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INFLUENCE OF BUDGET POLICY ON ECONOMIC GROWTH OF THE COUNTRY

Abstract. The article describes the essence of budget policy. Determined its role in ensuring
macroeconomic stability and accelerating economic growth. The quantitative and qualitative impact
of the budget regulation system on the economic environment has been characterized. It is
substantiated that purposeful budget regulation allows accelerating or slowing social and economic
processes, ensuring achievement of certain strategic goals and objectives. An estimation of the
impact of budget policy on economic growth, in particular, on the justification of the interrelation of
the share in the GDP of income, including direct and indirect taxes; expenses, including social
protection and social security, economic activity; direct state and guaranteed debt with real GDP in
Ukraine. For 2009—2019, the share of gross income and expenditure, deficit and debt in the
countries of the European Union in the GDP was determined; income, expenses, deficit of the
consolidated budget, direct state and guaranteed debt in Ukraine. The substantiation of the provision
on the development of institutional foundations for fiscal policy-making based on the necessity of
adapting the set of mechanisms of functioning of the budget regulation system to the conditions of
development of the financial and economic environment and the cyclical nature of economic
processes; the position regarding the formation of budget policy based on a forecast assessment of
budgetary parameters, based on the projected macroeconomic indicators of socio-economic
development of the country, tools and levers of tax policy. The priority directions of budget policy
in the conditions of economic transformations are determined, in particular, to strengthen the
investment and innovation budget component, to improve the structure of tax revenues, to maintain
a safe level of public debt and budget deficit, to improve the quality of public debt management and
to determine strategic guidelines for the structure of the debt portfolio.
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BILIMB BIO/KETHOI ITOJITUKH HA EKOHOMIYHE 3POCTAHHSI KPATHU

AHoTanis. Po3kpuro cyTHICTh Oro/keTHOI MomiTukU. BusHaueHo ii posib y 3a0e3nedeHHi
MaKpOEKOHOMIYHOI ~ CTaOUIBHOCTI Ta TPUCKOPEHHS  TEMIMIB  EKOHOMIYHOTO  3pPOCTaHHS.
OxapakTepr30BaHO KUIbKICHMI Ta SKICHUH BIJIMB CHUCTEMH OIOJKETHOTO pEryJiloBaHHS Ha
eKoHoMiuHe cepenoBuiie. OOrpyHTOBaHO, 1O IIIECTIPSIMOBAaHE OIOKETHE PETyJIOBaHHS JO3BOJISE
MPUCKOPUTH a00 CIHOBLIBHUTH COIIAJIbHO-CKOHOMIYHI TPOIECH, 3a0e3MeUYUTH JOCSATHECHHS
BU3HAUYCHUX CTpATETIUHUX ITJICH 1 3aBAaHb. 3IHCHEHO OIIHKY BIUIMBY OIOJDKETHOI MOJITUKH Ha
€KOHOMIUHE 3pPOCTaHHS, 30KpeMa B YaCTHHI OOTPYHTYBaHHS B3a€MO3B 3Ky YaCTKH Y BalOBOMY
BHYTPIIIHBOMY MPOAYKTI JOXOJMIB, Y TOMY YHCJI MPSAMUX 1 HEMPSMHUX IMOAATKIB;, BHTPAT, y TOMY
YUCIl HAa COLIAJIbHUM 3aXHUCT 1 coIliadbHE 3a0e3MeUeHHs, €KOHOMIYHY isUTbHICTB, MPSIMOTO
JIEP>KaBHOTO 1 TapaHTOBAHOTO OOPry 3 peajbHUM BaJOBUM BHYTPILIHIM MPOAYKTOM B YKpaiHi. 3a
2009—2019 poku BH3HAYEHO YACTKY y BaJOBOMY BHYTPIIIHHOMY IMPOAYKTI JIEPKaBHUX JTOXOIIB 1
BUTpaT, nedimury 1 Oopry B kpaiHax €Bpormelicbkoro Coro3y; T0XOAiB, BUTpaT, AedimuTy
3BeJIEHOr0 OOJKETy, MPSAMOro JAEp:KaBHOro 1 rapaHToBaHoro 6opry B Ykpaini. OOrpyHTOBaHO
MOJIO’KEHHS 1010 PO3BUTKY 1HCTUTYIIHHUX 3acaja GopMyBaHHS OOIKETHOT MOJITUKUA BUXOASUH 13
HEOOXIHOCTI ajanTalii CyKy[mHOCTI MeXaHi3MiB ()yHKI[IOHYBaHHS CHUCTEeMH OIOKETHOTO
pEeryiioBaHHS /0 YMOB PO3BHUTKY (DiHAHCOBO-€KOHOMIYHOTO CEpelOBHINA Ta LHUKIIYHOCTI
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E€KOHOMIYHUX TIPOLIECIB; IOJIOKEHHS MI0A0 (opMyBaHHA OOHKETHOI TMONITUKA BHXOISYM 13
IPOTHO3HOI OLIHKK OO/DKETHUX MapaMeTpiB, sika 0a3yeTbcs Ha MPOTHO3HMX MAaKPOEKOHOMIYHHMX
MOKa3HUKaX COLIaJIbHO-€KOHOMIYHOTO PO3BUTKY KpaiHH, 1HCTPYMEHTIB Ta Ba)elliB MOJaTKOBOT
NOJITUKU. BU3HaueHO NpPIOPUTETHI HANPSIMH OIOJKETHOI MOJITHKM B YMOBaX EKOHOMIYHHMX
IepeTBOPEHb, 30KpeMa MI0J0 TMOCHJIEHHS 1HBECTHLIHHO-IHHOBALIHHOI OMOJKETHOI CKJIaJI0BOi,
YIOCKOHAJIEHHS! CTPYKTypHU HOJATKOBUX HAIXOJDKEHb, MIATpUMaHHS Ha Oe3neyHOMY piBHI
JiepKaBHOTO Oopry 1 Aediuuty OroKeTy, MiJBUILEHHS SKOCTI YIpPaBIiHHA Aep>KaBHUM OOprom ta
BU3HAYEHHS CTPATEriYHUX OPIEHTUPIB IIOJ0 CTPYKTYpH OGOproBoro noprdes.

Knwuosi cnoea: Oiomxer, OIO/KETHA cHCTeMa, OIOJDKETHE peryJloBaHHsS, OIOKETHA
MOJIITUKA, EKOHOMIYHE 3POCTaHHS.

®opmy: 6; puc.: 0; Tabmn.: 3; 6161.: 16.

Introduction. Budget policy plays an important role in stimulating economic processes by
directing public financial resources to modernize the economy and its innovative renewal. The
cyclical nature of economic processes necessitates the coordination and adaptability of long-term
regulatory measures of budget policy to internal and external changes in the economic environment.
In this regard, it is important to assess in a timely and balanced manner the impact of budget policy on
macroeconomic stability and accelerating economic growth. At the same time, budget policy should
be mutually consistent with the strategic goals of socio-economic transformations, aimed at creating
appropriate conditions for deepening the interaction between the state and society, increasing the
welfare of citizens. The transition to an innovative model of economic development, expansion, and
deepening of integration can be successful only if it is based on the implementation of sound budget
policy, taking into account the dynamism and cyclical nature of economic processes.

Research analysis and problem statement. Approaches to the impact of budget policy on
economic growth, including its budgetary, tax, and government debt components, have been
disclosed by many scholars. Mehdi Hajaminia, Muhammad Ali Fallahi point out that there is a
nonlinear relationship between economic growth and the limits of its state regulation, which is
usually similar to the inverted U-shaped curve, and it is used to determine the optimal share of
government spending [1]. Dong-Hyun Kim, Yi-Chen Wu, Shu-Chin Linc believe that effective
government regulation, in particular in the field of budget policy, helps to increase productivity and
accelerate economic growth, while government regulation does not promote economic growth if it
exceeds a certain limit level of state capital [2].

According to J. Keynes, budget policy can have a significant impact on aggregate demand
and output in difficult economic conditions; its focus on comprehensive modernization of the
domestic economy improves the investment climate. However, an important task is to clearly justify
the role of public authorities to ensure the effectiveness of these measures [3]. I. Y. Chugunov and
M. D. Pasichny note that the nature and extent of the impact of tax and fiscal instruments for
economic development depends not only on the volume of GDP redistribution through public
finance but also on a model of budget architectonics of the country [4].

For the first time, I. Y. Chugunov introduced the concept of «institutional architecture of the
budget system», which is based on the system of budget regulation and takes into account the
optimal relationship between the elements of the budget system and the cyclical nature of socio-
economic development. The scientist has determined that the institutional architecture of the budget
system determines the most optimal budget ratios, in particular, the share of budget revenues and
expenditures, budget deficit (surplus), public debt to GDP, revenue structure, budget expenditures,
public debt, sources of budget deficit financing, level budget centralization, coefficients of
intergovernmental regulation [5].

Well-known scientist Desislava Stoilova argues that the model of an effective tax system
and the share of tax revenues in GDP depends on many factors and differs depending on the
country. According to her, government spending does not contribute to an increase in GDP growth
in the EU-Member States-28, while the increase in tax revenues, fewer adverse impact on economic
growth; taxes on products and imports have a more significant positive impact on economic growth,
while VAT has a negative impact on the economies of the EU-Member States-28; real estate taxes
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are neutral to economic growth, while personal income tax and social security contributions have a
positive impact [6].

According to J. B. Robert and J. R. Charles, a change in the level of the tax burden can
affect GDP mainly through substitution effects rather than wealth effects. If a significant level of
defense spending coincides with a significant level of federal revenue, then in determining the
marginal tax rates must take into account the negative tax factor, estimated at 1.1 [7].

Scientists Lance Taylor, Christian R. Proafio, Laura de Carvalho i Nelson Barbosa have
argued that the level of the budget deficit reacts countercyclically to economic growth, which can
have a positive effect on the deficit. It is noted that the great recession in the United States was
atypical due to the weak countercyclical fiscal response [8].

C. Checherita-Westphal and P. Rother substantiate the impact of public debt on GDP growth
per capita. According to them, the share of public debt in GDP at 90-100% has a negative impact on
long-term economic growth. At the same time, scientists note that the negative effect of public debt
growth may begin at about 70—80% of GDP [9]. Using nonlinear threshold models, Balazs Egert
argues that finding a negative nonlinear relationship between public debt and economic growth is
extremely difficult and sensitive to the choice of modeling and data coverage. Scientist has
determined that a negative nonlinear correlation occurs at very low levels of public debt (from 20%
to 60% of GDP) [10].

Markus Eberhard and Andrea F. Presbitero determine that there is a certain negative impact
of a significant level of public debt on long-term economic growth in different countries, but in
their opinion, the critical level is different for each country [11]. According to Tetsuo Onda and
Yuki Uchida, the growth rate of debt financing is lower than in tax financing, and that debt
financing creates a compromise between present and future generations. With debt financing, it is
possible to achieve a higher level of economic growth than that which arises from the choice of
social planning aimed at ensuring the welfare of all generations [12]. However, Ugo Panizza and
Andrea Presbitero point out that there is no evidence that public debt growth negatively affects
economic growth, because a negative correlation between debt and growth is sometimes used to
justify policies that suggest that debt has a negative causal effect on economic growth [13].

Taking into account the achievements of previous research, at the same time, important
issues are the development of new approaches to the formation of budget policy, the disclosure of
its priorities, taking into account globalization processes, the assessment of its impact on economic
growth.

Research results. Budget policy is a dynamic institutional process, which consists in the
implementation of a set of appropriate forms of interdependence and interaction of economic, legal,
political, institutional components of the budget space and the institutional environment of society
in the budget formation and use of budget funds to achieve strategic goals and main objectives [14].

At the same time, budget policy determines the possibilities of quantitative and qualitative
impact of the budget regulation system on the economic environment. Quantitative impact is
characterized by the volume and proportions of mobilized and redistributed budget funds.
Opportunities to expand production are formed depending on the amount and object of withdrawal
of funds at the disposal of the state, the amount and structure of budget expenditures. Qualitative
impact associated with specific opportunities to influence the type and structure of income and
expenditure budget for the economic interests of economic entities and households. This impact
contributes to the transformation of budget revenues and expenditures into incentives for economic
development, diversification, and quality renewal of livelihood infrastructure. Purposeful budget
regulation allows to accelerate or slow down socio-economic processes, to ensure the achievement
of certain strategic goals and objectives.

It is necessary to distinguish two aspects of budget policy formation in the system of
financial regulation: first, the state uses budget policy as a tool for managing the economy to
influence the process of social production; secondly, the components of budget policy are the object
of management. Assessing the impact of budget policy on economic growth is an important
component in the process of substantiating the strategic objectives of the country's development. An
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insufficient level of efficiency of budget management does not allow to ensure the effectiveness and
efficiency of budget policy as a component of the socio-economic development of the country.

Modern economic processes necessitate the use of effective instruments of budget policy on
budget revenues and expenditures, budget deficit and public debt, inter-budgetary relations. At the
same time, effective decision-making on budget policy formation requires a forecast assessment of
budget parameters, which is based on forecast macroeconomic indicators of socio-economic
development of the country, instruments, and levers of tax policy.

Many of the problems that countries with developed economies have to solve in connection
with financial and crisis processes that affect budgetary stability are similar to the problems that
exist in emerging countries. In particular, the important tasks of the financial and budgetary policy
of the EU-Member States are the need to take measures to accelerate economic growth, stimulate
innovation, create a working environment more favorable for the development of small and
medium-sized businesses.

Despite the differences in the structure of government revenues and expenditures between
the countries of the European Union, there is a decrease in the average deviation in budget
indicators, which indicates that the convergence process has a significant impact on budget policy
(Table I).

Table 1
Share of government expenditures and revenues of EU countries in GDP, %

2009—2011 2012—2014 2015—2017 2018—2019

" £ " £ " £ " £
Country ég ég Eg ég Eg 555 Eg 5%
25| 5% | 25 g% X g% 25 g%
2 g = 2 g« 2 2= 2 g~

5] 5] 5] 5]
EU (28 countries) 43,63 49,47 44,97 48,47 44,67 46,33 45,10 45,80
Belgium 49,47 54,00 52,17 55,67 51,07 52,97 50,85 52,20
Bulgaria 33,43 36,47 36,37 38,43 36,77 36,90 38,45 36,45
Czechia 39,43 43,57 40,73 43,17 40,60 40,07 42,15 41,55
Denmark 54,03 56,53 55,17 56,33 53,17 53,43 52,35 50,25
Germany 43,70 46,53 44,43 44,33 44,77 43,83 46,60 45,00
Estonia 41,07 41,33 38,60 38,53 39,23 39,47 38,60 39,05
Ireland 33,30 52,83 34,00 39,90 26,67 27,57 25,30 25,05
Greece 41,33 53,57 47,53 56,07 48,50 49,90 47,80 46,60
Spain 35,73 45,73 38,37 46,17 38,03 42,30 39,15 41,80
France 50,37 56,80 52,83 57,17 53,40 56,67 53,00 55,65
Croatia 41,53 48,27 42,60 47,83 45,53 46,73 47,00 46,70
Italy 45,77 50,17 47,97 50,93 46,87 49,37 46,70 48,60
Cyprus 36,90 42,13 37,63 44,20 38,97 38,70 40,50 41,45
Latvia 36,00 | 43,40 36,67 37,93 37,03 37,67 38,70 39,20
Lithuania 34,90 43,23 33,30 35,40 34,20 34,03 34,90 34,45
Luxembourg 43,63 43,87 44,00 43,13 43,80 42,33 45,10 42,45
Hungary 44,93 49,73 46,57 49,13 46,00 47,93 44,25 46,40
Malta 38,70 41,40 39,40 42,00 38,93 37,80 38,40 37,20
Netherlands 42,50 47,43 43,33 46,33 43,30 43,57 43,60 42,05
Austria 48,50 52,60 49,47 51,73 49,07 50,20 48,90 48,45
Poland 38,47 44,90 38,77 42,63 39,20 41,30 41,30 41,75
Portugal 41,20 50,67 44,20 50,07 43,10 46,23 42,90 43,05
Romania 32,50 39,63 33,70 36,03 32,70 34,90 31,80 35,40
Slovenia 43,10 49,17 44,57 52,63 43,83 45,40 44,25 43,65
Slovakia 35,83 42,33 38,10 41,33 40,37 42,27 41,10 42,30
Finland 52,53 54,67 54,60 57,27 53,97 55,67 52,35 53,35
Sweden 50,93 51,27 50,13 51,47 50,50 49,53 50,20 49,55
United Kingdom 37,97 46,93 37,93 44,20 38,53 41,50 38,80 40,95
Iceland 38,33 46,47 41,50 43,33 46,63 42,77 42,00 42,10
Norway 56,50 44,93 55,30 44,23 54,90 49,83 57,65 50,50

Source: from data [15].
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At the same time, an important task of the budget policy of the European Union is to reduce
the level of economic volatility by taking into account when justifying the priorities of budget
policy to use it for countercyclical purposes of the concept of GDP gap. If the GDP is negative, it is
recommended to pursue a stimulating budget policy by reducing the level of tax burden and
increasing government spending, with a positive gap — restraining budget policy by increasing the
level of tax burden and reducing government spending.

The average share of government revenues and expenditures in GDP in the European Union
in 2009—2019, respectively, is 44,63% and 47,77%, including in 2009—2011 — 43,77% and
49,63%, in 2012—2014 — 45,07% and 48,57%, for 2015—2017 — 44,73% and 46,43%, for
2018—2019 45,10% and 45,80%.

To ensure financial and budgetary stability of the EU countries, a mechanism is used to
avoid and correct macroeconomic imbalances. Thus, considerable attention is paid to the issues of
maintaining the budget deficit and public debt at an economically reasonable level. In particular, the
average share of budget deficit and public debt in 2009—2019, respectively, is 3,16% and 82,16%,
including in 2009—2011 — 5,87% and 77,53%, in 2012—2014 — 3,50% and 85,90%, for
2015—2017 — 1,73% and 83,60%, for 2018—2019 — 0.75% and 79,85.

It should be noted that the use of budget policy as an effective tool for economic growth is
hampered by its cyclical asymmetry, which is exacerbated by changes in economic conditions. In
this regard, the harmonization of budget systems remains an important task in this area. In general,
at this stage, the specificity of the European model of budget policy is determined by the significant
role of deep integration processes in ensuring its effectiveness.

In Ukraine, according to the Ministry of Finance of Ukraine, the gap in GDP since 2011 is
negative. Losses of budget revenues from the cyclical component are estimated annually at 0.5
percentage points of GDP. Given the level of budget deficit, it can be argued about the
countercyclical nature of budget policy, but based on the primary balance of the consolidated
budget (excluding expenditures on public debt service), budget policy is pro-cyclical. Accordingly,
there is a contradiction between the importance of implementing a restraining budget policy to
reduce the level of public debt and the pro-cyclical nature of budget policy.

On average, the share of budget revenues and expenditures in GDP in Ukraine in
2009—2019, respectively, is 24,18% and 27,32%, including in 2009—2011 — 22,31% and
26,06%, in 2012—2014 — 22,83% and 27,11%, for 2015—2017 — 26,44% and 28,71%, for
2018—2019 — 25,59% and 27,45%.

With the increase in the expenditures share of the State Budget of Ukraine in the GDP by
one percentage point for the period 2009—2019, the real GDP decreases by 0,22 percentage points.
The linear regression equation is:

y=105,07 - 0,22x. (1)

At the same time, with the increase in the expenditures share on social protection and social
security of the State Budget of Ukraine in the GDP t by one percentage point for the period 2017—
2019, the real GDP increases by only 0,05 percentage points. The linear regression equation is:

y=102,78 + 0,05x. (2)

Whereas when the share of expenditures on economic activity of the State Budget of
Ukraine in the GDP increases by one percentage point for the period 2017—2019, the real GDP
increases by 3,35 percentage points. The linear regression equation is:

y=97,24 + 3,35x. 3)

This indicates the importance of strengthening the investment and innovation budget
component, which involves improving the institutional environment for innovative development of
budgets at various levels; raising the level of development of social infrastructure of society and
communication tools to intensify the efforts of public administration to create innovative
technologies, attract additional resources for research-based on public-private partnership;
improvement of institutional support for scientific, technological and innovative development of
territories; coordination of state and regional innovation policy, which provides for the
improvement of existing and the formation of new tools and levers to support the innovative
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development of territories; integration into the international innovation environment, which
involves the use of mechanisms aimed at activating and improving the efficiency of innovation of
micro, meso and macro levels; motivation of innovation activity for all participants of the budget
process with the use of financial and economic mechanisms.

With the increase in the revenues share of the State Budget of Ukraine in the GDP by one
percentage point for the period 2009—2019, the real GDP increases by 0,48 percentage points. The
linear regression equation is:

y=287,43 + 0,48x. 4)

However, when the share of direct tax revenues of the consolidated budget in the GDP
increases by one percentage point for the period 2017—2019, the real GDP increases by 1,18
percentage points. The linear regression equation has the form:

y=9541+1.18x. (5)

Whereas when the share of indirect tax revenues of the consolidated budget in the GDP
increases by one percentage point for the period 2017—2019, the real GDP decreases by 0.28
percentage points. The linear regression equation has the form:

y=107,09 — 0.28x. (6)

Thus, an important task of budget policy is to change the ratio between direct and indirect
taxes in favor of direct taxes. The level of growth of direct taxes is proportional to the level of
solvency of consumers and provides an opportunity to take full account of economic cyclicality. In
particular, the highest level of elasticity of tax revenues is observed in those countries where
government revenues are dominated by revenues from direct taxes.

An important task of budget policy at present is to reduce public debt. In particular, with the
increase of the share of direct public and guaranteed debt of Ukraine in the GDP by one percentage
point for the period 2009—2019, the real GDP decreases by 0,09 percentage points, including in
2009—2011 decreased by 2,42 percentage points (average the share of direct public and guaranteed
debt in GDP is 43,39%), in 2012—2014 it decreased by 0,11 percentage points (the average share
of direct public and guaranteed debt in GDP is 72,48%), in 2015—2017 it decreased by 0,41
percentage points (the average share of direct public and guaranteed debt in GDP is 86,69%), in
2018—2019 it decreased by 0,06 percentage points (the average share of direct public and
guaranteed debt in GDP is 57,70%). This confirms the study of Markus Eberhard and Andrea F.
Presbitero and suggests that the negative correlation between public debt and economic growth in
different countries may occur at different levels.

Conclusions. An effective budget policy is an important tool for ensuring macroeconomic
stability and accelerating economic growth. The basis of sound budget policy is budget forecasting,
which determines the prospects for the formation and, accordingly, the use of financial resources of
budgets of different levels. Achieving the strategic goals of the economic development of the
country depends on the degree of consideration in the formation of the budget policy of cyclical
economic processes. With a negative gap in GDP, it is advisable to conduct a stimulating budget
policy, while in the context of economic transformation, the growth rate of the expenditure side of
the budget should not exceed the growth rate of economic growth. With a positive gap in GDP, it is
advisable to conduct a restraining budget policy while the coefficient of elasticity of indirect taxes
should be equal to one, direct taxes more than one. Substantial task at present is to maintain a safe
level of public debt and budget deficit, improve the quality of public debt management, and the
definition of strategic guidelines for the structure of the debt portfolio. The importance of further
research on these issues is due to the feasibility of improving the effectiveness of budget policy
based on a comprehensive and rational approach.

JlitepaTypa
1. Hajaminia M., Fallahi M. Ali. Economic growth and government size in developed European countries: A panel threshold
approach. Economic Analysis and Policy. 2018. Vol. 58. P. 1—13.
2. Kim Dong-Hyun, Wu Yi-Chen, Linc Shu-Chin. Heterogeneity in the effects of government size and governance on economic
growth. Economic Modelling. 2018. Vol. 68. P. 205—216.
3. Keiinc [Ix. M. V36pannble npousBeaeHus : mep. ¢ auri. Mocksa : OxoHomuka, 1993. 540 c.

248 ISSN 2306-4994 (print); ISSN 2310-8770 (online)



FINANCIAL AND CREDIT ACTIVITIES: PROBLEMS OF THEORY AND PRACTICE 2021 N2 1 (36)

b

10.

11.

12.

14.

15.
16.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Chugunov 1. Y., Pasichnyi M. D. Fiscal policy for economic development. Scientific bulletin of Polissia. 2018. Ne 1 (13). Ch. 1.
P. 54—61.

Uyrynos [. fI. [HcTurynilina apxitekToHika OromKkeTHOT cuctemu. @inancu Yrpainu. 2008. Ne 11. C. 3—10.

Stoilova D. Tax structure and economic growth: Evidence from the European Union. Contaduria y Administracion, 2017.
Vol. 62.Is. 3. P. 1041—1057.

Barro R. J., Redlick C. J. Macroeconomic Effects from Government Purchases and Taxes. ADB Economics Working Paper
Series. 2010. Ne 232. 50 p.

Taylor L., Proafio C., Carvalho L., Nelson B. Fiscal deficits, economic growth and government debt in the USA. Cambridge
Journal of Economics. 2012. Vol. 36. Is. 1. P. 189—204.

Checherita-Westphal C., Rother P. The impact of high government debt on economic growth and its channels: An empirical
investigation for the euro area. European Economic Review, Elsevier. 2012. P. 1392—1405.

Egert B. Public debt, economic growth and nonlinear effects: Myth or reality? Journal of Macroeconomics. 2015. Vol. 43.
P. 226—238.

Eberhard M., Presbitero A. Public debt and growth: Heterogeneity and non-linearity. Journal of International Economics. 2015.
Vol. 97. Is. 1. P. 45—58.

Onda T., Uchida Y. Human Capital, Public Debt, and Economic Growth: A Political Economy Analysis. Journal of
Macroeconomics. 2018. Vol. 1. P. 1—10.

. Panizza U., Presbitero A. Public debt and econom.c growth: Is there a causal effect? Journal of Macroeconomics. 2014. Vol. 41.

P.21—41.

Jucsix JI. B., Kauyna C. B. BrojpkeTHuit moteHian 3abe3neueHHst cTaaoro Ji0CbKOro po3BUTKY B YKpaini. Haykosuil no2nsio:
exonomixa ma ynpaeninna. 2016. Ne 1. C. 14—22. URL : http:/nbuv.gov.ua/UJRN/vamsue 2016 1 4.

Odiuiiinmii caiit Ctatuctuanoi opranizaunii €Bponelicekoi komicii. URL : https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat.

Odiniitamii caiir Minicrepcrsa ¢inancis Ykpainu. URL : https://www.minfin.gov.ua.

Cmammio pexomenoosaro 0o opyky 11.01.2021 © Maxozon B. J.

References
Hajaminia, M., & Fallahi, Ali M. (2018). Economic growth and government size in developed European countries: A panel
threshold approach. Economic Analysis and Policy, Vol. 58, 1—13.
Kim, Dong-Hyun, Wu, Yi-Chen, & Linc, Shu-Chin. (2018). Heterogeneity in the effects of government size and governance on
economic growth. Economic Modelling, Vol. 68, 205—216.
Keynes, J. M. (1993). Izbrannye proizvedeniya [Selected works]. Moscow: Ekonomika [in Russian].
Chugunov, 1. Y., & Pasichnyi, M. D. (2018). Fiscal policy for economic development. Scientific bulletin of Polissia, 1 (13), 1,
54—61.
Chuhunov, I. Ya. (2008). Instytutsiina arkhitektonika biudzhetnoi systemy [Institutional architecture of the budget system].
Finansy Ukrainy — Finance of Ukraine, 11,3—10 [in Ukrainian].
Stoilova, D. (2017). Tax structure and economic growth: Evidence from the European Union. Contaduria y Administracion,
Vol. 62,3, 1041—1057.
Barro, R. J., & Redlick, Ch. J. (2010). Macroeconomic Effects from Government Purchases and Taxes. ADB Economics
Working Paper Series, 232, 50.
Taylor, L., Proafio, Ch. R., Carvalho, L., & Nelson, B. (2012). Fiscal deficits, economic growth and government debt in the
USA. Cambridge Journal of Economics, Vol. 36, 1, 189—204.
Checherita-Westphal, C., & Rother, P. (2012). The impact of high government debt on economic growth and its channels: An
empirical investigation for the euro area. European Economic Review, Elsevier, 1392—1405.
Egert, B. (2015). Public debt, economic growth and nonlinear effects: Myth or reality? Journal of Macroeconomics, Vol. 43,
226—238.
Eberhard, M., & Presbitero, A. F. (2015). Public debt and growth: Heterogeneity and non-linearity. Journal of International
Economics, Vol. 97, 1, 45—358.
Onda, T., & Uchida, Yu. (2018). Human Capital, Public Debt, and Economic Growth: A Political Economy Analysis. Journal of’
Macroeconomics, Vol. 1, 1—10.
Panizza, U., & Presbitero, A. (2014). Public debt and economic growth: Is there a causal effect? Journal of Macroeconomics,
Vol. 41,21—41.
Lysiak, L. V., & Kachula, S. V. (2016). Biudzhetnyi potentsial zabezpechennia staloho liudskoho rozvytku v Ukraini [Budget
potential for sustainable human development in Ukraine]. Naukovyi pohliad: ekonomika ta upravlinnia — Scientific View:
Economics and Management, 1, 14—22. Retrieved from http://nbuv.gov.ua/UJRN/vamsue 2016 1 4 [in Ukrainian].
Statystychna orhanizatsiia ~ Yevropeiskoi komisii. (n. d.). Ofitsiinyi  sait  [Official site]. Retrieved from
http://ec.europa.cu/eurostat [in Ukrainian].

. Ministerstvo finansiv Ukrainy. (n. d.). Ofitsiinyi sait [Official site]. Retrieved from https://minfin.gov.ua [in Ukrainian].

The article is recommended for printing 11.01.2021 © Makogon V.

ISSN 2306-4994 (print); ISSN 2310-8770 (online) 249





