LIapHHA M APYTHX TPrOBHHCKUX Oapujepa, ajiid ¥ WH-
TEH3UBHPAakEM TPrOBUHCKHX TOKOBA U e(UKACHHjOM ymoTpedoMm pecypca. Mako em-
MHUPHjCKa UCTPAKHBAha OBUX KOpeJalyja HUCY jeJUHCTBEHA y CBOJUM 3aKJby4lNMa,
HOBe 3eMJbe WwiaHuie EY u 3emibe kaHanmaT cmarpajy na he wiancrtso y EY orBo-
PHUTH IIyT Ka €KOHOMCKOM IPOCIICPUTETY ¥ THME YMHOI'OME CMAamUTH PA3JINKy Yy HU-
BOY pa3BHjeHOCTH M3Mel)y HOBHX M CTapHX 3eMalba wiaHuia EY. YV ckmany ca tum,
TPrOBHUHCKA JMOEpaIn3anyja, Ko0ja IMIUTUINPA CMAkEeHhe TPAHCAKIIMOHUX TPOLIKOBA,
noBehaHy crienujanu3anyjy, eKOHOMHjy OOMMa W MO3UTHBHE e(eKTe KOHKYPEHIIH]je
Ha TPXKHILTY, IOCTaje jeJaH Of MPUOPHUTETa 3eMajba Koje mpuctynajy EY, mpe csera
300T BUXOBHX TPAAUIMOHATIHO 3aTBOPEHUjUX MpUBpena y mopehemy ca mpuBpenama
CTapujux wiaHuna. MepemeM AMHAMHKE U3BOBAa U YBO3a, LIWJb UCTpaXKHBama je ca-
riieaBame eekaTa OTBOPEHOCTH MIPUBpPeEJe Ha €KOHOMCKH PacT 3eMajba WIaHHIA KO-
je cy nocnenme npucrynmwie EY (Pymynuja, Byrapcka u XpBarcka). BpemeHncku ok-
BUp UCTpakuBama o0yxBaTa nepuon usmehy 1997. u 2017. rogune, 0MHOCHO MEPHOL
npe | mociie npuctynama EBporckoj ynuju. Ha npumepy aHanm3upaHux 3eMama, pe-
3yJTaTH UCTPAKHBama NOTBPYyjy €KCIIaH3Mjy TPrOBHHCKUX TOKOBA HAKOH HMPHCTYIIa-
wa EVY, ka0 ¥ NO3UTHBHY KOpENalMoHy Be3y u3Mel)y TPrOBHHCKHX TOKOBa M pacra
Opyto nomaher mpousBona. Umnak, Tpeba MMaTH y BHOY Ja Cy MO3UTUBHH €(PEKTH
OTBOPEHOCTH MPHBPE/IC YCIOBBEHH H3BECHUM HHBOOM EKOHOMCKOT IIporpeca Impe ca-
Mor npuctynama EY, kao v ipyrum nerepMuHaHTaMa.

KibyuHe peun: MeljyHapojiHa TProBuHa, EKOHOMCKH PaCT, TPrOBHHCKA
nubepann3anyja, 3eMJbe Y TPaH3ULHjU

INTRODUCTION

Recent developments in economic theory argue that international
trade plays an important role in the economy of each individual country,
and that diminishing trade barriers and increasing openness to trade can
significantly support the boost in the economic growth of a country.

From a theoretical perspective, there are good reasons to believe
that greater opportunities for international trade give rise to higher pro-
duction and productivity, since producers and consumers gain better ac-
cess to specialised products with lower barriers to international trade.
Lower barriers may also foster international competition, forcing busi-
nesses to lower their mark-ups and to better exploit returns to scale.
Moreover, endogenous growth theories usually emphasise the dynamic
gains of increased openness that arise due to the fact that businesses are
able to tap into foreign knowledge and ideas, and to speed up their pace
of innovation through international exchange and contacts. In addition,
these theories implicitly take into account the dynamic gains of trade,
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such as larger foreign direct investment (FDI) flows and better integrated
product and capital markets. International trade in goods and services and
large inflows of FDI may facilitate the transfer of ideas, modern technol-
ogies, and business practices, contributing in that way to higher produc-
tivity, investment and growth (Afonso, 2001).

Since some of the main characteristics of European integration are
a sharp decline in trade barriers and, ultimately, the elimination of tariffs
among the EU and EFTA nations, it can be concluded that EU integration
is expected to have a positive impact on the economic growth of its mem-
ber states. The EU accession process is believed to bring significant bene-
fits in terms of trade integration, due to the abolition of import tariffs and
a more efficient use of resources. Therefore, expanding trade through im-
provements in competition policy and specialisation has become a priori-
ty, especially for accessing economies which are traditionally less open in
comparison to EU economies.

Even though numerous studies have clearly, and unsurprisingly,
shown that European integration caused a large expansion of its member
countries’ trades, especially with each other, some still believe that the ef-
fects of enlargement tend to be limited for the current members of the EU,
and that not all such trade is welfare-improving (Viner, 1950). Due to the
fact that, according to Eurostat statistics, nearly 70% of the new member
states’ exports go to the EU, but only 4% of the EU’s exports currently go
to the new member states, the consensus of economists is that gains are
likely to be proportionately much larger for new EU members.

Many in the new EU member states and candidate countries hope
that EU membership will pave the way towards their economic prosperi-
ty, due to the fact that, according to their perspective, previous entrants
fared pretty well after their accession. The results of empirical research
focusing on the accessing countries mostly support this optimism. EU
membership is estimated to increase trade by roughly 56%. In addition, a
one percent increase in openness (i.e. the ratio of trade to GDP) is ex-
pected to expand output by about 0.7% in the long run. Combining these
two effects, new EU members can, on average, experience an increase in
their real income equalling roughly 39% in the long term (Lejour et
al.,2006). These results show that EU integration could significantly help
in reducing the income gap between new and old member states.

Nevertheless, not everyone has benefited from the new trade op-
portunities to the same extent. The effects of trade liberalisation on the
individual accessing countries vary widely. To a large extent, this varia-
tion depends on the quality of a country’s institutions, and the combina-
tion of its openness and the intensity of its trade with the EU. Therefore,
the members of the EU, and especially new entrants, are faced with a
challenge. They must be capable of starting an endogenous growth pro-
cess by investing into physical and human capital, and maintaining a high
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growth rate even if there are strong pressures of new competition and ad-
justment. To achieve that, new entrants need more investments, which would
lead to further improvements in productivity, skills, and technology transfer,
stable legal and economic frameworks provided by their EU membership,
and assistance from EU funds (World Economic Forum, 2017).

In this context, this study provides a comparative analysis of the
impact of different indicators of market openness on the economic states
of the latest EU members (Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia) and their poli-
cy creation. The research sample analysed in this empirical study consists
of the panel data for the selected transition economies, covering the peri-
od between 1997 and 2017. In addition, the study reveals the main chal-
lenges and prospects of the market convergence process, suggesting that
the positive effects of market openness are conditioned by the level of a
country’s initial GDP per capita and other explanatory variables, such as
the industrial and technological development of a country. The findings
of this paper have allowed us to obtain a better understanding of the rela-
tion between economic growth and international trade as regards the new
EU members. Furthermore, the findings of this paper represent a worth-
while lesson for the current EU candidate countries, which should find a
solution for the optimal utilisation of the benefits of the market liberalisa-
tion process, so as to achieve sustainable economic growth.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Although existing literature provides significant theoretical support
to the positive association between international trade and economic
growth, their relationship is still an open and a debated issue among
scholars. Empirical studies on the benefits of trade openness, measured
using various trade policy indices, provide mixed evidence based on dif-
ferent samples of countries.

A range of empirical studies that investigated this relationship in
the context of EU integrations documented a positive correlation between
these two variables, showing that economies open to trade have higher
GDP and grow much faster (Romer, 1990; Edwards, 1997, Barro, 2003,
Bugar¢i¢ & Veselinovi¢, 2020). For instance, Baldwin and Seghezza
(1996) argue that countries which were members of the European Com-
munity (EC) between 1971 and 1990 experienced faster total factor
productivity (TFP) growth than other European countries, such as those
that were part of EFTA. TFP growth is assumed to arise from two
sources: domestic (innovation) and international (the ability to adopt and
use foreign innovations). The former is a function of the level of human
capital, while the latter is assumed to be a function of a catching-up peri-
od whose length is connected to the country’s economic state - the poorer
the country is, the longer the catching-up period is. More open and less
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developed countries rely on the international channel for TFP growth
more than other countries. Furthermore, some authors suggest that the
founding members of the EC experienced the highest growth rates. They
also argue that European integration affects growth through physical capi-
tal formation (integration-induced, investment-led growth) and knowledge
creation (integration induced, technology-led growth).

In a study of the EEC-6 countries, Italianer (1994) utilised integration-
depicting variables based on the trade flows in the period between 1961 and
1992. The author identified the important growth effects of both regional
economic integration and general levels of openness. Within a similar con-
text, Haveman (2001) found that both being a free trade area or customs un-
ion member and being open in general are growth-enhancing. Accordingly,
Wacziarg and Welch (2003) showed that GDP growth rates in countries
which liberalised their trade regimes after 1950 rose by an average of 1.5
percentage points compared with the pre-liberalisation period. The invest-
ment-to-GDP ratio also increased by 1.5 to 2%, and the trade-to-GDP ratio
increased by an average of 5%. An influential article by Jeffrey Sachs and
Andrew Warner (1995) went so far as to argue that countries which are open
to trade experience an unconditional convergence with the income levels of
rich countries. Similarly, Ben-David and Kimhi (2000) show that increasing
trade openness in new EU members means increasing the rate of growth
convergence. In addition, the authors provide evidence that increased exports,
especially exports from poorer to wealthier countries, are related to an in-
crease in the rate of income convergence between them. They also argue that
there was very little change in trade-to-GDP ratios prior to trade policy liber-
alisation in Europe, whereas a significant increase in trade occurred after the
liberalisation, with a tendency to remain at the new, higher level. Dohrn, Mil-
ton and Radmacher-Nottelmann (2001) discuss several implications of FDI
inflows in EU member economies. The authors argue that FDI brings new
technology transfers, skills and governance improvement, which were partic-
ularly important for the new member candidates who experienced a surge in
FDI inflows in the 1990s, as their accession to the EU became more proba-
ble. About one half of those inflows came from contemporary EU members,
and one half of that level represented FDI inflows from Germany. A positive
correlation between economic growth and FDI per capita was detected.
However, the causation direction is still difficult to confirm. Baldwin and
Seghezza (1996) based their analysis on a growth model which emphasises
the link between trade barriers and the demand for capital. The results
showed that domestic trade barriers, as well as foreign barriers, tend to de-
crease investment, and consequently have a negative impact on growth.

Imports are one aspect of the impact of international trade on eco-
nomic growth that was less often considered. In that vein, Lee (1995),
Humpage (2000) and Afonso (2001) stressed that imports, especially im-
ports of capital goods, help the transfer of technology from more devel-
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oped countries to less developed countries, and encourage the pursuit of
new products and production processes, which foster productivity and
competitiveness, and shorten the period needed for less developed econ-
omies to catch-up to the leaders. Imports also directly and indirectly pro-
mote employment and domestic competitiveness, which can lead to the
reduction of essential production inputs (Shirazi & Manap, 2005).

Finally, some recent literature also confirms that open economies
indeed experience faster growth (Andersen & Babula, 2008, Mihut &
Lutas, 2014, Bakari & Mabrouki, 2017, Skare & Rabar, 2017). This is not
surprising, since leading international policy makers from the World
Bank, IMF, WTO, and OECD have ensured that integration into the
world economy is the surest way to prosperity. For instance, on a sample
of 45 industrialised and emerging countries, Bussiere and Fratzscher
(2007) point out that trade integration could produce faster growth, but
only in the medium and long term. Nugent (2004), however, believes that
the enlargement of EU offers very limited economic gains for the original
EU-15, while, at the same time, offering proportionately more economic
opportunities for new EU members. This is explained by the fact that new
EU members potentially have much more to obtain from their member-
ship, since they start from a lower economic base and are geographically
smaller than the majority of the EU-15 countries. Nugent (2004) supports
this opinion by claiming that the main economic reason for seeking mem-
bership in the EU/EC has been the success of the EU/EC in terms of pro-
moting trade, economic growth, and prosperity, which are highly desira-
ble to emerging European economies. Fetahi-Vehapi et al. (2015) aimed
to investigate the impact of trade openness on economic growth in 10
South East European (SEE) countries in the period between 1996 and
2012. The study examined the relationships among: human capital, gross
fixed capital formation, foreign direct investment, and labour force. Their
findings indicate that positive effects on economic growth are conditioned
by the initial income per capita. It was also discovered that trade openness
is more beneficial to countries with a higher level of initial income per
capita. Trade openness was also found to favour the countries with a
higher level of FDI and gross fixed capital formation.

The results of other studies, however, speak against the existence
of significant growth effects related to EU membership. For instance, on
a sample of data pertaining to 17 OECD countries in the period between
1950 and 1990, the study conducted by Landau (1995) found that there
was no statistically significant difference between the growth of EC
members and the growth non-member countries. This would suggest that
there is no long-term growth effect associated with the membership in the
EC. Accordingly, Stanisic et al. (2017) who conducted a panel regression
for the new EU members utilizing the Index of trade freedom of the Her-
itage Foundation as a proxy for the trade openness revealed that the in-
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crease in the index was associated with the lower real GDP growth rates.
Similarly, utilising the panel data for 23 OECD countries, Vanhoudt
(1999) found no positive or negative growth effects in EC members in
comparison with non-member OECD states. Using an OLS estimation of
a pooled data set, Brada and Mendez (1988) found that membership in the
EC positively affects the investment rates of its member states, but pro-
vided no proof of integration-growth linkage. Through time-series analy-
sis and static and dynamic data models for EU member states, Badinger
(2001) found no permanent increase in growth rates related to economic
integration within the EU. Badinger, however, identified important level
effects — without economic integration, the real GDP per capita for the
EU member states would be, on average, 20% lower. On a sample of
panel data for 20 countries in the period between 1960 and 1999,
Brodzicki (2003) found no statistically significant effect related to EU
membership. In contrast, the length of membership in the EU and the
scale of the EU economy were found to have a positive impact on the
growth performance of its member states. Similarly, in the specification
of a panel data model with fixed effects, Crespo-Cuaresma (2002) found
that the length of membership positively affects the growth rates of the
member states. These authors further claim that economic integration
within the EU led to asymmetric, convergence-stimulating effects.

The general conclusion that could be drawn from this overview of
empirical literature is that the obtained results are very mixed, and sensi-
tive to the use of different econometric approaches, the choice of data
samples and explanatory variables.

METHODOLOGY AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The aim of this research is to analyse the level of international
trade; more specifically, this paper aims to analyse the exports and im-
ports of the last three countries to join the EU — Romania, Bulgaria and
Croatia, and to examine the interdependence between their trade openness
and economic growth. The analysed period covers panel data given for a
period of 21 years, or the period before and after the EU accession of
these countries (Romania and Bulgaria joined the EU in 2007, while Cro-
atia joined in 2013). The information base of this research is the World
Bank data for the analysed EU countries and the defined period. The
methods used in the analysis are descriptive statistics, correlation and
comparative analysis, and benchmarking.

The purpose of the analysis is to examine the impact of EU mem-
bership on foreign trade by comparing the countries’ exports and imports
before and after their EU accession. Furthermore, the analysis highlights
the importance that foreign trade openness has for a country’s economic
growth, measured by the interdependence between exports and imports,
and GDP growth (annual %).
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In order to achieve this objective, this paper is based on the follow-
ing research questions:

(1) has EU accession changed the flow of international trade in
Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia;

(2) do the analysed EU countries deviate from the EU average in
terms of international trade; and

(3) to which extent does the international trade of the analysed new
EU members contribute to economic growth, measured by the
interdependence between exports and imports on the one side,
and GDP growth on the other sid.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Based on the previously defined research questions, the results of
this research are grouped into three categories:

(1) Analysis of the international trade of Romania, Bulgaria and
Croatia in the period preceding and following EU accession;

(2) Benchmarking analysis of exports and imports between the
analysed new EU member countries and the EU average; and

(3) Correlation analysis of international trade and GDP growth for
Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, and the EU.

Analysis of the International Trade of Romania, Bulgaria and Croatia
in the Period Preceding and Following EU Accession

The EU is the world’s biggest trader, accounting for more than
15% of the world’s exports and imports. Free trade among its members is
one of the EU’s founding principles, which, at the same time, contributes
to the liberalisation of world trade.

Given the plethora of benefits that the free movement of people,
goods, services and money provides in the EU as the world’s largest sin-
gle market, there is a need to examine the potential changes in countries’
international trade before and after EU accession. Therefore, Table 1 pro-
vides the data on exports and imports of goods and service as a percent-
age of GDP for the last three countries to join the EU — Romania, Bulgar-
ia and Croatia, as well as for the European Union as a whole.
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Table 1. Exports and imports of goods and services (% of GDP) for
Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia and the European Union, in the period
between 1997 and 2017

Country Indicator 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Bulgaria Export 50.1143.0943.1736.47 35.15 33.91 34.68 41.27 42.86 47.32 52.38
Croatia 31.3229.4930.46 36.51 38.66 37.67 38.89 39.45 39.30 39.66 39.00
Romania 27.9922.8627.7132.72 32.96 35.22 34.54 35.64 32.91 32.06 28.42
EU 30.7530.9531.13 34.44 34.38 33.62 32.93 34.33 35.67 37.78 38.39
Bulgaria 37.2836.0647.7941.82 44.54 41.95 44.94 52.51 57.63 64.54 71.21
Croatia Import 44.23 36.28 36.51 39.55 42.18 45.55 46.33 45.47 45.43 46.40 46.27
Romanie 34.7530.6232.2238.00 40.54 40.82 41.97 44.58 43.02 43.99 42.36
EU 29.0529.7230.3934.19 33.61 32.19 31.81 33.08 34.77 37.13 37.57

Table 1. (Continued)
Country Indicator 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

Bulgaria 52.54 42.33 50.18 59.07 60.80 64.65 65.01 64.11 63.98 66.33
Croatia Export 38.48 34.52 37.63 40.32 41.52 42.80 45.31 48.23 49.01 51.26
Romania 26.25 26.55 32.56 37.05 37.46 39.75 41.19 41.01 41.33 41.44
EU 38.97 34.75 38.45 41.11 42.31 42.43 42.79 43.36 43.16 44.64
Bulgaria 72.30 50.61 53.03 58.69 63.97 65.06 65.96 63.96 59.67 64.80
Croatia Import 46.52 38.24 38.06 40.78 41.04 42.34 43.39 45.86 46.19 49.10
Romania 39.17 32.77 38.75 42.64 42.44 40.52 41.63 41.64 42.23 43.57
EU 38.60 33.66 37.51 40.03 40.27 39.78 39.95 39.85 39.71 41.19

Source: The World Bank
Note: the marked years represent the accession date of the selected EU countries

Figures 1 and 2 graphically illustrate the values of exports and
imports as a percentage of GDP from Table 1.
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Figure 1. Exports of goods and services (% of GDP) for Romania,
Bulgaria and Croatia in the period between 1997 and 2017
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Figure 2. Imports of goods and services (% of GDP) for Romania,
Bulgaria and Croatia in the period between 1997 and 2017

Based on Table 1 and Figure 1, in the analysed 21-year period, the
highest value of exports is recorded in Bulgaria, followed by Croatia and
Romania, except in the period between 2000 and 2004, when there was a
noticeable intersection. After slight fluctuations and a slow growth in the
period preceding EU accession, the value of exports in Romania and Bul-
garia was recovered, with a further continuous exponential rise, after EU
accession in 2007 and the global financial crisis in 2009, which affected
global trade. The same applies to Croatia, before and after its EU acces-
sion in 2013.

As for the import values given in Table 1 and Figure 2, Bulgaria
recorded the biggest share of import in GDP, followed by Croatia and
Romania. Putting aside the effects of the global financial crises, all three
analysed countries continued to increase their import values after their
EU accession.

Benchmarking Analysis of Exports and Imports
between the Analysed new EU Member Countries and the EU Average

In order to benchmark Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia among each
other, and in relation to the EU, in accordance with international trade,
Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the data for exports and imports as a percentage
of GDP.

Based on Figure 3, Bulgaria is the country with the biggest share
of exports as a percentage of GDP among the analysed new EU members,
but also compared to the EU average. On the other hand, exports in
Romania were lower in comparison to the EU, as well as compared to
Bulgaria and Croatia. In the analysed period, Croatia recorded almost the
same export values as the EU average, with only slight fluctuations.
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Figure 3. Benchmarking of Figure 4. Benchmarking of
exports of goods and services imports of goods and services
(% of GDP), Romania, Bulgaria, (% of GDP), Romania, Bulgaria,
Croatia and the EU in the period Croatia and the EU in the period
between 1997 and 2017 between 1997 and 2017

As for the imports of goods and services as a percentage of GDP,
all three new EU member countries have imports higher than the EU — in
Bulgaria, this deviation is significantly higher.

Correlation analysis of international trade and GDP growth
for Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia and the EU

Correlation analysis serves to determine the degree of interdepend-
ence between different indicators. The most commonly used measure of a
linear relationship between indicators is Pearson’s correlation coefficient.

The strength of a correlation is determined by the value of Pear-
son’s coefficient. Therefore, if Pearson’s correlation coefficient amounts
to a value between 0.10 and 0.29, the correlation is low; if Pearson’s cor-
relation coefficient amounts to a value between 0.30 and 0.49, the corre-
lation is medium; and if Pearson’s correlation coefficient is above 0.50,
the correlation is high (Soldic-Aleksic, 2015). However, before Pearson’s
correlation coefficient is applied, the existence of a relationship between
indicators should be determined based on the concept of statistical signif-
icance. Accordingly, this relationship can be positive when the direction
change of one variable follows the change of other variable(s) in the same
direction, or it can be negative in the case of variable changes in opposite
directions.

Table 2 illustrates the correlation analysis between international
trade and GDP growth for the analysed countries in the period between
1997 and 2017.
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Table 2. Correlation analysis between GDP growth and export & import
for the last three joined EU countries (Bulgaria, Romania and Croatia)
and the EU (1997-2017)

Pearson Coefficient of .

Correlation Correlation  determination Sig. (2-tailed)
Bulgaria: GDP growth-Exports 0.138 1.90% 0.000
GDP growth -Imports -0.328 10.76% 0.000
Croatia: GDP growth -Exports 0.087 0.76% 0.009
GDP growth -Imports -0.648 41.99% 0.268
Romania: GDP growth -Exports 0.351 12.32% 0.034
GDP growth -Imports -0.742 55.06% 0.080
EU: GDP growth -Exports 0.109 1.19% 0.000
GDP growth -Imports -0.106 1.12% 0.000

Note: *Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Source: Prepared by the authors (SPSS Statistics)

Based on the results of the correlation analysis provided in the pre-
vious table, there is a positive correlation between GDP growth and ex-
ports in Bulgaria, Romania, Croatia and the EU in the period between
1997 and 2017. Accordingly, the increase in the exports of the analysed
countries leads to the increase in GDP growth. The highest correlation is
recorded in Romania, indicating a medium correlation, while the correla-
tion for Bulgaria, Croatia and the EU as a whole is low. Conversely, the
correlation between imports and GDP growth is negative, since lower im-
ports cause a rise in the GDP growth rate.

Table 5 shows the results of descriptive statistics for international
trade (exports and imports) in Bulgaria, Croatia, Romania and the Euro-
pean Union for the period between 1997 and 2017.

Table 5. Descriptive statistics of the international trade in Bulgaria,
Croatia, Romania and the EU (1997-2017)

Std.

Correlation Minimum Maximum  Mean L
Deviation

Bulgaria: Exports (% of GDP)  33.91 66.33 49.9719 11.17351
Imports (% of GDP)  36.06 72.30 55.1581  11.13930
Croatia:  Exports (% of GDP)  29.49 51.26 39.4995  5.68422
Imports (% of GDP)  36.28 49.10 43.1295  3.72316
Romania: Exports (% of GDP)  22.86 41.44 33.6962  5.58130
Imports (% of GDP)  30.62 44.58 39.9157  4.04438
EU: Exports (% of GDP)  30.75 44.64 37.4448 455369
Imports (% of GDP)  29.05 41.19 35.9076  3.92606

Source: Prepared by the authors (SPSS Statistics)

The results in Table 5 show that the minimum share of exports and
imports in GDP for the analysed countries ranges between 22.86 (exports
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in Romania) and 36.28 (imports in Croatia), while the maximum share of
exports and imports in GDP scores the values between 41.19 (imports in
the EU) and 72.30 (imports in Bulgaria).

CONCLUSION

Given the theoretical propositions and empirical evidence, it can be
concluded that the trade openness of an economy may have a positive
impact on economic growth, due to lower trade and transaction costs, in-
creased specialisation, scale economy and competitive pressure. Being
accompanied with a sharp decline in trade barriers, the EU integration
process is therefore believed to bring significant benefits to the economic
performance and the growth rate of accessing countries. However, the po-
tential of utilising such trade liberalisation benefits is determined by the
level of the initial GDP per capita, and other explanatory variables, such
as the industrial and technological development of a country.

According to the results of the performed empirical analysis, Bul-
garia, Romania and Croatia, as new EU member countries, experienced
an increase in international trade even before joining the European Union,
which is the world’s biggest trader and largest single market. However,
after their EU accession, the value of their exports and imports continued
to grow at a higher rate, except during the period of the global financial
crisis. As the latest EU members, these three countries do not deviate
much from the level of exports and imports in the EU, although Bulgaria
recorded a slightly higher share of imports and exports in GDP compared
to the other two analysed countries.

Therefore, the results of the conducted correlation analysis confirm
the fact that a country’s exports contribute to the enhancement of its eco-
nomic growth. Namely, the results of the correlation analysis confirmed a
positive correlation between exports and economic growth, indicating that
increased export values increase GDP growth, and vice versa. Conversely,
considering the negative correlation between imports and GDP growth,
increased import values lower the rate of a country’s economic growth.
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OTBOPEHOCT TPTOBHUHE Y ®YHKIIUJU
HOCIIEHINBAIbA EKOHOMCKUX U3IVIEJA: AHAJIM3A
HOBUX 3EMAJbA YWIAHHULA EBPOIICKE YHUJE

Jenena Tumonckul, Baagumup Pagusojesuh?, Fadpujena Muruh?
'ExonomMcku daxyirer, Yausepsurer y [Tpuinmunu
ca puBpeMeHuM ceauiuteM y KocoBckoj Mutposuru, Cpouja
2Tor Vergata Yuusepsurer y Pumy, Exonomcku daxynrer, Pum, Urammja

Pe3ume

Ipucryname EBponckoj yauju (EY) mogpasymeBa MHOroOpojHE IMOTOAHOCTH 32
HOBE 3eMJbE WIAHMIIE KOje ce, u3Mely ocTanor, orienajy y HOACTHIAKbY eKOHOMCKOT
pacTa IPBEHCTBEHO YKHMIAKEM IIapHHA M JIPYTHX TPrOBHHCKUX Oapujepa, alnu W UH-
TEH3UBHPamkEM TPTOBUHCKHX TOKOBa M eukacHHjoM ynorpeboM pecypca. Mako em-
MUPHjCKa UCTPAXHMBaka OBUX KOpENaIija HACY jeMUHCTBEHA Y CBOjUM 3aKJbydIINMa,
HOBe 3eMJbe wiannie EY u 3emibe kaHaMOaTH cMatpajy aa he wmanctBo y EY otBo-
PHUTH IIyT Ka €KOHOMCKOM IPOCIIEPUTETy ¥ THME YMHOTOME CMABHUTH PA3UKy y HH-
BOY pa3BHjeHOCTH 3Mel)y HOBUX U cTapux 3eMasba wiaHuma EY. CxomHo ToMe, Tpro-
BUHCKa JHOepanu3anyja, Koja MMIUTMINPA CMAKBEHhe TPAHCAKIIMOHUX TPOIIKOBA, I10-
BehaHy crnernujanu3sanyjy, €eKOHOMHjy oOMMa M MO3UTHBHE edekTe KOHKYpEHIHje Ha
TPIKUIITY, IOCTAje jelaH o/ IPUOPUTETA 3eMalba Koje mprcTynajy EY, mpe cBera 36or
BUXOBUX TPAJVIHOHAIHO 3aTBOPEHHjUX NpUBpena y nopehemy ca npuspenama cra-
pujux wianuma. Mmak, Tpeba nMaTH y BULY Ja Cy IO3UTHBHH €(EeKTH OTBOPEHOCTH
npuBpeze ycioB/beHH HUBooM B/II1-a mo craHOBHMKY Ipe MpHCTyHama, Kao U JIpy-
THM JIeTepMHUHAHTaMa MOMyT JOCTUTHYTOT HHYCTPHjCKOT M TEXHOJIONIKOT Pa3Boja.

Tonazehn ox mmsba McTpakMBama KOJU C€ OTNIEa Y Mepemy IWHAMUKE yBO3a U
U3BO3a He OM Ju ce carnenao e)ekaT OTBOPEHOCTH NPUBPEE HA EKOHOMCKH PacT 3e-
MaJba YIaHHIA Koje cy mocienme npucrynwie EY (Pymynwuja, Byrapcka u Xpsat-
CKa), pe3yJITaTH U3BpLICHe eMITUpHjcke aHanu3e noTBplyjy na cy Byrapcka, Pymynu-
ja u XpBarcka, kao HoBe 3emJbe wianule EY, nckycuie nopact mehyHapoaue Tpro-
BUHE U TIpe WiaHCTBa Y EBporickoj yHHju. MehyTum, ncrpaxuBame je moka3aio 1a je
HaKOH TpHcTynama EY BpeaHOCT BIXOBOT M3BO3a M YBO3a HACTaBMIIA Jla pacTe Op-
JKUM TeMIIoM, u3y3umajyhu romuHe riobainHe (uHaHCHjcke Kpu3e. Kao HajHOBHje
wranune EY, oBe Tpu 3eMibe He OACTYIajy MHOTO Off HUBOA M3BO3a M yBo3a y EVY,
nako byrapcka Genexxu Hemro Behn yzaeo yBos3a u m3Bo3za y B/III-y y mopehemy ca
PymyHujoMm n XpBaTckom.
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Pesynratn cnpoBeneHe KopenanyoHe aHaAIM3e Cy CTOra IOTBPIWIIM Jla OTBOpPE-
HOCT TIpUBpe/ie Ka Mel)yHapoTHOj TProBHHU JONPUHOCH jayaky HEHOT €KOHOMCKOT
pacra. Hamme, pe3ynTaté KopenalnuoHEe aHAIN3¢ YKa3ald Cy Ha IMO3UTHBHY Kopena-
mjy usMmel)y MeljyHaponse TpropuHe (M3B03a M YB03a) U €KOHOMCKOT pacta. [pyrum
peurMa, pe3yiTaTd Cy yKasaiu Ha To ga noBehame BpeIHOCTH H3BO3a U YBO3a
nosehasa B/II1 o ctaHOBHUKY, U OOPHYTO.



