Journal of

Risk and Financial N
m Management m\D\Py
Article
The Ability of Selected European Countries to Face

the Impending Economic Crisis Caused by COVID-19
in the Context of the Global Economic Crisis of 2008

Robert Oravsky *, Peter Toth'” and Anna Banociova

Department of Finance, Faculty of Economics, Technical University of Kosice, B. Némcovej 32,
040 01 Kosice, Slovakia; peter.toth@tuke.sk (P.T.); anna.banociova@tuke.sk (A.B.)
* Correspondence: robert.oravsky@tuke.sk

check for
Received: 6 July 2020; Accepted: 10 August 2020; Published: 11 August 2020 updates

Abstract: This paper is devoted to the ability of selected European countries to face the potential
economic crisis caused by COVID-19. Just as other pandemics in the past (e.g., SARS, Spanish
influenza, etc.) have had negative economic effects on countries, the current COVID-19 pandemic is
causing the beginning of another economic crisis where countries need to take measures to mitigate
the economic effects. In our analysis, we focus on the impact of selected indicators on the GDP of
European countries using a linear panel regression to identify significant indicators to set appropriate
policies to eliminate potential negative consequences on economic growth due to the current recession.
The European countries are divided into four groups according to the measures they took in the fiscal
consolidation of the last economic crisis of 2008. In the analysis, we observed how the economic
crisis influences GDP, country indebtedness, deficit, tax collection, interest rates, and the consumer
confidence index. Our findings include that corporate income tax recorded the biggest decline
among other tax collections. The interest rate grew in the group of countries most at risk from
the economic crisis, while the interest rate fell in the group of countries that seemed to be safe for
investors. The consumer confidence index can be considered interesting, as it fell sharply in the group
of countries affected only minimally by the crisis (Switzerland, Finland).
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1. Introduction

The current situation caused by COVID-19 is resulting in economic depression in practically
every developed economy of the world. As with other diseases of the past, e.g., SARS, Spanish
influenza, etc., with each pandemic, countries had to deal with an economic recession (Garrett 2007;
Lee and McKibbin 2004; Qiu et al. 2018). The COVID-19 pandemic has affected the global economy in
many ways, such as by affecting global demand, supply chains, labor supply, foreign trade, and other
areas. According to the predictions made by Comision Europea (2020a), it is likely that the EU has
entered the deepest economic recession in its history. Economic activity in Europe dropped very fast
in March 2020. Governments had to take precautionary public health measures, which completely
stopped economic activity. It is assumed that the recession of the global economy will be sharper than
during the global economic crisis. Data for the first quarter of 2020 confirmed significant consequences
on the European economy of the COVID-19 pandemic (Comision Europea 2020b). The real GDP
growth in Q1 2020 was about —3% and for the year 2020 is forecasted to be —8.3% in the EU. It is
expected that the European economy will bounce back at the end of 2020 and in 2021 but persistent
differences among countries are assumed.

At present, the analysis of the previous global economic crisis in 2008 can still be considered highly
useful, as the COVID-19 pandemic is having a negative impact on every advanced economy. Each crisis
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has specific causes and process but usually affects similar indicators, e.g., GDP, unemployment
rate, public debt. According to Standard & Poor’s (2020), the European Manufacturing Purchasing
Managers’ Index fell under 35 in April 2020, which is the same level as in 2009. The highest deviation
from the normal level of economic activity was in April 2020. It was almost 25% lower than the
normal level. The main contributions to this fall were wholesale and retail trade, manufacturing,
and transportation. Growth of economic activity has occurred in the health sector during the COVID-19
pandemic (Moody’s Analytics 2020). Signs of the beginning of the recession and economic crisis
can already be seen. For this reason, individual economies will introduce fiscal consolidation to
mitigate the impact of the economic crisis. Also on the basis of this, it will be possible to observe
individual economies to determine whether they will introduce similar measures in the area of fiscal
consolidation to those used in the 2008 crisis. Currently, there are very few publications dealing with
fiscal consolidation and the economic crisis caused by COVID-19. O’Connor et al. (2020) recently
published a study examining how the U.S. economy and its health care system are affected by the
COVID-19 crisis. They conclude that the return to normalcy will be slow and could be different to
what we are accustomed to. De Vito and Gomez (2020) have tested how the COVID-19 health crisis
could affect the liquidity of listed firms across 26 countries by stress-testing three liquidity ratios for
each firm with full and partial operating flexibility in two simulated distress scenarios. The results are
that the firms’ current liabilities would increase, on average by eight times. Moreover, about 1/10th of
all sample firms would become illiquid. Finally, De Vito and Gomez (2020) study two different fiscal
policies, tax deferrals and bridge loans, that governments could implement to mitigate the liquidity
risk. They conclude that bridge loans are more cost-effective to prevent a massive cash crunch.

The last major economic recession in the EU was the economic crisis of 2008. During this crisis,
individual EU countries proceeded to mitigate the effects of the crisis through fiscal consolidation. It is
therefore highly assumed that countries will proceed with fiscal consolidation now. For this reason,
our research is based on the fiscal consolidations of selected EU countries from 2008, where we are
able to observe the possible current development of selected EU countries in mitigating the economic
impacts caused by COVID-19. The aim of our research is to study how countries dealt with the
2008 global economic crisis and how they are able to face the new recession. In our paper, we do
not compare the global economic crisis and current recession caused by the COVID-19. However,
given the relatively short period between these recessions, we can expect the consequences of the
2008 crisis to affect how countries cope with the consequences of the current recession caused by the
COVID-19 pandemic.

During a period of global financial and economic crisis, the role of government and its intervention
in achieving economic objectives are applied through fiscal consolidation (OECD 2013). One of the
significant factors that appear during a global financial crisis is the reduction of GDP and the rise
of debt in all advanced economies. These factors had a negative impact on growth rates in fiscal
consolidation. Fatds and Summers (2018) attempted to reduce debt through fiscal policy multipliers
that led to a higher debt to GDP ratio through their long-term negative impact on output.

Attinasi and Metelli (2017) studied the effects of fiscal consolidation on the debt-to-GDP ratio of
several countries in the Euro area during a period from 2000 to 2012. The study was conducted by using
a quarterly panel vector autoregressive model (Panel VAR). This measure increases if government
revenues affect the initial increase in the debt ratio and the debt ratio reverts to its pre-shock level,
resulting in self-defeating consolidation. Another panel of several countries in the Euro area was
set up for the period 1990-2012. This panel was used to analyze fiscal consolidation through the
effects of the functional components and sub-components of government expenditures. The result
claims that fiscal consolidation is harmful to social expenditures, mainly those related to citizens’
safety, as seen in the Portugal, Ireland, Italy, Greece, and Spain (PIIGS) countries (Castro 2017). In the
context of the conditions of the euro area, other research was carried out by Anderson et al. (2014).
The aim was to examine the scope for structural reforms in the euro area to offset the negative impact
of fiscal consolidation that was required to put public debt back on a sustainable path. The researchers
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used IMF’s Global Integrated Monetary and Fiscal model, abbreviated as GIMF. The result suggested
that it would take several years before structural reforms could return the level of output back to
its pre-consolidation path. When talking about the condition of fiscal consolidation in the euro area,
Antelo and Pedn (2014) focused their research on fiscal imbalances and replacement of public debt
among the peripheral countries of the euro area, known as the Greece, Italy, Portugal, Spain, and Ireland
(GIPSI) or PIIGS countries. Their goal was to conduct a debate on fiscal austerity vs. growth in
macroeconomic performance between the researchers and policymakers. The empirical analysis
performed showed that the sustainability of public debt for GIPSI countries in different scenarios of
growth, inflation, fiscal, and monetary policies would be sustainable if the GIPSI countries achieve
both fiscal consolidation, and economic growth.

From the other point of view, the cost of credit increases fiscal consolidation when assisted by
tax hikes and spending cuts. The higher tax hikes, the higher cost of credits appears in a particular
sector, unlike the spending cuts that are directed to a certain sector (Agca and Igan 2019). When talking
about fiscal consolidation in the context of spending cuts vs. tax hikes, Erceg and Lindé (2013)
have done other research. Their research used a DSGE model to examine the effects of tax-based
vs. expenditure-based fiscal consolidation in a currency union. The results were summed up into
three key findings, including that tax-based consolidation tends to have smaller adverse effects on
output than expenditure-based consolidation in the near-term. Secondly, a large expenditure-based
consolidation may be counterproductive in the near-term at certain points; lastly, a mixed strategy of
both mentioned consolidations means a temporary rise in taxes with gradual spending cuts may be
desirable in minimizing the output costs of fiscal consolidation. Lemoine and Lindé (2016) continued
in the research of expenditure-based fiscal consolidation under imperfect credibility. The research was
focused on the credibility impact in monetary policy and a currency union under certain conditions.
The result was that under an independent monetary policy approach, the impact of limited credibility
is small and consolidation should reduce government debt at a low output cost. Secondly, the lack of
monetary accommodation under a currency union implies that the output cost can be larger and in the
short and medium-term can be limited under imperfect credibility.

Talking about the fiscal consolidation in a field of monetary policy and credibility, new research
of the fiscal consolidation from the banks” point of view was offered by Cimadomo et al. (2014).
They investigate the effects of fiscal policy on bank balance sheets by using a very large data set of
individual banks’ balance sheets. They found that the Tier-1 ratio tends to improve following episodes
of fiscal consolidation. Continuing on the fiscal consolidation of monetary policy, Caselli researched
fiscal consolidation under fixed exchange rates by using the Obstfeld and Rogoff model. If home
authorities alone are responsible for pegging the exchange rate, a fiscal adjustment leads to a decrease
in the real interest rate, stimulates private consumption, and limits the contraction in world output,
compared with a situation in which a cooperative scheme is implemented (Caselli 2001).

Several OECD countries were analyzed under the condition of fiscal consolidation and the effects
of a fiscal adjustment simulation. The conducted simulation supports the hypothesis that the effects
of consolidation depend on their design. The difference between tax-based and expenditure-based
adjustments appears to not be explained by accompanying policies, including monetary policy
(Alesina et al. 2015). On the other hand, OECD countries were tested in order to analyze what drives
the short-run costs of fiscal consolidation on output and employment. The results were found to vary
with the state of the business cycle, monetary policy, public debt, the current account, and private
credit. The main finding was that short-term output multipliers are below unity, even in states in which
multipliers are expected to be larger (Banerjee and Zampolli 2019). Alesina et al. (2017) investigated the
macroeconomic effects of fiscal consolidation based upon government spending cuts, transfers, and tax
hikes in OECD countries. Government spending cuts and cuts in transfers are as harmful than tax
hikes, despite the fact that non-distortionary transfers are not classified as spending. Static disturbances
caused by persistent tax hikes cause larger shifts in aggregate supply under sticky prices.
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Lastly, there are several pieces of research focused on analyzing the success and failures of
fiscal consolidation. Heylen and Everaert (2000) examined five hypotheses on the composition of
the consolidation program, its size and persistence, the gravity of the debt situation, the influence
of the international macroeconomic environment, and the contribution of a preceding evaluation.
The result was that fiscal consolidation depends on the composition of the consolidation program.
Von Hagen and Strauch (2001) analyzed the effects of successful fiscal consolidation on the quality
of fiscal adjustments and economic conditions such as government budget consolidations in OECD
countries. The cyclical positions of the domestic and international economy affect the government’s
choice of consolidation strategy, making them important determinants of the success of fiscal
consolidation. Reicher estimated fiscal rules for a cross-section of countries in order to analyze
OECD countries and determine which instrument is most successful for the stabilization of fiscal
consolidation. A number of commonalities and differences emerged. Usually, countries adjust tax
revenues in response to public debt and transfer payments. On the other hand, tax rates are not adjusted
or government expenditures in response to output. These results support some recent developments
in the theoretical literature, namely an increased emphasis on the effects of countercyclical transfer
payments as an anti-cyclical fiscal policy instrument (Reicher 2014).

2. Materials and Methods

Our research is based on the (OECD 2011) analysis, which divided OECD member countries into
four groups according to their consolidation plans after the financial crisis in 2009. The first group of
countries is typical, meaning their fiscal consolidation was conducted after market pressures developed.
Countries in the second group realized preventive fiscal consolidation. The third group consists of
countries that needed fiscal consolidation, but they did not present it in 2011. The last group had low
fiscal consolidation needs.

We focused on our research only on European countries. Due to data availability, we omitted
countries with incomplete data. Therefore, our final dataset consists of the following countries.
There are five countries in the first group: Hungary, Ireland, Spain, Portugal, and Greece. The second
group consists of Germany, the Netherlands, Slovakia, and the United Kingdom. In the third group,
there are Poland and France. The last group involves Switzerland, Finland, and Sweden. The analyzed
period is from 2001 to 2017. The source of all data used in our analysis is the OECD database except for
GDP, which comes from the Eurostat database (Supplementary Materials).

Due to the panel structure of our dataset, we applied the panel model analysis to study the impact
of the tax revenues on GDP. Our model is defined by Equation (1), where GDP denotes gross domestic
product in millions. EUR, CITR is corporate income tax revenue as a percentage of GDP, PITR is private
income tax revenue as a percentage of GDP, PTR represents property tax revenue as a percentage
of GDP, and GTR is goods and services tax revenue as a percentage of GDP. We also included four
control variables: DEF—the balance of the state budget as a percentage of GDP, DEBT—public debt as a
percentage of GDP, IR—annual interest rate of government bonds, and CCI—the consumer confidence
index. Indexes i and t denote country and year, respectively. Parameters « and (3 represent regression
coefficients and u is a random disturbance term of mean 0.

GDP;t = ot + Brit PITR; + Poir CITR; + PBsir PTRj¢ + Baie GTR;¢ + Psie DEF; + PBgie DEBTj¢

1)
+ Bsit IRj + Pgit CCli + uyy,

We used two models for each group. The first model is the pooling model and the second
is the fixed effects model. To decide which model is better, we applied the Poolability test
(Croissant and Millo 2008). We do not use the random effects model because the third group consists
of only two countries, which could lead to estimation inaccuracy. According to the theory, the structure
of the dataset supposes the existence of fixed effects (Williams 2015). To decide between individual
and time effects, we applied the Honda F test (Honda 1985). The OLS estimation requires several
prerequisites to be met. The existence of the heteroscedasticity was tested by using the Pearson’s
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test (Plackett 1983). We used the Wooldridge test to identify the autocorrelation in the dataset
(Wooldridge 2002). If the assumptions of the OLS estimation are violated, then a robust estimation
would be applied (White 1980).

3. Results

Our analysis is divided into two parts. Firstly, we describe the development of selected economic
indicators and in the second part, we develop linear panel models for each group of countries.

3.1. Economic Indicators Development

An economic crisis entails a decrease in economic performance. Commonly, economic performance
is measured by GDP. In Figure 1, the development of the GDP in all analyzed countries is presented.
The colors represent individual countries and line type denotes the group in which country belongs.
The GDP of all countries has increased during the analyzed period. In all selected countries, the GDP
decreased during the global economic crisis, but we can see different reactions among the countries.
The first type of reaction is a significant drop in 2009, which was obvious in Hungary, Sweden, Poland,
and the United Kingdom. In the case of the United Kingdom, the decrease started in 2008.
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Figure 1. The development of the GDP in analyzed countries.

The other type of reaction is a moderate decrease with the bottom reached later than in 2009.
This was the case for Greece, Portugal, and Spain. The last type was an only insignificant and slight
decrease, e.g., in France, Switzerland, and Slovakia. It is important that there is no relationship between
the reaction of the economy measured by the development of the GDP and policy applied by countries,
which is categorized by their division into groups by the OECD.

To minimize the consequences of the economic crisis, governments increase public expenditures,
which has a negative impact on public debt. Countries with low public debt have a larger space to
eliminate crisis consequences. It is important to note this, especially in the time of the COVID-19
pandemic when governments need to spend a large amount of money. When we look at Figure 2,
only Switzerland’s public debt did not increase in 2009. In all other countries, public debt increased
after 2008 and in most of them, the public debt increased rapidly. In the context of the COVID-19
pandemic, it is essential to obtain a comparison of the public debt before the global economic crisis
and now. In all analyzed countries, the public debt is higher now than it was before 2009 except for
Switzerland and Sweden. This means that governments have not been able to cope with the previous
global economic crisis, despite consolidation measures. Due to that fact, countries are currently in a
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worse position than in 2008 to realize expansive fiscal policy to eliminate crisis consequences and to
start economic growth. According to Figure 2, the highest debt as a percentage of GDP was in 2017 in
Greece, Portugal, France, the United Kingdom, and Spain. The threat for France, the United Kingdom,
and Hungary is still growing public debt with a high probability of the next increase occurring due to
the COVID-19 crisis.
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Figure 2. The development of public debt in analyzed countries.

The main component of the public debt is the deficit of the state budget, which increased in all
countries in 2009. Only Switzerland’s state budget has been in surplus during the economic crisis
in 2009. The largest deficit was in Ireland in 2010. This deficit was more than 31 percent of GDP,
which is depicted in Figure 3. In the case of the state budget balance, there is an obvious positive
trend indicating that the deficit has decreased and that differences among European countries have
reduced over the studied period. It is necessary to mention that despite the strict regulations of the
EU, most of the analyzed countries have still a deficit in their state budgets. This leads to public
debt generation because governments obtain that missing money on the financial markets by selling
government bonds.
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Figure 3. The balance of the deficit of state budgets in analyzed countries.
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The economic situation of a country affects investor confidence, which is expressed by the interest
rate of that country’s government bonds. The development of the annual interest rates of government
bonds during the analyzed period has a positive trend, which means that the government can borrow
money more cheaply. The global economic crisis in 2009 did not disrupt that trend in most of the
analyzed countries, which is depicted in Figure 4. There are only four countries with significant
growth of their interest rates, specifically Greece, Portugal, Ireland, and Spain. On the other hand,
there are countries with a low probability of bankruptcy, which were perceived as safe alternatives for
investors and therefore their interest rates decreased in the 2008 economic crisis. This was the case
for Switzerland, Finland, the United Kingdom, Sweden, and several others. Actual low interest rates
provide a good position for governments to borrow money to cover their deficits. It is important to
emphasize that financial markets are sensitive to economic stability and therefore interest rates in the
case of countries with unstable economic development can grow markedly.
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Figure 4. The development of the annual interest rate of government bonds in analyzed countries.

The economic situation also affects consumer behavior. Negative moods among consumers cause
them to spend less, which can result in a larger recession. In Figure 5, we can see the development of
consumer confidence index (CClI) trends. In countries with larger economic slumps, the CCI decreased
more than in countries with better economic development. Sweden was not significantly affected by
the global economic crisis but the CCI in Sweden dropped markedly. A similar situation occurred
for Finland, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. In 2017, the highest CCI was in Finland and the
second-highest was in Ireland. It seems that consumers in these countries are very sensitive to the
economic situation in their country. During the good economic phase, their mood is very positive,
but their mood can change rapidly, which occurred in 2008. Especially in these countries, policymakers
should use their measures to retain a positive consumer mood.
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Figure 5. The development of the consumer confidence index in analyzed countries.

Taxation is the main source of income in a state’s budget. Countries differ in the tax systems
used, but it is possible to generalize them. The first type of tax is private income tax. The share of
that tax on GDP depends on the redistribution policy applied in a country. The largest share of this
type of tax in the broader taxation base is in Sweden and Finland, which are typically countries with a
high redistribution rate. On the other hand, the lowest share is in Slovakia and Poland. A significant
decline in taxation caused by the 2008 global economic crisis was seen in Sweden and Spain, which is
presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. The development of private income tax revenues in analyzed countries.

According to Figure 7, the share of the corporate income tax revenue on the GDP markedly lower
than in the case of private income tax revenue. This is the result of efforts to increase competitiveness.
Unlike citizens, companies can change their national residence to optimize their taxes. For corporate
tax revenue, the consequences of an economic crisis are more visible. A huge slump occurred in Spain,
France, and Hungary. After the 2008 economic crisis, the share of the tax base made up by corporate tax
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revenue increased in all the analyzed countries. The countries with a low share are Germany, Poland,
and Hungary. In contrast, the highest share is in Slovakia, Netherlands, Switzerland, and Portugal.
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Figure 7. The development of the corporate income tax revenues in analyzed countries.

The third group of taxes consists of property taxes. The share of these taxes varies from 0.5% in
Slovakia up to more than 4% in France and the United Kingdom. During the global economic crisis,
revenues from property taxes have markedly declined in Spain and Ireland, which can be seen in
Figure 8. A significant increase after the economic crisis has occurred in Greece, which is associated
with fiscal consolidation to meet European Union requirements. A similar development has been
observed in Ireland and Spain. Analyzed countries vary significantly in case of the share of the property
tax revenue on GDP.
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Figure 8. The development of property tax revenues in analyzed countries.

The last group of taxes consists of indirect taxes, such as Value Added Tax and other consumption
taxes. This group of taxes has the highest share of GDP in almost all analyzed countries. The highest
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share has been during the entire analyzed period in Hungary, followed by Finland and Portugal.
The lowest share has been observed in Switzerland in all analyzed years. As is shown in Figure 9,
a significant impact of the economic crisis on these indirect taxes has occurred in Spain and Portugal.
Since all tax revenues in our analysis are expressed as the share of GDP, this does not mean that if
there is no change in share of the tax revenue on the GDP then the economic crisis did not affect them,
but rather that GDP and tax revenues change equally.
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Figure 9. The development of the goods and services tax revenues in analyzed countries.
3.2. The Impact of Tax Revenues on the GDP

Changes in economic activity are often associated with tax collections. A decrease in economic
activity in the form of lower consumption and investment leads to lower tax collections for the state
budget. In the following analysis, we study relationships between tax collections of several types of
taxes and GDP. To analyze the impact of tax revenues on the GDP, we developed four linear panel
models. For each group described in the methodology, we built models separately.

3.2.1. Group 1

The first group consists of the following countries: Hungary, Ireland, Spain, Portugal, and Greece.
According to the Poolability test, the appropriate model is the Fixed effects model (FM). There are only
two statistically significant variables: CITR and GTR with significance levels of 10%. The increase of
the CITR was by one million. EUR leads to a decrease in the GDP by 28 billion EUR. A similar situation
is in the case of the GTR when an increase by one million causes the decrease of the GDP by 37 billion

EUR. Other variables are not statistically significant in that model. Estimated coefficients are presented
in Table 1.

3.2.2. Group 2

There were the following countries in the second group: Germany, the Netherlands, Slovakia,
and the United Kingdom. These countries took preventative measures to stabilize public finances
due to the 2008 global financial crisis. For countries in the second group, the statistically significant
variables are PITR, PTR, DEF, and GTR. We preferred Fixed effects model (FM) with the Poolability test.
Based on the estimated coefficients shown in Table 2, tax revenues from direct taxes (private income
tax and property tax) have a positive impact on GDP. An increase in both forms of tax revenue leads
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to the growth of the GDP. In the case of the PITR, is the increase was by 136,700 and for PTR it was
577,000. The indirect tax GTR has an indirect impact on the GDP. An increase in the GTR by one unit
causes the decline of the GDP by 74. The deficit of the state budget (DEF) is also statistically significant
and has a positive effect on the GDP.

Table 1. Estimated models for the first group of countries.

PM FM
Regression Coefficient  p-Value  Regression Coefficient p-Value

PITR —46,153.7 0.027 5775.6 0.700
CITR —144,551 0.002 —-28,025.5 0.020
PTR 227,780.3 <0.001 72,750.3 0.113
DEF 9738.6 0.19 94.7 0.959
DEBT -1384.1 0.11 315.5 0.234
GTR —-70,369.5 <0.001 -37,311.2 0.007
IR —26,952.9 0.025 -11,077.7 0.203
CCI —-25,030.1 0.187 —8995.2 0.119

Note: PM—Pooling model, FM—fixed effects model, PITR—private income tax revenue, CITR—corporate income
tax revenue, PTR—property tax revenue, DEF—the balance of the state budget, DEBT—public debt, GTR—goods
and services tax revenue, IR—annual interest rate of government bonds, CCI—consumer confidence index. Based on
the Poolability test, the panel model is preferred (F = 11.401, p-value < 0.001). According to the F test, there are
statistically significant individual effects (F = 19.465, p-value < 0.001) but statistically insignificant time effects
(F = —2.653, p-value = 0.996). The Pearson test confirmed the existence of heteroscedasticity (x* = 3, p-value = 0.003).
The autocorrelation was not identified in the model by the Wooldridge test (x? = 1.67, p-value = 0.096). Because of
the heteroscedasticity, we applied a robust covariance estimation.

Table 2. Estimated models for the second group of countries.

PM M
Regression Coefficient  p-Value  Regression Coefficient p-Value

PITR 185,843.7 0.000 136,700.6 0.000
CITR —-516,424.0 0.000 -101,089.0 0.079
PTR 94,962.0 0.275 577,000.1 0.000
DEF 92,066.7 0.001 30,460.0 0.007
DEBT 11,980.6 0.006 4262.9 0.021
GTR —458,229.0 <0.001 —74,839.1 0.084
IR 67,232.6 0.161 —29,486.8 0.149
CcI 87,290.1 0.019 10,309.4 0.458

Note: PM—Pooling model, FM—fixed effects model, PITR—private income tax revenue, CITR—corporate income
tax revenue, PTR—property tax revenue, DEF—the balance of the state budget, DEBT—public debt, GTR—goods
and services tax revenue, IR—annual interest rate of government bonds, CCl—consumer confidence index.
The Poolability test favors the panel model (F = 4.010, p-value < 0.001). The F test confirmed the existence of
individual effects (F = 8.836, p-value < 0.001) but rejected the existence of time effects (F = —1.578, p-value = 0.943).
The Pearson test did not confirm the heteroscedasticity in the model (x% = 1.070, p-value = 0.282), wwhile the
autocorrelation was not identified in the model by the Wooldridge test (x> = 1.26, p-value = 0.210).

3.2.3. Group 3

There are only two countries in the third group: France and Poland. These countries did not
realize fiscal consolidation although it was needed. Based on the Poolability test, the fixed effects model
was more appropriate for these countries. Statistically significant variables on the level of significance
of 10% were PITR, PTR, and DEF. All of them had a positive sign, which means that their increase
causes an increase in the GDP. Estimated models are shown in Table 3.
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Table 3. Estimated models for the third group of countries.

PM FM
Regression Coefficient  p-Value  Regression Coefficient p-Value

PITR 185,843.7 0.000 136,700.6 0.000
CITR -516,424.0 0.000 —-101,089.0 0.079
PTR 94,962.0 0.275 577,000.1 0.000
DEF 92,066.7 0.001 30,460.0 0.007
DEBT 11,980.6 0.006 4262.9 0.021
GTR —458,229.0 <0.001 —-74,839.1 0.084
IR 67,232.6 0.161 —29,486.8 0.149
CCI 87,290.1 0.019 10,309.4 0.458

Note: PM—Pooling model, FM—fixed effects model, PITR—private income tax revenue, CITR—corporate
income tax revenue, PTR—property tax revenue, DEF—the balance of the state budget, DEBT—public debt,
GTR—goods and services tax revenue, IR—annual interest rate of government bonds, CCI—consumer confidence
index. The Poolability test shows that the panel model is more appropriate than the pooling model (F = 27.178,
p-value < 0.001). The F test rejected the existence of individual effects (F = —0.960, p-value = 0.832) and time effects
(F = 0.480, p-value = 0.315). According to the Pearson test, the heteroscedasticity is not presented in the model
(x* = —0.980, p-value = 0.330), while the autocorrelation was not identified in the model by the Wooldridge test
(x? = —1.410, p-value = 0.160).

3.2.4. Group 4

Countries in the fourth group did not need fiscal consolidation. These countries are Switzerland,
Finland, and Sweden. The Poolability test favors the fixed effects model (FM). On a significance level of
10%, a statistically significant impacts on the GDP were found for PITR, CITR, DEF, DEBT, IR, and CCL
PITR and CITR had a positive impact on the GDP and DEF, while DEBT, IR, and CCI affected the GDP
negatively. Estimated coefficients are presented in Table 4.

Table 4. Estimated models for the fourth group of countries.

PM FM
Regression Coefficient = p-Value  Regression Coefficient p-Value

PITR 51,884.6 <0.001 25,508.9 0.000
CITR 59,293.7 0.029 38,597 .4 0.015
PTR —263,748 <0.001 -15,579.8 0.697
DEF -19,901.1 0.009 -13,677.1 0.002
DEBT 1239.6 0.46 —4984.3 0.000
GTR —-88,139.1 <0.001 -21,602.6 0.127
IR —-51,410.8 <0.001 —55,667.6 0.000
CCI -5,074.2 0.223 —-5816.6 0.017

Note: PM—Pooling model, FM—fixed effects model, PITR—private income tax revenue, CITR—corporate
income tax revenue, PTR—property tax revenue, DEF—the balance of the state budget, DEBT—public debt,
GTR—goods and services tax revenue, IR—annual interest rate of government bonds, CCI—consumer confidence
index. The Poolability test shows that the panel model is more appropriate than the pooling model (F = 5.080,
p-value < 0.001). The F test confirmed the existence of individual effects (F = 2.690, p-value = 0.004) and rejected the
existence of time effects (F = —0.520, p-value = 0.698). According to the Pearson test, the heteroscedasticity is not
presented in the model (x? = 1.240, p-value = 0.215), while the autocorrelation was not identified in the model by the
Wooldridge test (x? = 1.250, p-value = 0.213).

4. Discussion

The actual pandemic situation has markedly decreased economic activity, which has led to an
economic recession. Government measures to prevent the spread of the COVID-19 have caused a sharp
fall in the European economy. GDP of the EU fell by 3.2% in the first quarter of 2020 compared with
the last quarter of 2019 (Comision Europea 2020b). Current forecasts indicate a significant economic
slump in 2020 (Fernandes 2020). According to the European Commission (Comision Europea 2020b),
it is assumed that EU annual real GDP growth in 2020 will be —8.3%. Despite the different causes,
this resembles the global economic crisis in 2008-2009. In 2009, the annual real GDP growth was —4.3%
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in the EU, followed by 2.2% growth in 2010 and 1.8% growth in 2011. It is assumed that the COVID-19
crisis should last for a shorter period, but this depends on the epidemiological situation, especially the
development of drugs and vaccines. The actual forecast for 2021 is 6.1% growth of real GDP in the
EU (Comision Europea 2020b). The second and next waves of the COVID-19 pose a current threat to
economies (Leung et al. 2020). Governments have been forced to take confinement measures to limit
the spread of the COVID-19 but also need to warm up the economy. That requires their preparedness to
release money into the economy, which depends on how they dealt with the previous global economic
crisis. Negative consequences that they have not been able to deal with may pose a risk for eliminating
the effects of COVID-19 pandemic.

Our analysis has shown the consequences of the global economic crisis in 2008 on European
economies. Significant changes in studied indicators have been observed. The impact of the reduced
economic activity due to the economic crisis is seen in the decrease of the GDP (Dimitras et al. 2015).
The main consequence of the economic crisis for countries is not only in the fall of the GDP, but also how
it affects the indebtedness of the country, due to government efforts to reduce the impacts of the crisis
and to relaunch economies. This is obvious from the significant increase in the public debt and deficit
of the state budget (Jones 2016). Development after the global economic crisis shows that most of the
analyzed countries were not able to reduce their public debt to the level from before the economic crisis.
That fact means there is a threat for these countries during the current situation because a high level of
indebtedness raises the risk for creditors, which leads to higher interest rates for government bonds.
In rare cases, investors will not want to lend them money. That will also cause financial instability in
the EU. Data from the first quarter of 2020 show that the general government gross debt of the EU
(27) was 79.5% of GDP, which means an increase by almost 2 percentage points compared by the last
quarter of 2019. Based on the measures taken, it can be assumed that the indebtedness of European
countries will rise. This increase can be mitigated by the agreed recovery plan for Europe proposed
by the European Commission, which is based on two parts. The first is called ‘Next generation EU’,
which is a new recovery instrument of 750 billion EUR to boost the EU budget. The second part of
the plan is a reinforced long-term budget of the EU for 2021-2027, which consists of 1100 billion EUR
(Comision Europea 2020c). The economic consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic will depend not
only on the development of the pandemic but also on the process of reopening economies. It consists
of several phases depending on the spread of the disease and the state of health care in each country.
The US is proposing a three-phase process. In the first phase, social contact is limited and working
from home is recommended. In the second phase, it is proposed to open schools. The third phase is
approaching normal life as it was before the pandemic (Goldman Sachs 2020). Special attention should
be paid to consumer confidence because the negative mood of consumers can deepen the economic
crisis, especially in countries with sensitive consumers such as Sweden, Finland, and Switzerland.
According to the OECD data, CCI in the EU began to fall in February 2020 and dropped under the 98.5,
which was close to the level of the CCI during the global financial crisis (Comision Europea 2020d).
In June 2020, the consumer sentiment improved and CCI slightly increased. In contrast to the global
financial crisis, the most significant drop has been observed in the Baltic States and Slovenia. The decline
in the Scandinavian countries has been similar to other European countries, but the market drop has
been stronger in Switzerland, which is similar to during the global economic crisis.

The economic crisis reduces corporate tax revenues and property tax revenues. Current measures
focused on slowing the spread of COVID-19 limited the activity of economic subjects, which will have
a negative impact on state budgets. A slight advantage may be the fact that the personal income tax,
which has the highest share in GDD, is less sensitive to the economic crisis. Our models show that
corporate income tax has a negative impact on GDP, which is in concordance with other studies, e.g.,
Lee and Gordon (2005). The empirical analysis has shown that the impact of personal income tax on
GDP is positive, as also shown by Feld and Kirchgassner (2003). Taxation also affects the investor
behaviors which can be applied in the process of restarting the economy (Manganelli et al. 2020). In the
future, negative economic developments may require fiscal consolidation not only at the national level
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but also at the EU level, which is also linked to the issue of tax harmonization within the EU. In the field
of environmental taxes, tax harmonization was dealt with by Villar Rubio et al. (2015). They suggest
coordination at the European level in order to avoid isolated attempts to internalize external effects.
The potential risk for countries is an increase in the unemployment rate due to the oncoming crisis,
which could have a negative impact on countries” GDP. As already mentioned, the risk also represents
a decrease in consumer confidence, which may exacerbate this phenomenon.

5. Conclusions

The aim of this paper is to examine the macroeconomic indicators of selected European countries
after the end of the 2008 global economic crisis and to assess the risks arising from the current situation
caused by COVID-19. Development of economic indicators in the first half of 2020 show that countries
are facing the highest recession since World War II. It is assumed that a short sharp recession with
significant economic growth in the next year will occur, but much will depend on the spread of
COVID-19 in the next few months. The analysis showed that, despite consolidation measures, countries
have failed to return to pre-economic levels, which has a negative impact on their readiness to face the
impending economic crisis. A particularly significant risk is the high level of indebtedness of countries,
which makes it difficult to borrow money to eliminate the consequences of this crisis. The estimated
models showed that tax revenues have a statistically significant effect on GDP, as a result of which
reduced economic activity may lead to lower tax collections and a decline in GDP.

Supplementary Materials: All data are available online at https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/data/database and
https://data.oecd.org/.
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