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Abstract 

The paper deals with the development of the size and structure of agriculture in the Cohesion Regions of 
the Visegrad Group countries. It focuses on the specification of the basic tendencies of the development 
of this sector in the region of the Central Europe in the period after the accession of the Visegrad 
countries to the European Union in 2004. For this purpose, the dynamics of the development and structure 
of agriculture are analyzed and compared over a period of years 2005–2015 in the NUTS 2 regions of the 
V4 countries (the Czech Republic, Poland, Hungary, and Slovakia). The following indicators are used: 
total values of agricultural production, total values of crop production and total values of livestock 
production in millions of euros. The analyses carried out refute the generally proclaimed attempt to unify, 
or converge, the economies in this sector at the level of 35 Cohesion Regions. The beta convergence 
instrument presents a divergence tendency between NUTS 2 regions for all the indicators examined. The 
level of utilization of growth potential of Cohesion Regions from the indicators can also be assessed. 
Results of beta convergence analyses are graphically presented in the paper using correlation diagrams. 
 
Keywords: Visegrad group, Cohesion regions, value of total agricultural production, value of total crop 
production, value of total livestock production, beta convergence, sigma convergence, correlation 
diagram. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

As an important part of the national and the global economy, the agrarian sector is discussed 

not only in terms of food security and in eradicating hunger, which is a problem in the 

developing countries, namely, but also in Europe today (Wittmer & Gundimeda, 2012). In the 

future, too, agriculture shall play a dignified role of a partner to other economic sectors at the 

lower NUTS levels in particular (Bacsi & Kovács, 2007). His rating is equally significant in 

terms of the irreplaceability in landscape care, addressing the consequences of climate 

change, sustainable management of natural resources, and last but not least, in connection 
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with the threat to rural areas, which is closely related to the development of specific regions 

(EC, 2014).  

These criteria are increasingly reflected in the strategy of the European model of 

multifunctional agriculture and in the concrete concept and implementation within the 

Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in the Member States of the European Union (EU).  

It now faces a new programming period 2021-2027 and sees it as a breakthrough period for 

the CAP in the future. The European Union strategy wants to simplify and modernize its 

framework; it also aims at supporting farmers as well as rural communities and the 

sustainable development of agriculture in the EU.  

The proposal is strongly influenced by the achievement of the EU's higher environmental 

and climate targets (Green deal) to which conditionality should contribute, as well as the link 

between CAP payments per hectare and the scope of obligations (ES, 2020; Scown, Brady & 

Nicholas, 2020).  

Member States will gain more flexibility and responsibility in the new programming 

period. Its complexity is also confirmed by the adoption of an agreement within the EU on a 

transitional period in the years 2021 – 2022.  

Member States themselves will choose how and where CAP-based funding invests to meet 

the ambitious goals set by the EU itself and thus actively contribute to the creation of an 

intelligent, resilient, sustainable and competitive agrarian sector (Klöckner, 2018). According 

to Hogan (2018), this concept of the CAP grants genuine subsidiarity of the Member States in 

the field of agriculture. Katainena (2018) adds that more scope for Member States provides a 

more effective agricultural policy and enables easier monitoring of its results as well. This 

challenge and opportunity concern all Member States. 

Therefore, it is appropriate to evaluate the current development trends of agriculture and 

characterize the basic causal links in the regions of the Central Europe during the period since 

the accession of the Visegrad countries to the European Union.   

 

BASIC BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 

It is undeniable that agriculture in the 21st century is increasingly changing with a broader 

view of a comprehensive and inclusive system that incorporates what today's agriculture does: 

listen to customers create value and deliver products and services from food, fiber, and natural 

resources as you drive and conservation of resources (Edwards & Clifford, 2005). 
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At present, the concept of agribusiness as a suitable approach that examines the issues of 

effective functioning of the entire food management system in the development of the 

business environment in its vertical and horizontal contexts is evaluated (Bečvářová & 

Zdráhal, 2013; Zylbersztajn, 2017). 

The basic philosophy of a common framework for modern agriculture development 

support under the Common Agricultural Policy of the EU thus requires the use of a dynamic 

access knowledge, specification, and use of competitive advantage in terms of its criteria in 

the application of policy in the individual Member States.  

Already the accession of the Visegrad Group countries to the EU took place at a period of 

fundamental reform steps in the level and forms of support under the CAP. Typical for the 

development of the V4 countries in preparation and the first phase after accession and their 

participating in the EU common market was, however, noted by a reduction the competitive 

advantage (Jambor, 2013).  

We should consider that the decrease in production in these states started already in the 

first half of the 1990s and then in the pre-admission period.  

The starting positions of agriculture in the V4 countries when joining the EU were 

significantly different; this fact is due to previous agricultural developments, especially the 

different nature of the transformation of agriculture and the different level and degree of 

"socialization".  

According to Bański (2008), the most significant changes were recorded in Hungary, 

where the land was returned to its original owners, which was related to a change in 

agricultural structure and land fragmentation.  

The changes in the Czech Republic and Slovakia were already much smaller dramatic, 

with the leading process being constituted by the privatization of the assets already in the 

early nineties of the twentieth century.  

In the case of Polish agriculture, after the transition to a market economy, the income of 

Polish farmers decreased, Zgliński (2008) estimated that 60 to 70 % of farms found 

themselves in a difficult economic situation, which meant a loss of capacity for modernization 

and restructuring.  

Yet, the basic economic processes and phenomena of the period of transformation appear 

to be similar, which is the consequence of the preparation to the accession to the EU 

according to the same procedures and stipulations.  
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In the long term, the EU has highlighted the need for economic convergence of its regions, 

introduces the concept of cohesion (Baráth, Nagy, & Szabó, 2010; Hansen & Herrmann, 

2012).  

Monfort (2008) refers to the Treaty establishing the European Community, which stated 

that cohesion policy should "promote economic and social progress and a high level of 

employment and achieve balanced and sustainable development". Article 158 adds, „The 

Community's objective is in particular to reduce disparities between the levels of development 

of the various regions and the back protection of the least-favored regions or islands, 

including rural areas ". 

Csaki and Jambor (2019) state: "There are many different ways to define and measure 

convergence in economics." De Jong (2018) defines convergence as "an act of rapprochement 

and, in particular, a move towards unity or uniformity". 

The objective assessment of convergence or divergence between regions offers scope for 

the implementation of theories based on the neoclassical model of growth (Solow, 1956), 

based on the assumption that each of the regions examined has different growth potential, 

which can be measurable to some extent (Islam, 2003). 

The course of the selected indicator over time according to Young et al. (2006), Nevima 

and Melecký (2008) is then examined using statistical tools in the field of growth economy 

and the so-called convergence models. Convergence itself is based on the assumption of a 

gradual levelling out of differences between regions and the so-called catching-up. 

In connection with objectivization, i.e., measuring convergence between regions, it is 

possible to use the beta and sigma convergence methods (Minařík, 2014; Nevima & Melecký 

2008; Management association, 2017). This method of measuring convergence between 

regions, first used by Barro and Sala Martin (1995), laid the groundwork for research in this 

area (Obstfeld & Rogoff, 1996).  

Many studies based on convergence analyzes were carried out around 2005. However, 

these studies concern the economy as a whole, while fewer studies have been carried out for 

specific sectors, usually manufacturing (Alexiadis, 2010). 

The aim of this paper is to objectify, evaluate and compare the position of agriculture and 

its development in the V4 countries and their individual Cohesion Regions (NUTS 2) within 

ten years of joining the EU and thus the CAP application capabilities. Specify the basic 

tendencies, including the development in the following years, and thus assess the 

manifestations and consequences of the application the CAP in the agriculture of these 

countries. 
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DATA AND METHODS  

The paper analyzes two basic statistical indicators: the share of agriculture in gross 

domestic product (GDP) and the share of agriculture in employment, the position of 

agriculture in the national economy of V4 countries and neighboring old member states 

Germany and Austria. Analyzes evaluate the development dynamics, scope, efficiency and 

final structure of agricultural production. Furthermore, for 35 NUTS 2 regions of the V4 

countries, their ability to converge after joint accession to the EU are examined in the 

following indicators: total agricultural production, total crop and total livestock production in 

millions of euros at the basic price in 2005-2015. Newer data for regions not available. 

These indicators are part of the Economic Account for Agriculture and can be implied for 

the purpose of analysing the production process of agricultural production. Data are also 

guaranteed to be comparable in time and space (Eurostat, 2020). 

Statistical methods of beta and sigma convergence are applied in the paper to achieve the 

above-mentioned and a correlation diagram is presented at the end of the chapter. 

Baumol (1986) state that according to the beta convergence method, individual regions 

converge over a certain period of time if the lower initial value of y0 in the j-th region, where j 

= 1, 2, …, m, corresponds to the higher value of the region's average growth coefficient and 

vice versa.  

Based on the method of least squares, equations of regression lines containing α and β 

parameters are determined. In the case where β<0, the line is decreasing and the convergence 

tendency prevails. If β>0, then the line is increasing and the divergence tendency prevails. 

Consequently, the coefficients of determination (in %) are determined:  

 

Coefficients indicate the significance of the trend according to the achieved value (max = 

100, min = 0). 

While beta convergence focuses on detecting possible catching up processes, sigma 

convergence simply refers to a reduction of disparities among regions in time (Monfort, 

2008). In the case of sigma convergence, we observe the standard deviation value, when the 

sigma convergence occurs, the variability of the monitored indicator decreases (Minařík, 

2014). When beta convergence results in a low weight of analysis tool given by a low value of 

the determination coefficient, a correlation diagram is constructed using the following 

procedure.  

In the correlation diagram, the logarithms of the initial values are plotted on the horizontal 

axis and the average growth coefficients are plotted on the vertical axis. Using averages, the 
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diagram is then divided into 4 quadrants. Units with above-average initial values combined 

with above-average growth rates lie in the 1st quadrant. This means there is a tendency to 

move away from other units. Units with below-average initial values combined with above-

average growth rates lie in the 2nd quadrant. In the longer term, it can be assumed they will 

transfer to the 1st quadrant. Units with below-average initial values combined with below-

average growth rates lie in the 3rd quadrant. There is a tendency for them to lag behind other 

units. Units with above-average initial values combined with below-average growth rates lie 

in the 4th quadrant. In the longer term it can be assumed they will transfer to the 3rd quadrant. 

Highly conclusive convergence is then demonstrated when the units of interest are in the 

second and fourth quadrants. On the other hand, for highly conclusive divergence, the units 

are in the first and third quadrant. 

The adequate data for the paper are obtained from the EUROSTAT database and FADN. 

The analysis of statistical data is performed using MS Excel software and Statistica statistical 

software. 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The basic statistical indicators characterizing the position of agriculture in the economy is 

the share of agriculture in gross domestic product (GDP) and its share in employment, the V4 

countries are, with their exceptions, above average compared to neighboring Germany and 

Austria (Tab. 1). 

 

Table 1 The share of agriculture in GDP and employment in the V4 countries, Germany and 
Austria in percentage 

country 
The share of agriculture in GDP The share of agriculture in employment 

2005 2015 2019 2005 2015 2019 
CZ 2,2% 2,2% 1,9% 3,8% 2,9% 2,7% 
HU 3,7% 3,8% 3,5% 6,5% 4,9% 4,7% 
PL 2,9% 2,2% 2,2% 17,4% 11,5% 9,2% 
SK 1,6% 2,6% 2,5% 6,9% 4,8% 2,2% 
DE 0,7% 0,7% 0,7% 2,4% 1,4% 1,2% 
AU 1,3% 1,1% 1,1% 5,3% 4,5% 3,6% 

Source: The global economy (2020) 

In general, the declining trend of these indicators is typical for the development of the 

position of the primary sector in the economies of developed countries. The decline is usually 

due to faster growth of other sectors of the national economy and labour productivity in 

agriculture and innovation in agricultural production and operations, but also changing, 
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respectively stagnant demand for food in the regional market (Bečvářová, 2005; Bański, 

2008; Spišiak, Ferenec, Oťahel & Nováček, 2008).  

The decline in these indicators is generally not a problem, but it is necessary to analyze the 

baseline and dynamics of the development on which are these indicators based. The key is the 

dynamics of the development of the value and final structure of total agricultural production, 

the influence of the development of the production dimension and the efficiency of the use of 

special land production factor and labour production factor (Bečvářová, 2008). 

Analyzes of the indicators of total agricultural production, total crop production and total 

animal production are shown in Fig. 1, 2.  

 

Figure 1 Total values of agricultural production in Million euro (2005-2019)  

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

 

Figure 2 Total crop production in Million euro and total livestock production in Million euro 
(2005-2019) 

  
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

It is evident that there is a significant oscillation of values for the indicators together with a 

significant growth difference. All indicators decline in 2009, when the financial crisis broke 

out. The fact is that livestock production has suffered significantly less in terms of production 

than crop production. 
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The most significant increase between the years 2005-2019 is recorded in Poland for the 

indicators of total agricultural production (+76%) and total livestock production (+85%). The 

highest increase of total crop production for the given period is achieved in Czech (+86%). 

By the implementation of the index of total agricultural production, crop and animal 

production, it is possible to characterize the development of the agricultural production and its 

basic sectoral structures of the given years in comparison with the basic year 2005 (Fig. 3, 4). 

 

Figure 3 Total agricultural production index (2005=100) 

 

Source: Eurostat, own processing 

Figure 4 Crop and livestock production index (2005=100) 

 

Source: Eurostat, own processing 

The share of crop and animal production in total agricultural production in the case of 

Slovakia and the Czech Republic changed significantly between 2005 and 2019. In the case of 

Slovakia, the share of livestock production decreased by approximately 20% in favour of crop 

production. The Czech Republic is experiencing the same change, but the decline was "only" 

10%. 

In 2005, the share of crop and animal production was as follows: the Czech Republic 

(51:49), Hungary (60:40), Poland (48:52) and Slovakia (50:50). 
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In 2019, the share of crop and livestock production in total agricultural production in 

individual V4 countries in 2019 was as follows: Czech Republic (60:40), Hungary (62:38), 

Poland (45:55) and Slovakia (62:38). 

In Germany and Austria, the representation of crop and livestock production was as 

follows in 2005: Germany: 49:51, Austria 44:56.  

In last year 2019: Germany 50:50, Austria 47:53.  

The data show that in all countries except Poland, Germany and Austria, the balance of the 

share of the two basic agricultural sectors in favour of crop production has been upset. 

According to the Svatoš and Smutka (2013), the situation in the V4 countries in this area 

has been unchanged for a long time since the 1990s. The same is true for the fact that crop 

production faces much higher fluctuations compared to livestock production. 

However, even in the given conditions, it is necessary to agree with Bańský's statement 

from 2008, that the main source of income in developed countries is animal husbandry.  

This is the effect of a simple economic number - products of animal origin, as subject to a 

more advanced "processing" order for relatively higher prices than products of plant origin. In 

the monitored period, however, a decisive role in the agriculture of Central European 

countries plays primarily crop production. The importance of crop production was confirmed 

by a relatively high proportion arable land in the structure of agricultural land.  

Tab 2 shows the development of the utilised agricultural area (UAA), the growing trend of 

this indicator between 2005 and 2018 is recorded in Hungary and Slovakia.  

The share of agriculture area on total area of the countries is in the 2018 following: CZ 

56,8%, HU 64,7%, PL 58,7%, SK 47,1%, DE 46,6% and AU 31,6%.  

 

Table 2 Changes in the area of UAA  

UAA (1000 ha) 
 2005 2008 2010 2013 2016 2018 

CZ 3558 3518 3484 3941 3455 3523 

HU 4267 4229 4686 4657 4671 5344 

PL 14755 15477 14447 14410 14406 14540 

SK 1879 1937 1896 1902 1890 1920 

DE 17035 16932 16704 16700 16659 16645 

AU 3266 3189 2878 2727 2689 2654 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

In terms of agricultural land use, the ratio between UAA and arable land in the observed 

period is the highest in Hungary, where the degree of plowing after 2010 exceeds 80% of 
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UAA. The second highest share is recorded in Poland 75% (2016), but we can observe a 

slight decline in this indicator. In the Czech Republic, a decrease is also observed, which is 

more pronounced, there was a decrease of 2% and the resulting value is 72% of the UAA. The 

lowest share of arable land in the UAA is in Austria (50% in 2016).  

Specific data are given in Table 3. 

 

Table 3 Changes in share of arable land and grassland on UAA (%) 

Share of arable land on UAA (%) Share of grassland on UAA (%) 
 2005 2008 2010 2013 2016  2005 2008 2010 2013 2016 

CZ 74 74 73 72 72 CZ 25 26 27 28 27 
HU 78 78 81 81 81 HU 17 17 14 14 15 
PL 77 77 75 75 75 PL 21 21 22 22 22 
SK 70 69 71 72 71 SK 28 29 28 27 28 
DE 70 70 71 71 71 DE 29 29 28 28 28 
AU 43 44 48 50 50 AU 55 54 50 48 47 

Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

Typical for the Czech agriculture is the increase in the area of permanent grassland at the 

expense of arable land after accession to the EU (Krejčí et al., 2019). On the contrary, the 

share of permanent grassland in other countries does not change significantly. By far the 

highest share of grasslands is in Austria. This is due to the significantly low share of arable 

land in agricultural land, which is due to the soil conditions of the local area. However, we 

have seen a declining trend in this indicator in the last decade.  

The overall and structural development of agriculture and its effectiveness, including the 

specific application of CAP instruments, were logically reflected in the development of 

individual regions of V4 countries. Focus on in more detail. 

 

Development of agricultural sector in Cohesion Regions of the V4 countries during 

decade of association to EU 

The input data for the statistical analyses of beta and sigma convergence are the values of 

indicators at the level of NUTS 2 regions (Cohesion Regions) of the V4 countries: total 

value of agricultural production, value of total crop production and value of total livestock 

production in millions of euro. 

The level of NUTS 2 regions has been deliberately chosen in order to assess the 

agricultural situation in the V4 countries as precisely as possible, which is facilitated by the 

lower nomenclature of statistical territorial units.  
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The Czech region NUTS 2 - Prague was not included in the analyses. This region has a 

different characteristic from the other regions and showed zero for all indicators throughout 

the observation period. 

 

The marking of V4 Cohesion Regions in the paper is as follows: 

 C1–C8 Czech Republic: C1 Praha, C2 Střední Čechy, C3 Jihozápad, C4 Severozápad, 

C5 Severovýchod, C6 Jihovýchod, C7 Střední Morava, C8 Moravskoslezko,  

 H1–H7 Hungary: H1 Közép-Magyarország, H2 Közép-Dunántúl, H3 Nyugat-Dunántúl, 

H4 Dél-Dunántúl, H5 Észak-Magyarország, H6 Észak-Alföld, H7 Dél-Alföld,  

 P1–P16 Poland: P1 Lódzkie, P2 Mazowieckie, P3 Malopolskie, P4 Slaskie, P5 

Lubelskie, P6 Podkarpackie, P7 Swietokrzyskie, P8 Podlaskie, P9 Wielkopolskie, P10 

Zachodniopomorskie, P11 Lubuskie, P12 Dolnoslaskie, P13 Opolskie, P14 Kujawsko-

Pomorskie, P15 Warminsko-Mazurskie, P16 Pomorskie,  

 S1–S4 Slovakia: S1 Bratislavský kraj, S2 Západné Slovensko, S3 Stredné Slovensko, S4 

Východné Slovensko.  

The input data of analyzes are slightly asymmetric on the left. The median values of the 

indicators increase over time, indicating that the initial significant gap between regions is 

widening. However, the data do not show extremes or outliers, so it was not necessary to 

logarithmize them. 

For the overall assessment it should be taken into account, that the soil and climatic 

conditions are different in the mentioned regions. 

From the point of view of Less Favored Areas (LFA), Slovakia has the least favorable 

conditions from selected countries, where only 25% of UAA is outside of the LFA and    35% 

of arable land.  

The remaining V4 countries move similarly in both indicators, with about 50 % of the area 

being outside of the LFA.  

Specifically, when applying the statistical method of beta convergence, in the case of the 

total value of agricultural production indicator (Fig. 3.), the regression line takes the form: y = 

6E-06x + 1, 0336, which implies that β>0. However, the trend is not significant since the 

coefficient of determination reaches 100 r2 = 3, 6 %. 
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Figure 5 Beta convergence of the values of total agricultural production (in the years 2005–
2015) 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

For the total value of plant production, beta convergence has the form of a regression line: 

y = 1E-05x + 1.0401, β>0, the coefficient of determination is 100 r2 = 3, 5 %. The indicator of 

the total value of livestock production is described by a regression line in the form y = 2E-05x 

+ 1.0165, β>0, the coefficient of determination is 100 r2 = 6, 9 %. 

 

Figure 6 Beta convergence of the values of total crop production and beta convergence of the 
values of total livestock production (in the years 2005–2015) 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

In all cases, β>0, which implies, that the lines are only increasing in shape. There is a 

tendency for divergence between the regions for all the examined indicators. Regions are 

moving away from each other.  

By means of the sigma convergence analysis, presented in the Fig. 10, it is evident that the 

course in the monitored period 2005–2015 is accompanied by a significant oscillation of 

values. Again, there is a significant decrease in the standard deviation in 2009, when the 

variability of values of all indicators decreased. 
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Figure 7 Sigma convergence: total agricultural production values, total crop production 
values and total livestock production values (2005-2015) 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

In the case of indicators of total value of agricultural production and total value of crop 

production, a similar course is observed.  

Between the years 2005 and 2008 there is a divergence tendency between NUTS 2 regions, 

then there is a significant decline between 2008 and 2009. In this period, the regions 

converge.  

From 2009 to 2013, we again observe the tendency to diverge. Convergence tendencies 

then appear at the end of the examined period (2013-2015). 

The total livestock production indicator over the entire observation period (2005-2015) 

shows only a divergence tendency, except for a decline (convergence tendency) between 2008 

-2009. This is because the standard deviation of values is increasing, and so is the variability 

between regions that are moving away from each other. 

In the case of beta convergence, only low coefficients of determination were achieved in 

the above-mentioned indicator analyses. Thus a correlation diagram was created and 

evaluated according to Minařík (2014), Management association (2017). It shows that no 

significant evidence of divergence in any of the monitored indicators was confirmed. 

 

Figure 8 Correlation diagram of total value of agricultural production (2005–2015) 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 



Dvořáková, D., Bečvářová, V. 
 

87 
 

 
Figure 9 Correlation diagram of value of total crop production and correlation diagram of 
total value of total livestock production (2005–2015) 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

As can be seen from Fig. 8,and 9, it is clear that with some exceptions, the regions of 

Poland reach the first quadrant for all indicators. These regions initially showed higher 

values of the monitored indicators and showed high growth rate in the observation period. In 

the future, we can assume that these regions will move away from other regions in given 

indicators.  

The Polish regions were also located in the second quadrant with a high frequency, 

confirming their above-average growth rate in selected indicators, which shows the realization 

of growth potential in the Polish regions.  

In the case of all regions of the Czech Republic there was an above-average growth rate in 

the indicator of the value of total crop production, as for the livestock production the results 

are disturbing due to the localization of three regions in the III. quadrant and two regions in 

the IV. quadrant for the indicator of total livestock production value.  

A similar situation in Slovakia is observed, there is also an apparent trend of decreasing 

livestock production, which is compensated by plant production. In the case of the Cohesion 

Regions of Hungary, we observe a significant deterioration of the situation, especially in the 

indicator of the crop production value. 

A general overview of the development and structure of agriculture in the Cohesion 

Regions in the V4 countries follows from the Fig. 10.  
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Figure 10 Classification of NUTS 2 regions of V4 countries into quadrants by total 
agricultural production value, total crop production value and total livestock production value 

                                  

 

 
Source: EUROSTAT, own processing 

Based on the evaluation of beta convergence indicators between NUTS 2 regions of the V4 

countries between 2005–2015 the trend of divergence can be observed for the examined 

indicators, but only a low value of the coefficient of determination is achieved.  

Subsequent analyses using correlation diagrams did not confirm significant divergence 

tendencies. In the case of the indicators of total value of agricultural production, indicators of 

total value of crop and livestock production, they grew in all V4 countries, with the most 

significant increases in the value of total agricultural production and value of total livestock 

production in Poland and in value of total crop production in the Czech Republic. It is also 

necessary to mention the different agro-ecological conditions, which together with the 

influence of weather play a greater role in the agrarian sector at the regional level.  

Overall, all indicators showed a good position of Polish regions, which with some 

exceptions were located in the first quadrant of correlation diagrams, which is related to 

realization of the economic potential of this country and its regions. The research also shows a 

significant increase in the efficiency of Polish agricultural production. It can be assumed that 

the development of these regions is also positively affected by the use of higher forms of 

processing of domestic as well as imported raw materials and the possibility of their 

finalization.  
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In this context, Komarowska (2014) states that Poland's accession to the EU has led to 

relatively large changes in agriculture compared to other economic sectors, which have been 

accompanied by an addictive transformation of the functioning of Polish agricultural and rural 

areas. Votava and Bačina (2009) see the preference of Polish agriculture in the 

interconnection of production, post-harvest treatment, storage and distribution „under one 

roof”. This is the strong competition of Polish agriculture and, on the contrary, the threat to 

primary agricultural producers in other V4 countries.  

It is indisputable that a number of factors, including the previous systems operating in 

these countries, as well as conditions and the timing of their implementation after the Eastern 

Enlargement in 2004 influenced the overall development. At the same time, the EU CAP 

itself underwent a change in the conditions attached to the application of the Fischler’s 

reform, which to some extent further partially complicated the situation, for example, in the 

possibility of the new Member States entering the common market.  

In addition, the influence of the WTO that led the EU to greater market liberalization 

towards the third countries was not negligible at that time as well, which was reflected in the 

CAP in particular by the commodity price support reduction and by choice of other forms of 

interventions.  

Based on the Mid Term Review of the CAP, the stabilization of the agricultural budget for 

the period 2006 to 2012 and subsequently the Health Check in 2008 and other measures after 

2013, relatively fundamental reform steps were implemented. In particular, major measures in 

the area of market organization aimed at reducing the impact of instruments that directly 

interfered with the agricultural market and hindered its liberalization.  

CONCLUSION 

It is indisputable that the accession of the Visegrad countries to the European Union, the 

application of the Common Agricultural Policy and the expansion of the agricultural market 

have had a positive effect on the overall growth of agricultural production. Based on the 

results of the overall analyses the development of the size and structure of agricultural 

production in the 35 Cohesion Regions of the Visegrad Group countries (in the Czech 

Republic, Poland, Hungary and Slovakia) in the decade period 2005–2015 it can be stated that 

is has not been confirmed proclaimed effort to bring these regions closer together.  

The development of the agricultural sector of the V4 countries was largely influenced by 

changes in the CAP, which were applied in the given period, and rural development was 

based on activities that result in sustainable economic profit, stabilization of local population 
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in rural regions, and improving the quality of life there (Škodová Parmová, 2011). The 

integration and competitiveness of individual agricultural holdings in the common European 

market have also proved largely. 

These approaches were subsequently in the development of the agricultural sector in the 

monitored Member States reflected. By Madra-Sawicka, et al. (2019), countries have a 

different position in relation to the specificities of the agricultural sector. Based on the 

evaluation of its development and characteristics of development trends in the regions, it is 

possible to specify the impact on differences in national strategies within the CAP application.  

It is already clear that the success or failure of Member States' individual approach to the 

CAP will have a decisive impact on the very development of individual countries and their 

regions (Loriz-Hoffmann, 2020).  

The new programming period, 2021-2027, will bring many changes. Member States will 

gain more flexibility and responsibility in the new programming period. Their task is to create 

a Strategic Plan of the country and its submission to the EC, which will be evaluated on basis 

of factsheet the determination and level of specific indicators related to the fulfillment of the 

nine objectives of the future CAP. As the preparation of the information sheet requires an 

overview of the development of the agriculture and rural development, including data to 

justify the specific objectives of the implementation, the theoretical approach, implication 

methods and results of the presented research for argumentation in terms of solving a specific 

goal and mutual interactions with other goals can be used. 

Whereas the total amount of support provided, as well as sectoral support allocation, play 

an important role in agricultural sector development, knowledge gained from a proven 

comparison also leads the focus and deepening of further research related to the focus and 

effectiveness of state intervention, conditions of the development and co-financing of the 

proposed measures. In this context, too, it is necessary to assess the extent to which the 

development of internal and external conditions of the business environment in the 

agricultural market is motivating for agricultural producers, processors and consumers. 

The strategy for the development of a modern European model of multifunctional 

agriculture, which is discussed in the concept for the future CAP, is immediately confronted 

with new challenges arising not only from accelerating globalization processes but also from 

knowing the conditions of a particular business environment and the ability to use them. The 

success of a solution in the production area is reflected increasingly in all dimensions 

(economic, ecological, technological, as well as human and social) of the development of 

regions and society as a whole.  
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