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INTRODUCTION 

The crisis caused by the COVID-19 pandemic has become a challenge for the 

international community in all spheres of human activity and public life. A significant number 

of countries worldwide have faced total uncertainty and a lack of clearly defined vectors of 

development. The world economic system is no exception, which since the beginning of the 

coronavirus pandemic has been negatively affected in many dimensions – the decrease of world 

GDP and production, a significant drop in stock markets, and more. In particular, according to 

the International Monetary Fund, the world economy fell by 3.5% in 2020, which directly 

indicates the significant impact of the coronavirus pandemic on the world economic system 

[1, p. 1]. 

Also, the pandemic crisis has significantly affected the increase in government spending 

and the attraction of additional financial resources to fight the coronavirus and neutralize its 

consequences. In particular, the state budgets' revenues have become steady or even tended to 

decrease due to the introduction of quarantine measures and lockdowns, and as a result - 

reduced business activity, falling production, and reduced budget revenues. Accordingly, due 

to rising expenditures of state budgets, the vast majority of countries' public debt has increased. 

Moreover, the world public debt, according to the International Monetary Fund, in 2020 

amounted to 99% of world GDP, while in 2019, this figure was 84% [2, p. 1]. Accordingly, this 

states a significant impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the increase of debt burden in many 

countries. 

The primary purpose of this research is to assess the impact of the coronavirus pandemic 

crisis on the government debt burden of Central (Slovakia, Poland, Hungary, Romania, and the 

Czech Republic) and Eastern Europe (Belarus, Moldova, Georgia, Armenia, and Ukraine) 

based on a comparative analysis of the debt burden of selected countries. Analytical indicators 

and statistics of the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the European Central 

Bank were also used in the analysis. Besides, we analyzed data from 2008 to 2020 to conduct 

comparative research of the impact of the coronavirus pandemic in 2020 and the impact of the 

global financial crisis in 2008-2009 on selected countries' public debt burden. 
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1. METHODOLOGICAL BASIS OF GOVERNMENT DEBT BURDEN 
ANALYSIS 

As of today, there is no single indicator of public debt burden. For example, sometimes, 

it has been defined as the public debt to GDP ratio. However, in our opinion, other indicators 

could be used, such as a comprehensive assessment of the public debt burden cannot be limited 

to determining only this one. In such a case, its components such as public debt structure and 

its value as interest rates on government securities and loans of international financial 

organizations will not be considered. When analyzing the government debt burden, the 

dynamics of government securities' volume should also be taken into account, as government 

securities are one of the primary sources of financing the state budget deficit. 

That is why we based our research on a system of indicators for a comprehensive 

assessment of the debt burden used by international organizations such as the International 

Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the European Central Bank in this research. In particular, 

this system includes the following key indicators – the government debt to GDP ratio, the 

government securities in circulation to GDP ratio, weighted average nominal interest rates on 

government securities, and the structure of government debt by maturity [3-5]. The following 

factors caused this selection of indicators for a comprehensive assessment of the public debt 

burden because these indicators: 

• consider not only the relative government debt burden but also its structure; 

• include the changes in the structure of public debt burden; 

• help analyze the relationship between the issuance of government securities and the 

debt burden dynamics. 

1. The public debt to GDP ratio is one of the key indicators for assessing the public debt 

burden. The analysis of this indicator allows analyzing the dynamics of public debt growth 

and characterizing individual factors' impact on public debt growth. This ratio is a general 

indicator of the public debt burden, as its use clearly outlines trends in public debt dynamics. 

2. The issued government securities to GDP ratio is also a vital indicator in the analysis of 

government debt. The issuance of government securities could cover the lack of funding and 

budget shortage during the budget year. Accordingly, the analysis of the dynamics of the 

growth of government securities issue can establish how the increase of public debt through 

government securities' issuance affects the dynamics of debt growth. 

3. Nominal yields on outstanding amounts, issuances and redemptions are also critical 

indicators in assessing the public debt burden, as nominal rates on government securities 

reflect the value of borrowed funds to the state budget for issued government securities.  
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4. The structure of public debt by maturity is an important indicator when analyzing this 

issue, as it is also necessary to take into account the time structure of public debt. Considering 

this indicator when analyzing the debt burden of selected countries will allow assessing the 

impact of the crisis on using different types of debt instruments by maturity qualitatively. 

Accordingly, this will enable us to conclude the relationship between the impact of crisis 

factors and the use of short- and long-term government debt instruments.  

We can combine these indicators in the next table: 

Table 1. 

System of debt burden analysis indicators 

Indicator Characteristics 

The public debt to GDP ratio Characterizes the value of total public debt in 

relative terms to GDP. 

The government securities issued to 

GDP ratio 

Shows the relative expression of the value of 

government-issued securities as a percentage of 

GDP. 

Nominal yields on outstanding 

amounts, issuances and redemptions 

Shows the weighted average nominal interest rates 

on government securities that have been issued and 

are in circulation 

The structure of public debt by 

maturity 

Shows the percentage of short- and long-term 

government debt in the structure of total government 

debt 

Source: done by authors on the basis [3-4]. 

Thus, the assessment of government debt burden is a comprehensive analysis of the 

system of indicators, which can be used to evaluate the impact of the coronavirus pandemic and 

identify the main issues of crisis factors on the dynamics of government debt burden. In 

addition, this approach to the analysis of the government debt burden will determine the impact 

of crisis factors on the growth of government securities, the dynamics of weighted average 

interest rates on government securities, as well as changes in the structure of public debt. 
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2. ANALYSIS OF THE COVID-19 PANDEMIC IMPACT ON THE 

GOVERNMENT DEBT BURDEN IN CENTRAL AND EASTERN 

EUROPEAN COUNTRIES 

 The coronavirus pandemic has been a significant challenge for governments, as the 

problem of balancing strict quarantine with maintaining economic stability has become 

extremely pressing. Therefore, such measures required high costs to fight the pandemic and 

neutralize or minimize its negative consequences. In particular, the main components of 

“coronavirus budget” costs were the costs of medical care for patients with coronavirus, medical 

costs to improve equipment and provide services to patients with COVID-19, subsidies to 

enterprises and government financial incentives for business and more. Thus, significant 

unforeseen expenditures of the public budget became the main factor in the growth of budget 

deficits, which in turn led to an increase in public debt and public debt burden. 

Before analyzing the impact of crisis factors on the growth of public debt burden in 2020, 

it is necessary to consider the volume of expenditures of governments of Central and Eastern 

Europe to combat the pandemic, in relative terms to GDP (Fig. 1): 

  

Figure 1. The pandemic expenditures ratio to the GDP of Central and Eastern European 

countries in 2020, %. 

Source: compiled by the author based on data [6]. 

As we can see from the graph, the governments of Central Europe had higher costs of 
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3% to 9.7%), the countries of Eastern Europe - at the level of 1.48% of GDP on average 

(fluctuations from 0.01% up to 2%). 

Since Central Europe's governments have had significantly higher costs of combating the 

coronavirus, we can pre-state hypothesis that under the influence of the coronavirus pandemic, 

the government debt burden in Central European countries has increased more than in Eastern 

European countries. To prove this hypothesis, it is necessary to conduct a comprehensive 

analysis of the dynamics of debt growth due to the coronavirus pandemic's crisis factors in 

2020. 

To do the analysis correctly, we should consider the dynamics of the ratio of public debt 

to GDP of selected countries from 2008 to 2020. After a steady decline in this indicator in 2018-

2019, in 2020 it grew significantly (Fig. 2): 

 

а 

 

b 

Figure 2. Trend of total public debt to GDP ratio of Eastern (a) and Central European (b) 

countries in 2008-2020, %. 

Source: compiled by the author based on data [3, 5]. 
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According to these graphs, we can state that after a steady downward trend in 2016-2019, 

this indicator has risen sharply in most cases due to the significant increase in public debt and 

the GDP reduction. 

It is worth paying attention that compared to the global financial crisis of 2008-2009, the 

growth of public debt in 2020 in Central and Eastern European countries was going differently. 

For example, in 2008 in Central Europe, public debt increased by 6.35 p. p. on average, and in 

2020 - by 11.13 p. p. Accordingly, in Eastern Europe's countries in 2008, the public debt 

increased by 12.85 p. p., contrary to 2020 when public debt increased by 9.42 p. p. The 

following reasons cause this difference: 

 Expenditures as the response to the pandemic were significantly higher in Central Europe 

than in Eastern Europe. 

 In 2008-2009, Eastern European countries were more affected by the financial crisis due 

to devaluation and insufficient development of market mechanisms for overcoming the 

crisis and its consequences. 

 Central European countries have introduced stricter quarantine measures since the 

beginning of the pandemic, which in turn has required higher spending on health care and 

business and public support. 

In general, since the beginning of 2020, this indicator in Central Europe has grown by 

25% on average, in Eastern Europe - by 22%, respectively. Thus, we can say that the 

coronavirus pandemic has significantly affected this indicator's growth, and largely in Central 

Europe than in Eastern Europe. 

Next, we should consider the dynamics of government securities' ratio in circulation to 

GDP in selected countries from 2008 to 2020. It should also be stated that the pandemic also 

affected the growth of government securities (Fig. 3). 
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b 

Figure 3. Trends of the volume of government securities to the GDP ratio of Central (a) 

and Eastern European countries (b) in 2008-2020, %. 

Source: compiled by the author based on data [4, 7-11]. 
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indicator, in 2020, it showed a sharp increase, and in some countries, this indicator increased in 
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Higher costs of combating Central Europe's pandemic also caused more significant issuance of 

government securities. 

Therefore, this indicator's growth in the countries of Central and Eastern Europe indicates 

that the pandemic has indeed affected the growth of the public debt burden of selected countries. 

Moreover, the growth of the indicator in Central European countries again indicates a 

tremendous increase in the public debt burden. Besides, this fact is because the countries of 

Central Europe are more active in using debt instruments, and these countries had higher costs 

to combat the pandemic, which required more funding for unforeseen government spending. 

Next, it is necessary to consider the trends of weighted average interest rates on selected 

countries' government securities. Since during the crisis, central banks are implementing a 

policy of credit expansion, and consequently, reducing the discount rate of the central bank, it 

directly affects the change in interest rates on government securities (Fig. 4): 
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a 

 

b 

Figure 4. Trends of weighted average nominal yields on outstanding amounts, issuances 

and redemptions of Central and Eastern European countries in 2018-2020, %. 

Source: compiled by the authors based on data [4, 7-11]. 
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Table 2. 

Debt split by maturity in Central and Eastern European countries in 2018-2020, % 

Short-term debt instruments Long-term debt instruments 

Central Europe 2018 2019 2020 Central Europe 2018 2019 2020 

Czech Republic 0,3% 0,3% 2,2% Czech Republic 99,7% 99,7% 97,8%

Slovakia 2,1% 6,4% 3,0% Slovakia 97,9% 93,6% 97,0%

Poland 0,0% 0,0% 1,2% Poland 100,0% 100,0% 98,8%

Hungary 18,7% 4,6% 5,8% Hungary 81,3% 95,4% 94,2%

Romania 1,3% 0,4% 1,4% Romania 98,7% 99,6% 98,6%

Eastern Europe 2018 2019 2020 Eastern Europe 2018 2019 2020 

Belarus - - - Belarus - - - 

Ukraine 6,2% 4,5% 7,6% Ukraine 93,8% 95,5% 92,4%

Georgia 17,3% 18,1% 15,5% Georgia 82,7% 81,9% 84,5%

Armenia 2,6% 4,4% 3,1% Armenia 97,4% 95,6% 96,9%

Moldova 22,8% 23,5% 25,3% Moldova 77,2% 76,5% 74,7%

Source: done by authors based on [4, 7-11]. 

Therefore, in most countries (6 out of 10), the share of short-term government debt 

instruments increased in 2020. On the one hand, it means reducing the cost of borrowed 

resources, as well as meeting the government's need for short-term funding, and on the other 

hand - increasing debt burden due to the growth of short-term liabilities and the need to repay 

these liabilities in the current period. According to this indicator, the debt burden of Central 

European countries increased more than in Eastern Europe, as this indicator increased in 4 

Central European countries out of 5 selected for analysis, and Eastern European countries - 2 

out of 5 (excluding Belarus due to lack of relevant statistics). 

The hypothesis that the government debt burden of Central Europe has increased more 

than Eastern Europe can be considered proven, as evidenced by the considerable growth of 

selected indicators, more so in Central than in Eastern European countries. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The crisis of the COVID-19 affected the growth of the public debt burden. Factors that 

influenced the public debt burden growth were: unforeseen costs to combat the pandemic, as 

well as to neutralize or minimize its consequences; simultaneous reduction of state budget 

revenues and growth of state expenditures aimed at the medical sphere and business support in 

the crisis; costs of quarantine measures and social assistance to victims of coronavirus, etc. 

In comparison with the global financial crisis of 2008-2009, the crisis of 2020 affected 

the selected countries differently. For example, in Central Europe, the pandemic caused a 

greater increase in the debt burden than in 2008, and in Eastern Europe – vice versa.  

The government debt burden analysis revealed that the government debt burden in Central 

Europe had increased more than in Eastern Europe. The growth of such indicators evidences 

this as the ratio of public debt to GDP (25% on average and 22% on average, respectively), the 

ratio of government securities to GDP (17.39% and 10% on average, respectively), and also an 

increase in the share of short-term liabilities in the structure of public debt in most Central 

European countries. This difference between the groups of countries selected for analysis can 

be explained by the fact that the countries of Central Europe had significantly higher costs of 

combating coronavirus than Eastern Europe, and the first group of countries is much more 

active in using debt instruments. 

Thus, according to the analyzed data on the impact of the coronavirus pandemic on 

Central and Eastern Europe's government debt burden, we can say that the debt burden of 

selected countries has increased significantly under the influence of crisis factors. 
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