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POVERTY AND INEQUALITY IN CONTEMPORARY PORTUGAL:
IMPACT OF THE AUSTERITY POLICIES AND LESSONS
FOR THE FUTURE

Abstract: In the European Union, Portugal is one of the countries with the highest
levels of poverty and inequality. This is the reality that this article focuses on. The text
provides statistical data that illustrate the evolution of poverty and income inequalities over
the last decade (2011-2019), serving as a basis for a critical analysis of the consequences of
economic cycles on it. In particular, how the combination of the economy (financial crisis),
politics (austerity plan) and social context (low social contestation) has interfered with its
worsening over the period 2011-2014. From this analysis, we develop the argument that if
the negative alliance of the three factors makes a country poorer and more unequal, it is in
turn the positive combination of the same factors that could lead to important advances
in the fight against poverty and social inequality.
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Introduction

Social inequality, poverty, but also social exclusion, challenge any society to show the
best it can achieve in terms of collective mobilization, the consolidation of democracy and
the promotion of social cohesion. It is not possible to coexist the aspiration for a healthy
democracy with the simultaneous tolerance of high social inequalities and unacceptable
poverty rates. However, in Portugal, feelings of denial about the seriousness of these social
problems are common, associated with the shame of the situations and the responsibility
of the other. The expressions that “there are no poor people”, “inequality has already been
worse”, “they are excluded because they want to” are recurrent. This, in turn, contrasts with
the statistical finding that the country still has high levels of poverty and inequality. In the
context of the 28 countries that compose the European Union, of which Portugal has been a
member since 1986, the country has the 13th highest at-risk-of-poverty rate. But it is mainly
at the level of income distribution inequality that the country appears in a more unfavourable
situation, with the 10th highest value (date from 2018. Source: INE - Statistics Portugal).
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Portugal’s last decade, between 2011 and 2019, was marked by two very distinct cycles.
During the first half of the decade, the country experienced a strong financial and social
crisis, in the course of a process in which the country’s government was forced to ask
international lenders (Troika: EU Commission, IMF - International Money Found and
ECB - European Central Bank) for help to avoid bankruptcy and regain its international
credibility. The scenario faced was that of a negative coalition of three factors, which had
direct consequences on the worsening of poverty and inequality throughout this period: on
the one hand, the application of a series of “structural adjustment” reforms imposed by the
Troika; on the other, the way in which the national government used the crisis argument
to implement some measures that, in another context, would not have the support of
the population; and, finally, the fact that Portuguese society did not oppose head-on the
application of austerity measures, resigning itself to an impoverishment that affected above
all those who were already more vulnerable. From 2015 on the scenario is reversed, the
country comes out of the crisis and liberates itself from the tutelage imposed by the Troika,
the economic recovery begins and the levels of poverty and inequality take up again a
downward trend. However, it is clear that this reversal is mainly the result of the favourable
economic climate and not so much of a political programme or civic mobilisation to tackle
and overcome those social problems.

Portugal, in its recent history, can be observed as an example of the relationship
between economic cycles and the evolution of poverty and inequality. But at the same time
it reveals that it is not only the economy but also political decisions and social dynamics that
contribute to growth or the decrease in inequality levels. Consequently, we have established
a double objective for this text: on the one hand, to provide a portrait of the evolution
of the phenomena of poverty and inequality over the last decade in Portugal, in the two
moments that characterize it; on the other hand, to analyse how the combination between
the economy, political decisions and social context interfere with the aforementioned
evolution. In this last point, our argument is that if the negative alliance of the three factors
makes a country poorer and more unequal, it is in turn the positive combination of the
same factors that may lead to important advances in the fight against poverty and social
inequality.

Portugal, 2011-2019: the economic cycles and the
evolution of poverty and inequalities

Portugal joined the so-called European Economic Community (EEC) on 1 January
1986. Between that year and 1991, the country benefited from a transitional period, as
the country’s level of development was lower than that of the other member states. In
order to overcome this inequality, Portugal received structural funds from the EEC that
allowed national governments to undertake the necessary reforms in the modernisation of
the productive sector, the creation of infrastructures, the improvement of health services
and the expansion of the educational network, among others. In this period, and in
subsequent ones, the evolution of the Portuguese economy as well as the living conditions
of the populations were clearly positive. Even so, it was not sufficient to guarantee its
levelling with that of other member states (Cunha & Braz, 2009). As an example, in 1995
the country’s GDP per capita was equivalent to 79% of the European Union average
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(considering the 28 countries that were part of it in January 2020). And in 2018 the GDP
per capita corresponded to 77% of the same European average. As for the population’ living
conditions, measured by the levels of poverty in the country, in 2004 the percentage of the
Portuguese population at risk of poverty was 27.5% and in 2018 it was 21.6%, that is, the
13th highest in the total of the 28 countries.

The low growth of the Portuguese economy and its vulnerability to fluctuations in
international markets have led to the fact that at three different moments (1978-1979;
1983-1985; and 2011-2014) Portugal had to call upon the International Monetary Fund
(IMF) for assistance in order to solve serious financial crisis (Nunes, 2011; Correia, 2016).
The first two times, the reasons behind these calls for assistance were, in 1997, the first oil
crisis and, in 1983, the second oil crisis (Lopes, 2004). In April 2011 Portugal became the
third country in a row, after Greece and Ireland, to receive a bailout from the ‘Troika’ of
the European Commission (EC), the European Central Bank (ECB) and the International
Monetary Fund (IMF). Financial markets began to become suspicious about the ability of
the country to fulfil its sovereign debt liabilities, risk premiums increased up to a point
where access to capital markets was no longer an option and a debt default soon became
imminent. At this point the Portuguese minority Socialist government of José Sdcrates had
no option other than to negotiate a bailout in the form of a memorandum of understanding
with the three lending consortia - the EC, ECB and IMF. (Pereira & Wemans, 2012).

The austerity programme negotiated with the Troika imposed a series of restrictive
measures - tax increases and spending cuts (Caldas, 2012) - which had very visible
consequences on the lives of the Portuguese population. One of the most serious was
certainly the growth in the unemployment rate, which in 2013 reached a peak of 16.2%,
affecting mainly young people under 25 old (38.1%) (Source: INE - Statistics Portugal). At
the same time, wage and pension cuts were approved, which in some cases represented a
negative variation in disposable income of more than 25% (Arnold & Rodrigues, 2015).
The impacts of the financial crisis were also felt in other areas, such as education (cuts in
school budgets, decrease in students attending higher education, etc.) and health (decrease
in the number of medical appointments, restriction in the purchase of medicines, impact on
mental health...). (Sakellarides, Castelo-Branco, Barbosa, Azevedo, 2014). The cumulative
effects of the austerity measures strongly affected the living conditions of Portuguese
families and worsened the levels of poverty and inequality, which were already high and
above the European Union average. However, such effects were not felt with the same
severity in all groups of the population.

As Rodrigues, Figueiras & Junqueira (2016) point out, one of the most common myths
about what happened in Portugal in these years was that the crisis was particularly felt by
the middle class. And the other is that austerity policies, such as wage and pension cuts,
were implemented in order to exempt the poorest families and individuals. The available
data shows that the reality was quite different.

According to data collected by INE - Statistics Portugal through the Survey on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), Portugal was, in the set of countries subject
to adjustment programs, the one that registered the most moderate decrease in nominal
income, between 2009 and 2013: 5% in Portugal, against 4.3% in Ireland, 9% in Spain,
and 36.5% in Greece. This figure hides, however, a very different reality as regards the
distribution of this effort among the different groups of households. shows that all
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deciles have a decrease in income: the income of the richest 10% decreases by around 13%,
that of deciles 3 to 7 falls between 10% and 12%, while that of the poorest 10% decreases
25%. The fact that the cuts in wages and pensions did not directly affected the poorest,
having penalised the middle class more, was not enough to offset the negative effects
generated by the growth in unemployment and the change in the rules on access to social
support provided by the State.

As an immediate consequence of this disequilibrium, the downward cycle of inequality
that had been occurring since the beginning of the century was reversed. The S90/S10
ratio compares the income of the poorest 10% with that of the richest 10% and reveals the
asymmetries between the extremes of income distribution. The evolution of this indicator
is similar to that observed for the Gini coefficient. Applied to the Portuguese case, the
analysis of the ratio reveals that, if in 2009 the lowest value was reached, where the average
income per equivalent adult of the richest 10% was about 9.2 times higher than that of the
lowest income 10%, this value increased to 11.1 times in 2013

If Portugal has one of the most unequal income distributions in Europe, the crisis has
added even more inequality. And, as some analyses (Caldas, 2012; Arnold & Rodrigues,
2015) point out, the loss of income was more severe at the level of those who already had
low levels of wealth.

The fall in family incomes and the increase in inequality over the period of the
“structural adjustment” could only have negative repercussions on poverty indicators.
Furthermore, because in the European context the poverty rate is calculated as
corresponding to the percentage of the population with an income which is equivalent
to 60% of the country’s median income. Between 2009 and 2014, the at-risk-of-poverty
rate increased by 1.6 p.p., from 17.7% to 19.5%, representing a total of 2.02 million poor
individuals in a total population of around 10 million residents. This percentage was only
not higher because, at the same time, the “average income” of the Portuguese population
decreased, from which the at-risk-of-poverty rate is calculated (from 434€ per month per
capita to 422€ per month). By groups, the impoverishment process was more felt among
unemployed individuals and among households with dependent children (households
composed of one adult and one or more dependent children; households composed of
two adults with three or more dependent children). Poverty ended up affecting the elderly
population less, largely because of social transfers (retirement pensions and others).

The period that follows, between 2015 and 2019, is very different from the previous
one. In May 2014 Portugal, ‘the Troika’s good pupil, was able to return to the markets as
scheduled, and exited the assistance programme. The government elected in the legisla-
tive elections that took place in October 2015, of a socialist minority but supported by two
left parties, began to be pressured to reverse many of the austerity measures that had been
taken over the previous period. This was the case with the annulment of pension cuts, an
increase of the minimum wage or the establishment of a timetable for the gradual wages re-
placement (Glatzer, 2018). At the same time, the Portuguese economy began to show signs
of improving performance, in line with the signs of recovery in the European and world
economies. Also in 2014, the three-year trend of negative GDP growth was reversed, with
a positive growth of 3.51% in 2017 and 2.65% in 2018 (2016 as the reference year). As for
the unemployment rate, after peaking at 16.2% in 2013, there was a gradual decrease, fall-
ing to 6.5% in 2019 (latest data available).
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As with other indicators, a downward trend has been restarted in terms of poverty
and inequality. With regard to the at-risk-of-poverty population {Graph 3}, the registered
rate went from 19.5% in 2014 to 17.2% in 2018. According to the latest data available (INE
- Statistics Portugal, 2019), during 2018 the at-risk-of-poverty rate decreased in particular
for those aged less than 18 years old, from 19.0% in 2017 to 18.5% in 2018, and the elderly
population from 17.7% to 17.3%. Despite the decrease of child at-risk-of-poverty rate, the
presence of children in a household continues to be associated with a higher risk of pov-
erty in 2018, especially in the case of households composed of one adult with at least one
dependent child (33.9%) and those composed of two adults with three or more dependent
children (30.2%). In terms of inequality, as measured by the S90/S10 ratio there
is a similar trend towards a decrease in the distance between the richest and the poorest. In
2018 the ratio was 8.6, which is the lowest value since records are available.

The positive development in the last 4 years is the reason for moderate optimism.
Nevertheless, it is still the case that, in terms of inequality and poverty, Portugal continues
to show values above the European Union average. This makes us reflect on the challeng-
es and, above all, on the conditions for achieving a scenario that will transform Portugal
into a less poor and less unequal society.

Structural factors

The financial crisis faced by Portugal between 2011 and 2014 was aggravated by the
negative coalition of three factors, the effects of which were directly felt in the worsening of
poverty and inequality. We mention specifically the implementation of a reform programme
imposed by the Troika as a condition for financial support to the country, the use by the
national government of the crisis scenario to implement certain measures that would not
otherwise be supported by the population, and also the low opposition of Portuguese
society to the execution of the austerity programme.

Austerity and structural adjustment policies inscribed in the Memorandum of
Understanding signed between the Troika and the Portuguese government were geared
towards reducing the government deficit and debt and rebalancing the current account
by cutting wages. The goal of reducing the government deficit was pursued with across-
the-board tax increases and spending cuts. The main tax increases included: the reduction
of tax allowances, increasing all VAT rates (maximum currently 23 per cent), increasing
employee contributions to public pension funds and increasing income tax rates. In parallel
with this, forms of co-payment were introduced in the National Health Service and the
prices of other public services (transport) were increased. As to the main spending cuts:
wage cuts in the public administration, cuts in higher pensions, spending cuts in the
National Health Service and the Public Education System, the freezing of public investment
and the reduction of transfers to public sector firms (Caldas, 2012).

In turn, the government composed by a centre-right coalition took the opportunity to
push forward reforms that had little support among the population (Moury & Freire, 2012;
Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015; Moury & Stranding, 2017). Acting in counter cycle, the national
government reacted to the growth of poverty and social exclusion with the decrease of
public support and social benefits. Invoking the need to guarantee the sustainability of
the social protection system, the value of social support was reduced and tighter rules
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were introduced for access to it. As a consequence, the number of beneficiaries decreased
immediately: in the case of RSI, in 2010 there were 526.382 individuals receiving this
social support, and in 2014 the number was 320,554; with regard to child benefit, in
2010 1.241.542 children and young people were covered, having decreased to 846.976
beneficiaries in 2014. In contrast, the government’s response to social problems focused on
an emblematic initiative, the “Social Emergency Plan” (PES) that was implemented from
2011. As the name suggests, the Plan consisted of a list of initiatives designed to mitigate
the immediate effects of the economic crisis on Portuguese families, such as an increase
in unemployment benefit for couples with children, easier access to medicines at the end
of their period of validity, the creation of a social rental market, free distribution of food
and the involvement of more social solidarity institutions in the distribution of meals to
people and families in need, subsidies for the purchase of school textbooks, and incentives
for social volunteering.

In addition to the implementation of measures of an essentially reparative nature
and social assistance actions, the government and the different political forces have shown
little willingness to discuss solutions of a more structural nature. If in many moments it
was stated that the difficulties faced by the Portuguese were necessary sacrifices to save
the country from bankruptcy, in others the individual responsibility for the situation was
underlined: “A person who is unemployed and has lost his job, something must be wrong,
because otherwise he would have kept his job” (T'V interview to Prime Minister Passos
Coelho, SIC, 2015/07/14). However, in this imputation of individual responsibility the
government was not alone, since a significant part of the Portuguese population tends to
consider that, in terms of poverty, the responsibility of poor individuals and their family
environment overrides factors such as education levels and qualification. Eurobarometer
data from 2007 indicated that almost half of the Portuguese population (47%) considered
that poor people have always been poor, which was the highest figure among the 27 EU
countries. Just under % of the population considered it the result of “bad luck” and 1/3
stated that the cause of poverty was “laziness” or “lack of will”. In other words, more than
half of the Portuguese population attributed the causes of poverty to personal factors.

This characteristic may, in our view, partly explain why throughout the period of crisis
Portuguese society has never really mobilised to combat poverty and inequality. And the
decision-makers did not feel pressured to do so either.

Regarding what happened after 2014 and the recovery of the downward trend in terms
of poverty and inequality in the country, the main explanation lies in the aforementioned
positive evolution of the Portuguese economy: increase in economic activity, GDP growth,
reinstatement of wages and pensions, significant decrease in unemployment rates, among
other signs. Another important variable relates to the impact of redistributive policies, or
social transfers, on the reduction of the at-risk-of poverty rate. In 2018, considering only
income from employment, propriety and capital property income and private transfers,
43.4% of Portuguese residents would be at-risk-of-poverty. Income from retirement and
survivors’ pensions contributed to a 20.7 p.p. rate’s decrease. And social transfers related
to sickness and disability, family, unemployment, and social inclusion contributed to a
reduction of 5.4 p.p. (INE - Statistics Portugal, 2019).

Once again, economic cycles are proving to be decisive in the evolution of inequality
and poverty. But they do not detract from the importance of State intervention, whose

8



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LIV (2020), no. 1, pp. 3-22

political action and selection of priorities can make a difference. It is in this sense that
civil society, namely through the EAPN - European Anti Poverty Network / Portugal, has
been demanding from the State a more proactive intervention which puts the fight against
poverty and inequality at the centre of political priorities:

“.. greater investment in social support and a preventive approach that covers all
relevant aspects of well-being and is closer to the people is needed. There are, however,
other preconditions that cannot be neglected: intervention in partnership, the territorial
approach and integrated intervention. A strategy to combat poverty requires cross-cutting
measures and the evaluation of the effects (positive and/or negative) that each policy may
have on poverty and exclusion” (EAPN, 2015, p. 12).

The underlying conviction is that, both in terms of causes and solutions, poverty and
inequality depend on both economic and social policies.

Lessons for the future

As we write this article, Portugal, like the rest of the world, faces the Covid-19
pandemic. In addition to the social alarm, a financial crisis with unpredictable consequences
is beginning to take shape, which could lead the country to a scenario equal or similar to
that of 2011-2014. Regardless of what will happen in the near future, a question arises: in
terms of poverty and inequality, should we expect the economy to continue to play its part
and eventually help to reduce it, or do we have the duty and the means to invest in a more
accelerated reduction path?

Taking into account the Portuguese experience, our perspective is that, if the social
crisis was accelerated by the junction of three factors, it may also be the combination
of them - a positive alliance between the economy, political deliberation and social
mobilization - to enable greater gains in reducing poverty and inequality.

In recent years important scientific works have been published analysing inequality in
contemporary societies and proposing measures to reduce it, some of which have turned
into surprising bestsellers (Stiglitz, 2012; Piketty, 2014; Atkinson, 2015; Milanovic, 2016).
A strong idea shared by several of these authors is that in a future in which “business as
usual” continues, global inequality will further increase (Alvaredo, Chancel, Piketty, Saez,
Zucman, 2018). Alternatively, reversing inequality trajectory and obtaining substantial
progress in eradicating global poverty implies a reduction in market income inequality,
which is possible if the governments prosecute a significant influence on market incomes.
But the government’s impact will be most direct in the case of redistributive taxation and
the provision of social security. As such, they put forward proposals that focus on a more
redistributive policy, namely through increased taxation of wealth (Pikkety) or via a capital
endowment (minimum inheritance) paid to all adulthood (Atkinson). On the side of social
protection measures, the introduction of a universal minimum income or the extension
of social insurance is suggested. Other proposed measures include educational policies,
corporate governance and wage-setting policies. Data transparency is also key.

We believe that greater State intervention is desirable, particularly to compensate for
the inequalities generated by a competitive market that provides very unequal opportunities
and gains. But we also believe that the State cannot and should not be alone in determining
the most appropriate policies. A transversal approach is needed that involves and commits
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other stakeholders in the fight against poverty and inequality, in which we identify four
priorities: a) strengthening citizenship and the participation of civil society, with a view
to good governance; b) listening to and encouraging the active participation of citizens in
poverty; c) territorialising measures and promoting integrated local intervention (Monteiro,
2014); d) monitoring phenomena and assessing the impacts of the implemented measures.
Beyond the constant fluctuations of the open and competitive market, in recent
decades we have been witnessing the decharacterization of the Social State, which has been
transformed into a system of minimalist protection and subsidiary to private protection. At
the same time, and within the framework of a “risk society” (Beck, 1986), there has been a
weakening of solidarity mechanisms and of the regulatory and mediating action of certain
fundamental social bodies (family, state, school, associations, professional corporations).
Under this line of thought, the fight against poverty and inequality, and the (re)achievement
of social cohesion, go through (not only, but also) a greater articulation between the bodies
concerned, and between them and the individuals. The reconfiguration of institutional
relations appears as an opportunity to recreate fundamental links of solidarity, of regaining
confidence in institutions, of citizens’ participation and empowerment, of shared
responsibility and mutual accountability. At the same time, it is at issue the assumption of
a collective commitment on the desired level of inequality and the salvation of a deliberative
democracy (Piketty, 2019) that is not hostage to the decision of a few over many. We also
believe that this can be one of the formulas to limit extremism and renew democracy.
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Ancupec A. Monerenpo'

Yrusepsuret benpa Mureprop (YBI)
daxynTeT APYyLITBEHO-XYMAaHUCTUYKIX HayKa
enTap 3a ucTpakusame U CTyAMje COLMONOTHje
Koswmpa (ITopryranmja)

CHUPOMAIITBO N HEJETHAKOCT Y CABPEMEHO]
IIOPTYTA/INJU: YTULAJ IIOINTUKA IITEJHE
M JIEKOUJE 3A BYOYRHOCT
(IIpesog In Extenso)

Caxxerak: Y EBporickoj ynuju, IlopTyranmja je jenHa of seMasba ¢ HajBUIIMM HMBOMMA
CHpPOMAIITBA U HejemHaKoCTH. To je cTBapHOCT Koja he 6utu y dpokycy oBor paga. Tekct
Taje CTaTUCTUYKE IOfAaTKe KOjU MIYCTPYjy PasBoj CUpOMAalITBA U HEjeJHAKOCT IIPUX0oja
TOKOM rocrefibe ferennje (2011-2019), a nocnysxnhe Kao OCHOB 32 KPUTHUUKY aHAIN3Y
nocaenIa eKOHOMCKMX HMKiyca. IIpe cBera, To ce OfHOCK Ha HA4YMH Ha KOjU je CIIOj
exoHoMje (buHAHCHjCKa KpU3a), TOMUTHKe (IUTaH LITefbe) U COL[MjaTHOT KOHTEKCTa
(HemoCTaTaK COLMjATHOT TAKMIYeha) YTULIA0 Ha TOrOpIiIatbe TOKOM Iepruona 2011-2014.
VI3 aHam3e MOXXeMO [ia Pa3BijeMO apTyMeHT [ja YKO/IMKO HeraT/BaH CI1oj oBa Tpu ¢akTopa
YVHU 3eM/bY CMPOMAIIHIjOM I Ca BUIIIE HejeHAKOCTH, IIO3UTIBAH CI0j NCTUX (akTopa
Morao 61 3ay3BpaT fia JOBeJe 10 3HaUajHOT HAIpeTKa y 60pOu MpOTHUB CUPOMAIITBA U
colLyjaIHe Heje[THAKOCTI.

Kibydne peun: ITopTyranmja; cupoMaIuTBo; HejefHAKOCT IPUXO/ia; eKOHOMCKY L~
KITyCH; CTaTUCTHUKA

YBopg

CounjanHa HejefHAKOCT, CMPOMAIIUTBO, a/li U COLMja/IHa MIC/byIeHOCT, IIPEACTaB/bajy
13a30B 3a CBAaKO JAPYILITBO Koje Tpeba fa MoKaxke Hajoo/be ITO MOXKe I MOCTUTHE Y CMMU-
CITy KOJIEKTYBHe MOOMIM3alje, KOHCOMUaIuje IeMOKpaTuje U TpOMOBHCara COLUjal-
He koxesuje. Huje moryhe ncroBpemMeHo McKasuBaTH TeXIHY Ka 37[paBoj ZeMOKPATUjU U
TOJIepUcaTy BelIMKe COlijalHe HejeflHaKOCTU U HeIpUXBaT/bUBe CTOIe CMPOMaIITBa. Y
[Moptyranuju, Mehytum, Braga arMmocdepa mopuiiama 036M/bHOCTY OBUX COLIVjATHUX
npo6yeMa, MOBe3aHa ca CpaMOTOM 360T JaTVX CUTYalyja 1 ofropopHourhy ocramux. Ilo-
HaBJbajy ce TBPAbE NOIYT: ,He mocToje cupomaruny /eynn’, ,HejemHakocT je 6uma MHOTO
ropa y npouutoctu” i ,OHY Cy CK/bYYeHM 3aTo IITO Tako kene”. OBO je, ¢ Apyre cTpa-
He, CYyIPOTHO CTaCTUCTUYKMM HajasuMa Jia 3eM/ba U flaj/be IMa BUCOKE HIMBOE CHPOMa-
LITBa U HejeHaKOCTU. Y KOHTEKCTy 28 ip>kaBa y cacTtaBy EBporicke yH1je, Kojoj je ITop-
Tyranuja npucrynmia 1986. rogune, oHa ce Hajmasy Ha 13. MECTY 110 CTOIIM YTPOXKEHOCTH
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ycnen cupoMamTBa. Vinak, yunm ce fa je [lopTyranuja y HemoBO/bHMjOj CUTYaLUju Kaza
je ped o HejenHAaKO] pacmopehenoctu nmpuxona, Ha 10. MecTy Te ckase (mogary 13 2018.
roguHe, u3Bop: INE — Craructiuku 3aBop [Topryranuje).

[Mocnenmwy nenennjy y Ilopryramuju, mameby 2011. n 2019, obenexxnna cy faBa jacHO
u3pakeHa IMKIyca. TokoM IpBe IIOIOBUHE JielieHlje, 3eM/ba je JOXKIBe/Ia CHOKHY QIHAH-
CMjCKy ¥ COLIMjaIHy KpU3Y, 3a BpeMe Ipoljeca y KojeM je BIajia Mopasa fia ce o6patu 3a
nomoh MebhynaponuuM 3ajmopasumma (,IpojctBo” koje unne Komucuja EY, Mehynapopn
MoHeTapuu ¢oHp 1 EBporicka IjeHTpanHa 6aHKa) Kako 61 n3berao 6aHKpPOT U BPaTHO
Mehynaponuu kpegnbunnret. CLieHapuo ca KOjuM ce BjIafia Cyoumna Ouo je HeraTyuBaH
croj Tpu (akTopa, MITO je UMAJIO AMPEKTHe IOCIefyIle Ha IIOTOpIlake CUPOMAIITBA U
HejeITHaKOCTY TOKOM YNTaBOT OBOT IIepHOfia: IIPBO, IPYIMeHa HI3a pepOpMU ,,CTPYKTYPHOT
npunarobhaBama’” Koje je HAMETHY/IO TOPeIOMeHYTO , [POjcTBO”; APYyro, Ha4MH Ha KOju je
HaI[YIOHAJIHa BJIafla MICKOPUCTHU/IA apIYMEHT Kpu3e KaKo O CIIpoBesa Heke Mepe Koje ¥
HEKOM [IPYrOM KOHTEeKCTY He 61 1MaJie OfPIIKY CTAHOBHUIITBA; U, HA KPajy, YNbeHNUIIA
la ceé MOPTYTa/lICKO APYIITBO HUje AUPEKTHO YCIPOTUMBUIO IPUMEHN Mepa IITeAbeE,
MOMMPMBIIN Ce Ca CUPOMAIITBOM, IIITO je YTUIAJIO TIpe CBeTa Ha OHe Koju ¢y Beh 6mmn
yrpoxxenu. Op 2015. rof1He ClieHapuo je MpOMembeH, 3eM/ba je M3allla U3 KpU3e U
ocmobopuIa ce MEHTOPCTBA KOje Cy HaMeTHY/Ia TPU 3ajMOJIaBIIa; 0YeO je MPUBPENHN
OIopaBak, a HUBOYM CMPOMAIITBA M HEjeHAKOCTY ITIOHOBO CY IOYe/N fIa ONafiajy. JacHo je,
MebyTuM, fa je 0Baj TpeHJ YIIaBHOM pe3yNTaT MOBObHE eKOHOMCKe K/IMMe, a He HeKOT
HOIMTUYKOT IpOrpaMa m Mobummsanyje rpahana y uupy pelaBama U IpeBasuIaKemha
THX COLMjaTHUX MpobIeMa.

[TopTyranujy y HOBMjOj MCTOPHjU MOXKeMO IIOCMaTpaTy Kao puMep ofHoca usmehy
€KOHOMCKMX IJMK/TyCca ¥ Pa3Boja CMPOMAIITBA U HejeflHakocTH. Vmak, y ucTo Bpeme ce uc-
HOCTaB/ba [ja PACTY WIN TIaJy HIBOA Heje[JHAKOCT He JOIIPMHOCU CaMO eKOHOMIja, Beh 1
MONUTUYKE OIJIYKe 1 coLlMjaiHa AyHaMyuKa. CXOHO TOME, Y OBOM TE€KCTY CMO ITOCTAaBU/IN
IBOCTPYKMU LIMJB: C jelHe CTPaHe, Tpeba JIaTy IpuKas pasBoja peHoMeHa CMPOMAIITBA I
Heje[HaKOCTY TOKOM HocTIeftbe Aeriennje y IlopTyranuju y ABa K/by4Ha TPEHYTKa; C ApyTe
cTpaHe, Tpeba aHAIM3MPATU KAKO je CII0j eKOHOMIje, OMUTHIKUX OfIyKa ¥ COL{MjaTHOT
KOHTEKCTA YTUIJA0 Ha TOPEIIOMEHYTH Pa3Boj. Y MOC/IeAb0j MHCTAHLIM, HAIll apTYMEHT je
Jla aKO HETaTUBHU CII0j OBa TpM GaKTOpa YMHY 3eM/bY CUPOMAIITHI]jOM I Ca BUIIE Hejef-
HAKOCTH, TTIO3UTUBAH CII0j MCTHX (haKTOpa MOTao 6 3aysBpar fia JoBefie 10 3HaJajHOT Ha-
mpeTka y 60p6u MpoTUB CHPOMAIITBA U COLIMja/IHe HejeHAKOCTIL.

ITopryranmja, 2011-2019: eKOHOMCKM LUKITyCK
1 pa3BOj CUPOMAUITBA U HEjeJHAKOCTHU

[Topryranuja je mocrana 4nau T38. EBporncke ekoHoMmcke 3ajenuutte (enrn. EEOC) 1.
janyapa 1986. ronune. Op Tor TpeHyTKa fo 1991. roguHe semsba je MMaia KOPUCTH Of T1e-
puona TpaH3MIuje jep je HUBO pa3Boja 3eM/be 0110 HIDKU Y OZHOCY Ha OCTaJle YWIAHMUIIE.
Kako 61 ce npeBasuiia ta HejegHakocT, [lopryranuja je o EBporicke ekoHOMCKe 3ajeri-
HILIe To6M/Ia CTPYKTypHa CpefcTBa Koja Cy BlIajfu oMoryhma fa mpepy3Me HeOIXogHe
pedopme, nsmehy ocrasnor, 3a MOfiepHI3AIU]y TPON3BOTHOT CEKTOPA, CTBapame NHdpa-
CTPYKTYype, yHanpeheme 3/ipaBCcTBa I IMpemhe 00pa3oBHe MpeXke. Y 0BOM, Kao U Y Hapes-
HUM IIepUOfIMIMa, Pa3BOj HOPTYTajICKe EKOHOMIje Kao 1 >KMBOTHIUX YCI0Ba CTAHOBHMIITBA
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6110 je ounrnenHo no3uTuBaH. V mopey Tora, Htje 6110 JOBO/baH fia 611 Ce rApaHTOBAJIO Hhe-
TOBO M3jeffHauaBame ca OCTaIuM Ap>kaBama wiannama (Cunha & Braz, 2009). Ha npu-
Mep, 1995. je mopryrancku BJIII 1o rmaBu craHOBHMKA M3HOCKO 79% npoceka y EBpor-
ckoj yamju (y3eBiun y o63up 28 rp>xasa koje cy unnumne EY y janyapy 2020). Togmae 2019.
BJII o rmaBu cTaHOBHMKa M3HOCKO je 77% mpoceka y EBponckoj yuuju. Kapa je ped o
JKMBOTHMM YC/IOBMA CTAHOBHMKQ, ISMEPEHNMM IIpeMa HUBOMMA Y 3€M/bM, IIPOLI€HAT I0P-
TYTaJICKMX CTAHOBHMKA KOjUMA j€ IPeTU/I0 CupoMamTBo je 2004. nsnocno 27,5% a 2018.
ropuHe 21,6%, offHOCHO Ha 13. MecTy of yKyIIHO 28 3eMarba.

Hwusak pacT nmopTyrancke eKOHOMHUje U BeHa OCeT/BUBOCT Ha IyKTyanuje Ha Mehy-
HapOJHMM TP>KMIITHMA JIOBeJIA je IO TOTa Ja je y Tpu pasnmduta nepuopa (1978-1979,
1983-1985 1 2011-2014) ITopryranuja Mopana jga ce obparu 3a nomoh MebhynapogHom
MOHeTapHOM (oHAY Kako 6u penmia 036mmpHY PuHaHCHjcKy Kpusy (Nunes, 2011; Correia,
2016). Y gBa HaBpara, pasosu 3a oBe mmosuse 3a momoh 6w cy npsa HadrHa Kpusa 1997.
u fpyra HadTHa Kpusa 1983. roguHe (Lopes, 2004). Y anpuny 2011. ITopryranyja je 6ua
tpeha 3empa y Husy, mocne Ipuxe u Vpcke, k0joj je momMoryo ,IpojcTBO” caunmeHO Of
Esporncke komucuje, EBporicke neHTpanne 6anke u MehynapogHor MoneTapHor (oHpa.
dyHaHCHjCKa TPXKMIITA [TOYeNIa Cy la CyMIbajy Y CHOCOOHOCT OBe 3eMJbe [ia UCITYHU CBOje
obaBese y IOI7IeNy AP>KaBHOT AyTa; IpeMuje pusukKa nosehaHe cy o Tauke rie IpUCTYI
TPXXMIITYIMA KallMTajIa BUIle Huje 010 olllyja, a HeoTInIahnBambe yra yCKOpo je OCTaIo
HEMJHOBHO. Y TOM TPeHYTKY MamIHCKa COLUjamncTiyKa Binasia y [lopryrammjn xojy je
npensoano Xoce Cokparec Hije MMasa APYyror n360pa ocuM fia IIperoBapa o ToMe Kako
fla ce CIIacy, MOTIMCABIINM MEMOPAaHAYM O padyMeBamby ca Bofieha Tpyu KoH30puMjyma —
EBpornickom komucrjoM, EBporickoM neHTpanHoM 6aHkoM 1 MebhyHapogHuM MOHETapHUM
¢doumom (Pereira & Wemans, 2012).

ITporpam miTeftbe JOTOBOPEH ca , [pPOjcTBOM” HAMETHYO je HI3 PeCTPUKTUBHUX
Mepa — noBehame nopesa n cmameme norpome (Caldas, 2012) - mro je MMano BupHe
mocenuiie Ha XuBOT [lopryranama. JegHa of Hajo36M/PHUjUX ITOCTENIIA CBAKAKO je
6110 pacT cToIle He3anoCaAeHOCT Koja je 2013. jocturia pekopaHux 16,2%, norahajyhu
yITITaBHOM Miafie /byfe fo 25 roguHa crapoctu (38,1%) (VMsBop: INE - Cratuctuuku
3aBog [Toptyranuje). VictoBpeMeHo cy ofobpeHa cMamea I/1ata 1 [eHsuja, UITo je y
TIOjelMHIM CTy4ajeByMa IPEICTaB/ba/io HETaTUBHY Bapyjalijy y PacIIONIOKMBOM IIPUXOIY
of peko 25% (Arnold & Rodrigues, 2015). YTuriaju ¢punHancujcke Kprse OCETUIN CY Ce U
y ApyTUM 00/IacTVMa, Kao LITO Cy o6pasoBame (Pe3oBU y IMIKOICKIM OyIIeTIMa, CMatbebhe
6poja cTymenara y BuiieM oOpasoBamy UT/.) 1 3LPABCTBO (CMamberbe 6poja 3aKasaHmx
IIperiefia, OrpaHIYeHa KyIIOBJHA JIEKOBA, YTHUIIj HA MEHTATHO 3ipasJbe...) (Sakellarides,
Castelo-Branco, Barbosa, Azevedo, 2014). Kymynatusuu edexTu Mepa MITefbe CHAXXHO Cy
YTULIAM Ha YC/IOBE KMBOTA MIOPTYTAJICKMX IIOPOJNIIA 1 TIOTOPILaIN HUBOE CPOMAIITBa
U HejeHaKOCTH Koju ¢y Beh 6ymy Bucoku u u3Hap npoceka EBporncke yuuje. Tu edexrn,
MebyTuM, HuCy ce OCeTUNN UCTUM MHTEH3UTETOM y CBMM IpyllaMa CTAHOBHUINTBA.

Kao mrro Ponpurec, ®urenpac u Xynxenpa (Rodrigues, Figueiras & Junqueira, 2016)
VICTUYY, jefaH Off HajpaclpOCTpameHNjuX MUTOBA O ToMe IuTa ce forahano y ITopryra-
NMj¥ TUX TOfYHA 6110 je [a je Kpu3y mocebHO oceTnna cpefba Kaca. JIpyru Mut jecre fa
Cy MONIUTHKE LITefibe, IONYT CMakbelba IVIaTa U NeH3Nja, CIpoBeieHe TaKO [ Ce U3Y3My
HajcMpoOMallHMje MOPOAMLe U NojefuHuIy. [JoCTyIHM nofauy IoKasyjy fia je y cTBap-
HOCTY OUJIO CacBUM Jipyradnje.
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ITpema momanmma Koje je cakynmo Cratuctidaxy 3asop, Ilopryranje (INE) mytem An-
KeTe o npuxopy u ycnosuma sxusota (EU-SILC), y IlopTyranuju je, of cBUX praBa I10-
ABPTHYTHUX IIpOrpamMmMa Ipuaarohasama, 3abenexxeHo HajyMepeHIje CMambethe HOMUHAT-
Hor npuxoga y nepuogy 2009-2013: 5% y Ilopryramuju y ognocy Ha 4,3% y Vpckoj, 9%
y lnaunju u 36,5% y Ipukoj. OBa undpa, MehyTum, kpuje cacBuM fpyradnujy CTBapHOCT
y norneny pacnopehenoctu oBux Hariopa Meby pasmranTum rpynama ]:[OMahI/IHCTaBa.
II0Ka3yje [ja CBY JIeL/IN MMajy CMarbelbe IIPUXofa: Ipuxoy HajooraTujux 10%
CMambeH je 3a 0Ko 13%, npuxox menya of 3 fo 7 mao je usmebhy 10% u 12%, 1ok je Kox
OoHMX HajcupoMamHujux 10% mao 3a 25%. Unennia je a cMarberbe I/1aTa 1 IeHsuja Hije
AMPEKTHO YTULA/IO Ha HajCMPOMALIHMj€, IOK je BUILIE Ka3HI/IO CPeMiby KIacy, anu Huje
611710 TOBOJBHO 14 CIIpeYM HeTaTVBHE YTHUIIaje el IopacTa He3armoCAeHOCTH 1 IpoMe-
He IIpaBWIa O IPUCTYITy colujanHoj momohu Kojy obesbebhyje np>xasa.

Kao Hemocpepina mocneauia 0Be HEPaBHOTEXE, IPEOKPEHYT je CUTA3HU LUKIYC
HejeHaKOCTH Koju je 6J10 IIpyUCyTaH Off IodeTKa Beka. OgHoc $S90/S10 ynopebyje npu-
XOfI HajcupoMainHujux 10% ca npuxomoM HajoéoraTujux 10% 1 OTKpUBa acMeTpuje us-
Meby kpajmux BpenHocTn pacopebeHoctn npuxopa. Kperame oBor rokasarespa CIM4HO
je oHoMe Koje je mpumeheno 3a IIunu koedunujent. Kaga ce npumenn Ha cimydaj Ilop-
TyTajiyje, aHa/IM3a OBOT OJHOCA OTKPMBA [ja, aKO j€ HajHI>KA BpeHOCT focTurayTa 2009,
KaJja je IIpoceYaH MpUXOf, IO eKBUBAIEHTHO] Ofpacioj ocobu Kop Hajboratujux 10% 610
oko 9,2 Behu Hero kop 10% ¢ HajHVDKVIM IIPUXOLOM, OBa BpefHOCT je noBehana 11,1 myTa
2013. roguHe.

Axo Ilopryranmja npenmadn y HepaBoMepHoj pacnopebenoctu npuxopa y Espomn,
Kpy3a je ZOoHeNla BOfaTHY HejefHaKocT. Kao mTo Heke aHanuse mokasyjy (Caldas, 2012;
Arnold & Rodrigues, 2015), ry6urtak mpuxozna 610 je joi yIaa/pbiBuji Ha HUBOY OHUX
Koju cy Beh MManu HM3aK CTereH 60raTcTBa.

[Tap y mopoauyHuM Ipuxonuma u nosehaHa HejeTHAKOCT TOKOM IIEPUOJA ,,CTPYK-
TypHOr Ipunarohasama’” MOITIM Cy [ia IMajy CaMO HeTaTMBHe IIOC/IeNlMIe Ha TI0Ka3aTesbe
cupoMmanuIrsa. Victo Tako, Tpe6a MMaTy y BULY I Ce Y eBPOIICKOM KOHTEKCTY CTOIIa CHPO-
MallTBa 06payyHaBa y OGHOCY Ha IIPOIleHaT CTAHOBHMUIITBA Ca IPUXOJ0M KOjJ je eKBUBa-
neHTaH 60% cpenmwer npuxoaa y ap>xasu. Vismeby 2009. u 2014, cTona pusuka of cupo-
MaIlTBa I0pacya je 3a 1,6 MpOLleHTHUX TO€eHa, ca 17,7% Ha 19,5%, mTo ynamu ykynHo 2,02
MWWIVOHA CHPOMALIHNUX HOjefiuHalla Off YKYIHOT 6poja off 10 MunnoHa cranoBHuKa. OBaj
IpolieHaT Huje 6110 fofaTHO Behy caMo 3aTo IITO je, Y ICTO BpeMe, CMabeH ,IIpocedaH
npuxop,” Ilopryranana, Ha OCHOBY Kojer ce o6padyHaBa CTOIA PU3MUKa O CUPOMALITBA
(ca 434€ 110 cTaHOBHVKY MeceyHO Ha 422€ MeceuHo). [Tpema rpynama, mporec ocupoma-
IIerba HajBIILIE CY OCETVIN He3aloC/IeH N OjeIuHIM U oMahMHCTBa C Ma/IOJIETHOM JeLIOM
(momahMHCTBa cacTaB/beHa Of jellHe ofpaciie 0cobe ¢ je[fHUM AeTeTOM JM/IM BUIIE Jierie
Koja 3aBuce of Te ocobe). Ha kpajy je cpoMaInTBo Mame IOrOAMIIO CTapHjy HOITy/IaLujy,
yImaBHOM 360r conyjanuux TpaHcdepa (cTapocHe meHsuje M 0CTANO0).

ITepuor koju je yemenuo, usmeby 2015. 1 2019, HOTIYHO je Fpyra4uju Of HIPETXOFHOL.
Y Majy 2014. [Topryranuja je, kao ,,jobap yueHuk Tpojcitiea’, ycrena ja ce BpaTu Ha Tp-
KMIITA KaKo je 6o mpexsubeno u nsaimuna je us nporpama nomohu. Ha Brany usrmaca-
HY Ha 3aKOHOZIaBHMM u36opuma y oktobpy 2015. ropute, Koja je IpefcTaB/baa CoLuja-
MUCTUYKY MabJHY, a1 Y3 HOAPUIKY ABe IeBMYapCcKe MapTHje, U3BPLUIEHN Cy IPUTUCLA
fla yKuHe 6pojHe Mepe IITefe 13 IpeTXonHor nepuopa. OBo je 610 crydaj ¢ yKujameM
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CMamerba IIeH3Nja, ToBehameM MIHIMATHOT OXOTKA U YBODeweM paciopefa 3a mocre-
neHy 3aMeHy 3apapa (Glatzer, 2018). Y ucrto BpeMe, HOPTYraacka eKOHOMIUja IIOYeNa je Aa
I0Ka3yje 3HaKe M0OO0/bIIIaHOT YIMHKA, Y CK/IAAy Ca 3HAI[Ma OLIOPaBKa Y €BPOIICKO] U CBET-
CK0j ekoHOMMju. VIcTo Tako, 2014. je 3aycTaB/beH TPOTOAUILILY TPEH/, HETATUBHOT pacTa
BII-a, ¢ nosutuBHUM pacToM of 3,51% tokom 2017. u 2,65% Toxom 2018. rogmue (2016.
je y3era Kao pedepeHTHa roauHa). llITo ce THde cTOIE HE3aMOCIEHOCTH, ITOCTe HajBehe
BpefHOCTHM Off 16,2% y 2013, ycnenmo je mocTemneHu majp, Te je oBa croma 2019. ropuue us-
Hocua 6,5% (mocre by TOCTYIHY HOJALN).

Kao n xop ocTanux mokasaresba, CUIA3HY TPEH]L IOHOBO je 3a06e/e)keH Y CUPOMAIITBY
u HejegHakocTu. Kaza je ped o CTAaHOBHMIITBY M37I0KEHOM PU3UKY OF, CMPOMalITBa
, 3aberexxeHa cToIa rmopacna je ca 19,5% tokom 2014. Ha 17,2% TokoM
2018. rogune. Ilpema HajHOBUjuUM KocTynHuM nogaunuma (INE - Cratuctuyku 3aBoj
[Topryranuje, 2019), Tokom 2018. je cToma pusyuKa Of CUPOMALITBa CMabeHa HaPOUUTO
ko onnx mymabux on 18 roguHa, 1 To ca 19,0% toxom 2017. Ha 18,5% Toxom 2018, a kop
CTapyjUX CTAHOBHMKA ca 17,7% Ha 17,3%. YIIpKoC cMambeHOj CTONM pU3UKa Off CMPOMAIITBa
KOZ, Jielie, IIPUCYCTBO fielle Y JOMahMHCTBY U jajbe ce IoBe3yje ca oBehaHuM pU3UKOM Of
cupomaintsa y 2018, moce6Ho y crydajy foMahmHCcTaBa cacTaB/beHUX Off jefjHe Ofipacie
ocobe 1 ¢ MMHMMYM jeflHUM U3JpKaBaHUM feteToM (33,9%) u fomahuHcTaBa ¢ gBe
ozpacie ocobe 1 Tpoje W Bullle u3gpxasaHe gete (30,2%). Kana je peu o HejegHakoCTH
u3MepeHoj npema opHocy S90/510 , 3abeJIeXeH je CIMYaH TPeH[ IpeMa
cMamemy pasnuke usmeby HajooraTujux n HajcupoMamrHmjux. foguuae 2018. Taj ogHOC
M3HOCKO je 8,6, IITO je HajHM>Ka BPESHOCT Of Kajia ce 6e1exxe CTaTUCTNYKY TIOTALIN.

ITosuTuBaH pa3poj y MoCIefbe YeTUPY TOfMHE NPe/ICTaB/ba PasjIor 3a YMEPEH OIl-
trMu3saM. Ho unax, xaja je ped o HejeJHaKOCTM U CMPOMAIUTBY, IlopTyranuja u fame
MMa BpeJHOCTM U3HaJ mpoceka EBporncke yHuje. OBO Hac HAaBOAM Ha PasMUIL/babe O
133a30BUMaA 11, IIPe CBETa, O YCIOBMMA 3a OCTBapuBabe clieHapuja koju he rpanchopmmcaru
IopTyranmjy y gpymTBo ¢ Mambe CUPOMAIITBA U HEjeHAKOCTI.

CTPYKTYPHI/I (baKTOpI/I

OdunaHcujcKa Kpusa ca KojoM ce ITopryranmja cyoumna on 2011. go 2014. morop-
IIaHa je 360T HeraTMBHOT CII0ja TPy BaKTOPa, YMjH CY Ce YTULAjU FUPEKTHO OCETUIIN Y
nosehanoM cupomaiuTsy u HejenHakocTu. OBe heMo KOHKpPeTHO HaBeCT CIIpoBoOherbe
mporpama pedopMi Koje je HAMETHYJIO ,,Ip0jCTBO” Ko YC/IOB 3a (PUHAHCH]CKY HOAPLIKY
3eMJbl, IIPMMEHa CLieHaplja Off CTpaHe BiIajie y by clipoBobersa ofipehennx Mepa koje
CTQHOBHUIITBO y IIPOTUBHOM He 611 IIOAPKajIo, Kao U CMab0 MPOTUB/bEHE HOPTYTaICKOT
LpyIITBa cCIIpoBobemy mporpama MITefbe.

IMonuTuKe UITeA e U CTPYKTYPHOL Hpuiarohasama npegsuhene Memopangymom
o pasyMmeBamy nsmely ,,IpojcTBa” 1 mopTyraicke Biage 6uie Cy ycMepeHe Ha CMambere
Ap>KaBHOT fedUINTA I 3aly>)KEHOCTHU U Ha pebanmanc mocrojeher crama cMambemeM
3apazia. Y IM/by CMamblBamba ip)KaBHOT AedunnTa nopehaHu cy mpeKorpaHuYHM Ope3n
¥ CMambeHa je oTpolba. [/TaBHa mopecka nosehama 06yxBarua cy: CMamberbe OPECKIX
omaxmuia, nosehamwe cBux croma IIJJB-a (MakcuMyM TpeHYTHO M3HOCHU 23 MOCTO),
nosehame JONpUHOCa 3aII0CTIEHNX 32 Ip>KaBHY NeH31oHM (oHT 1 oehame cTome nopesa
Ha npuxoj. [Tapanento ca tTum, HanmoHanHu 3paBCcTBEHY CUCTEM YBeO je 1 0OnmKe
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IoIIaTe, OFHOCHO yAPY>XeHOr Iwiahama 3paBCTBEHNX YCIyra, a moBehane cy u 1jeHe
OCTa/INX jaBHMX ycyra (mpeBos). [lTaBHa cMamberba IOTPOIIbe 00YXBaTIIA CY: CMabehe
3apajia y [p>KaBHOj afMMHICTPALIUjI, CMalberbe BEIMKIX IIEH3Mja, CMAEIhe MIOTPOLIbEe
y Haronannom sppaBcTBeHOM cucteMy 1 CrcTeMy Ap>KaBHOT 006pa3oBarba, 3aMp3aBambe
jaBHVX VHBeCTHUIVja U CMamberbe TpaHcdepa Ha pupme y jaBHOM cexTopy (Caldas, 2012).

C npyre cTpaHe, Blafia Kao KOaMIIMja IEeHTPa U JECHOT KpWJIa MCKOPUCTHIA je IpK-
MKy fa yBefie pedopMe Koje Cy uMaje HeJOBO/bHY MOAPIIKY craHoBHuIITBA (Moury &
Freire, 2012; Fonseca & Ferreira, 2015; Moury & Stranding, 2017). I[Toctynajyhn y xon-
Tpa-LUK/IYCy, HalMOHA/IHA BIa/J]a je pPearoBaja Ha MOpacT CMPOMAIITBA U COLMjaTHE UC-
K/bY4eHOCTH TaKo IITO je CMamIIa Ip)KaBHY IoMoh U colyjanHe onakumiie. 360r moTpe-
e [1a ce rapaHTyje OLPXKMBOCT CHUCTEMA COLIMjaIHe 3AlITUTE, CMAIbeH je M3HOC COL{UjaTHe
noMohn 1 yBeieHa cy cTpoka IpaBuia 3a fobujame te momohu. Kao nocnepnua, 6poj
KOPMCHUKA je OfMax cMameH: y cay4ajy RSI, 2010. roguse 6mo je 526.382 ocobe koje cy
mobujane conmjanay nomoh, ok je Taj 6poj 2014. nusHocuo 320.554; kazia je ped o fedjeM
mopatky, 2010. ra je go6ujano 1.241.542 meue n oMIafMHaIa, fa 6u 6POj KOPUCHNUKA 11A0
Ha 846.976 TokoM 2014. rogure. Hacynpot ToMe, 0oroBop Baje Ha colyjanHe mpobie-
Me 6110 je ycpencpehen Ha MHUIIM]AaTUBY [TOf, HA3UBOM ,BaHpegHM IUTaH 3a COLMjaIHA K-
tama (PES) xoju je yemen 2011. rogune. Kao mto camo uMe ykasyje, IIaH ce cacTojao
Off /IMCTe MHMIMjaTHBA IpeaBubeHnx fa ybmaxe HemocpegHe yTuUljaje eKOHOMCKe Kpuse
Ha TIOpTYyTa/CKe MOPOJNIie, Ha puMep nobehame TONpMHOCA 3a HE3aMMOCIEHOCT Iapo-
BJIMa Ca JIeLloM, JIaKIla JOCTYIIHOCT JIeKOBa KOjuMa YCKOPO MCTHYe POK yroTpebe, CTBa-
pambe TPKUIITA COLMjaTHOT 3aKyIIa, OecIaTHa AUCTpUOYLMja XpaHe M YK/byulBabe Beher
6poja MHCTUTYIMjA COLUja/IHe COMMAAPHOCTH Y 06e3behuBame 06poka cupoMalIHNM
HOjeVHIIMA ¥ TIOPOAMIIaMa, CyOBeHIIMje 32 KYIIOBMHY IIKOICKMX YIIOEHNKa I TTIOICTU-
11ajy 3a COLMjaTHO BOTIOHTUPAbE.

[Topen Mepa, y CyIITHHM, perapaTuBHe IPUpPOJie M aKIMja collujanHe moMohy, Brasa
U pasHe NOMUTUIKe CHare HIUCY IIOKasasle JOBO/bHY CIIPEMHOCT [ja PasroBapajy O pellerby-
Ma Koja Cy IIpe cBera CTPYKTypHa. Y ofipeheHuM TpeHynMMa ce TBPAWIO fia Cy TelIKohe
npern [opTyranima HeOIXORHA XPTBA KaKo 611 ce CIpednio 6aHKPOTCTBO ApiKaBe, a Ka-
CHMje je HaI/IalllaBaHa [ojefIHaYHa OfTOBOPHOCT 3a CUTYyalujy: ,AKo je ocoba Hezamo-
C/IeHa, OHOCHO aKO je M3ryOu/Ia II0cao, HellTo AeGUHUTUBHO HHje Y Pefy ca TOM 0co60M
jep 61 y CyIIpoTHOM 3ajip>kasia mocao” (TenmeBUsMjcKu MHTepBjy mpemujepa [Tacoca Koerpa,
SIC, 14. jyn 2015). Bnapa Huje 611/1a ycaM/beHa Y TOM UCTHULIAY IIOjeVHAYHe OIrOBOP-
HOCTM, jep 3Ha4ajaH [leo MOPTYrajCKOr CTAHOBHMILITBA CMATpa Jia je, y MOT/Iefy CUPO-
MaIlTBa, OIFOBOPHOCT CYPOMAIIHUX II0jeINHAIIA ¥ IbMXOBUX IIOPOAMIIa MHOTO BaXKHIja
off paKTopa Kao LITO Cy CTelleH 06pasoBama 1 keamudukanuje. [Togaun Eypobapome-
Tpa u3 2007. ykasanu cy Ha TO Jja roToBo mojoBuHa [lopryranana (47%) cmarpa fa cy
CUpPOMAIITHY OffyBeK OV/IM CMPOMAIIHM, Te Jia je Taj MpolLieHaT Hajsehy y omHOCy Ha ocTa-
nmux 27 ynanuna EY. Hemro mame off 4eTBpTHHE CTAaHOBHUILITBA CMaTPAJIO je Jia je TO pe-
3ynTar ,,aoue cpehe”, ok je TpehyHa usjaBuIa fa y3poK CUpPOMAIITBA JIEXKN Y ,,/IEEOCTI
WK ,HeTOCTaTKy Bojbe’. [IpyruM pednma, Bule of HojoBuHe Ilopryraara mpyummcano
je y3poke cupoMallITBa TMYHNM (PaKTOpMMa.

OBa KapaKTepUCTUKa MOXKe, 10 HallleM MUIUbekY, HeNMMIYHO [a OfTOBOPYU Ha
IUTabE 3aIITO CE TOKOM YMTABOT IepMOfa Kpu3e IOPTYTalCKO APYIITBO HUKA/la HIje
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MoOuIICaIo Kako 61 ce 60puIo MpOTHB CUPOMAIITBA U HejefHaKocTu. [Iputom, Hu f0-
HOCHOIIV Of/TyKa HUCY 6MIM ITOJ; ITPUTUCKOM JIa TO YUMHE.

Kapa je peu o gorabajuma nocne 2014. u onopaBKy CUIasHOT TPeH/A Y MOITIERY
CHpPOMaIITBa U HejefTHaKOCTH Y 3eMJbU, ITaBHO objammeme Moxe ce Hahm y Beh
IIOMEHYTOM MO3UTUBHOM PasBOjy OPTyrajacke ekoHOMuje: mosehame exoHOMCKe
aKTMBHOCTH, pacT b/II1-a, Bpahame miarta u meH3yja Ha IPeTXONHY HUBO, 3HA4ajHO
CMameme CTOIlE He3aOCIeHOCTH, Ka0 HEKMM Off I0KasaTe/ba. Joll jeflHa 3Ha4YajHa
Bapujab/a OMHOCK Ce Ha YTHULAj PefUCTPUOYTUBHUX MIONTUTHKA, OFHOCHO COLIMjaTHUX
TpaHcdepa, Ha CMambembe CTOIe PU3MKa off cupoMamnTsa. fogunae 2018, kaza ce yame y
0031p caMo TIPUXOJ, Off 3aIIOC/ICHOCTH, MIMOBJHE U KallMTaTHe MMOBUHE M IPUBATHUX
TpaHcdepa, 43,4% I[lopTyranana 6110 je U3/I0XKEHO PUSUKY OF cupoMauITsa. Ilpuxon
Ofl CTApOCHMX IIEH3Mja U IIeH3Mja HaCleJHMKA IOIIPMHEO je CMalberby oBe cTole 3a 20,7
npoueHTHUX noeHa. Counjaany Tpancdepy mosesanu ca 6oneurhy 1 MHBaTUFUTETOM,
HOPOANIIOM, He3aINoC/IeHONTNY U COIMjaTHOM MHKITY31jOM IOIPMHENN Cy CMaIberhy OBe
crorte 3a 5,4 npouenTHa noexa (INE - Craructnuknu 3aBog Ilopryranuje, 2019).

Jomur jemHOM ce O0Ka3anmo fja Cy eKOHOMCKM IUMKIycH ofnydyjyhm y passojy
HEje[IHAaKOCTH U CMpOMallTBa. Vak, oHyu He ymMabyjy 3Ha4aj Jp>KaBHE MHTEPBEHLMjE jep ce
FeHOM TIOTIMTUYKOM AKIVjOM U OffabpOM IIPMOPUTETA MOXKe HAaIIPAaBUTH Pa3nyKa. Y TOM
CMUCITY, IMBUIHO IpymITBO Y IlopTyramuju, mpeBacxoqHo npeko EBporcke Mpeske IpOTUB
cupomaiursa (EAPN), saxTeBa off Ap>KaBe IIPOAKTUBHUjY MHTEPBEHLN)Y Koja he 60pby
IPOTHB CUPOMAILITBA ¥ HEjeJHAKOCTU CTABUTH ¥ CPeMIITE IIOIUTUYKMX IIPUOPUTETA:

»-.. Bela y/Iarama y colmjaaHy IOAPIIKY M IIPEeBEHTUBHM IIPUCTYI KOju oOyxBarta
CBe pe/ieBaHTHe acIeKTe Oarocrama 1 O7VDKM je JbyiuMa Koju 0CKyeBajy. Mehytnm, mo-
CTOje M OCTasIM IIPETYCIOBN KOj)i Ce He MOTY 3aHEMapUTH: YAPY)KeHa HHTePBeHIIUja, Te-
pUTOpUjaTHM IPUCTYII U HHTETpycaHa HHTepBeHuja. CTpaTeruja 3a 60p6y MpOTHUB CH-
poManITBa 3axTeBa I0Be3aHe Mepe 1 IPOleHy yTHIaja (MO3UTUBHUX 11/M/IN HeTaTUBHUX)
Koje CBaKa IOJIMTHKA MOXKe fla ¥IMa Ha crpoMamTso 1 uckpydenoct” (EAPN, 2015, str. 12).

Y ocHoBU je ybeheme fa, Kako y IOI7IeRy y3poKa, TaKo U pellera, CUPOMALITBO U
HEjeTHaKOCT 3aBMCe TOJIjefHAKO Off EKOHOMCKMX M COLMjaTHMUX IONMUTHKA.

Jlexnyje 3a 6ymyhHoCT

Y TpeHyTKy JJOK NUIIEMO OBaj YIaHaK, [lopryranuja je, Kao 1 ocTanmu 1eOBM CBETAa,
cyodeHa ca maugemujom Covid-19. OcuM IaHuKe y PYLITBY, IOIAKO e HasKpe QUHAH-
CMjcKa Kpusa ca HeIpeABUAM IIOCTIefUIIaMa, Koja 611 MOI/Ia ja yByde 3eM/bY Y CLIeHAp1O
UIEeHTUYAH Win cnudad oHoMe u3 2011-2014. roguHe. bes 063upa Ha To 1ta he ce go-
rogutn y 6mmckoj 6ynyhHoctn, mocraBmpa ce muTame: Kajja TOBOPUMO O CUPOMAIITBY 1
HejeHaKoCTH, fia 7 6 Tpebamo odekuBaru ga he eKOHOMU]ja U ja/be MMATHU CBOjY Y/IOTY
¥ Ha Kpajy IoMOhM fja ce CMPOMAIITBO U Heje[JHAKOCT CMakbe, VI [ja JIU MMaMO Ay>KHOCT
VI CPEfICTBA 32 yJIarame y OpyKif IIaH 32 BUXOBO yOIakaBarmbe.

Kaza ce y3me y 0631p HOPTYrajicko UCKYCTBO, Hallle MULIBEEbE je fid, aKO Ce COLjasl-
Ha Kpu3a ybpsa ycien croja Tpu (paKkTopa, yIpaBo HbIXOB CII0j — TO3UTHBHA TOBE3aHOCT
eKOHOMUje, OMMTIYKOT AMjaiora M coLyjanHe MoOumm3sanmje — Morao 6u ga omoryhn
6o/be pesynTare y yonakaBamy CHPOMAIITBA Vi HejefHAKOCTH.
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Y nocneptbe BpeMe 06jaB/beHN Cy 3HAYAjHN HAYYHU PAfOBU KOjU aHAIU3UPA)Y
HejeHaKOCT Y CaBPeMEHNM JPYIITBMMA U IPeIIaXXy Mepe 3a (beHO CMalbere, a HeKN
Off TUX pajoBa mocranu cy npasu 6ecrcenepn (Stiglitz, 2012; Piketty, 2014; Atkinson,
2015; Milanovic, 2016). Ynagpusa upeja Kojy fenu HEKONIMKO ayTopa jecte fa he ce y
6ynyhnoctu y xojoj he ce HacraBuTH! ,,yob1dajeHo mocnoBame’, [0HaNTHA HejeHAKOCT
u pasbe nosehaBatu (Alvaredo, Chancel, Piketty, Saez, Zucman, 2018). C gpyre cTpa-
He, Membalbe ITyTame Heje[HAaKOCTH M IOCTH3albe 3HAUajHOT HAIIPeTKa Y MCKOPEmbUBaby
[7106a/THOT CHPOMAIITBA IIOPa3yMeBa CMambehe HejefHAKOCTY TPXKUIIHIX IPUXOJa,
ITO je Moryhe yKo/IuKo Bjajie U3Bplle 3HaYajaH yTHIAj Ha TP)KUIIHe IpUXofe. Y TUIA]
Br1afie 6uhe HajIUPEKTHUI Y CIIy4ajy peRnucTpUOYTUBHOT OIIOpe3nBatba 1 06e3behnbarma
conujanae nomohyu. CaMyM THM, OBY ayTOPM Hajy IIpeaIore Koju cy ycpencpehenn na
penucTpuby TUBHU]Y IONIUTHKY, IPEBACXOFHO ITyTeM noBehaHor oropesnBama 60raTcTBa
(Pikkety) mmu myTem KanuTanHuX fonpuHoca (MUHMMAIHO HactehuBame) ncrraheHnx
cBnM oppacimM iuMa (Atkinson). Kaza je ped o Mepama comyjamse saliTuTe, Ipefiake
ce yBohemwe yHUBep3a/HOT MUHMMATHOT JOXOTKA M/IM HPOIINPUBabe COLMja/THOT
ocurypama. Ocrase mpejIoxkeHe Mepe 00yxBarajy 06pasoBHe IIONINTHKE, KOPIIOPATUBHO
yIIpaB/balbe I IONNTYKe ofpehuBama 3apaga. K/py4yHa je v TpaHCIIapeHTHOCT MOJATaKa.

YBepeHn cMo fia je moxke/bHa Beha pykaBHA MHTEPBEHIINja, HAPOIUTO Aa Ou ce yoiIa-
JKIJIe HejeJHAKOCT KOje je IIPOM3BeIo KOHKYPEHTHO TP)KUIITE ca HejeffHaKuM Moryh-
HocTuMa 1 goburnma. Bepyjemo na gprxaBa He MoxXe U He Tpeba 1a Oy/e cama IPUINKOM
yTBphrBama HajupUKIagHUjUX TONMNTHKA. HeonxonaH je TpaHCBep3ayHM IPUCTYII KOjIt
yK/bydyje 1 06aBesyje OCTasle 3alHTePeCOBaHe CTpaHe Ha 60pOy MPOTUB CHPOMAIITBA 1
HejeHAKOCTI, IIPY YeMy IIPeNo3HajeMo YeTUpHU IpMopuTeTa: a) yupplrhmparme rpaban-
cTBa 1 ydenrha IMBWIHOT IPYLITBA y UU/bY JOOPOT yIIpaB/batba; 6) yBaXkaBare U MOf-
CTUIame aKTUBHOT y4emrha rpabana y morneny cupoMamiTsa; B) Mepe TepuUTOpuU3anuje 1
HOACTHUIAbe NHTErPUCaHe ToKaIHe nHTepBeHnuje (Monteiro, 2014); ) npaherse mojasa
U NIpOLIeHa YTUIIaja CIIPOBEfleHNX Mepa.

[opep cranHux ¢ryKkTyanuja Ha OTBOPEHOM U KOHKYPEHTHOM TPXKUIITY, Y IIO-
CIIE[IbVM JlelieHMjaMa CBeIOLM CMO JieKapaKTepusalyje colyjalne Ap)KaBe Koja je TpaH-
copmucana y cucteM MUHMMAIIHe 3alITuTe moMohHe npuBarHe samrure. VIcToBpeMeHo,
y OKBUPY ,,pusndHor gpymrsa” (Beck, 1986), gouuio je no crmabperma MexaHu3aMa COJIN-
TApHOCTH U perynaTopHe ¥ IOCPefHIYKe aKIMje IOjelMHIX OCHOBHUX IPYIUTBEHNUX Tena
(mopopuia, KpyxaBa, IIKOJIA, YAPYXKeba, CTpydHe Kopropauuje). [Tparehn oBy munujy pa-
3MIIIUBAA, 60p6a IPOTUB CHPOMAIITBA I HejefHAKOCTH 1 (IIOHOBHO) IIOCTH3akhe COLMjasl-
He Koxeslje TI0CTajy (He camo, Beh u) apTuxynmcanuju nsmehy peneBaHTHMX Tena, Kao U
usMeby Tux Tema u nmojenuHana. YnHu ce 1a MpeoOINKOBatbe NHCTUTYIIIOHATHIX OJHO-
ca IpeficTaB/ba MPIUINKY Ja Ce IIOHOBO yCIocTaBe (pyHjaMeHTaIHe Be3e COMUAAPHOCTIL,
Bpahatbe IIOBepemwa y MHCTUTYLMje, yuenthe 1 ocHaXuBatbe rpabaHa, 3ajefHIUKe 1 y3ajaM-
He OiTOBOPHOCTH. VICTOBpeMeHO ce HaBOAM MIPETIIOCTaBKa O KOJIEKTUBHOj mocBeheHOCTH
HejefHaKOCTH Ha >KeJbeHOM HIBOY I 0 O4yBamby ieMoKpatcke pacnpase (Piketty, 2019) koja
Hehe 3aBucKTH O OITyKe MambuHe y ofHOCY Ha BehiHy. Bepyjemo na oBo Moxke 6UTH jefHa
oxt popmyria 3a orpaHMIaBabe eKCTPEMI3MA I OOHAB/babe JeMOKparje.
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Graph 1: Variation in real disposable income, per equivalent adult, by deciles, 2009-2014
Ipadmkon 1: Bapujaruja cTBapHO PaCIOIOKUBOT IPUXO/A [I0 €KBIBATIEHTHO] OAPACIIO]j
ocobu, mpema genynma, 2009-2014.

Source: Rodrigues, Figueira & Junqueira, 2016
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Graph 2: Evolution of the S90 / S10 ratio, 2005-2018
IpacukoHn 2: Pazoj S90 / S10 ognoca, 2005-2018.
Source: INE - Survey on Income and Living Conditions, 2005-2018
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Graph 3: At-risk-of-poverty rate, after social transfers, 2003-2018
Ipacuxon 3: Croma pusmka o CMpOMAIITBA, TOC/Ie COLMjaTHNX TpaHcdepa, 2003-2018.
Source: INE - Survey on Income and Living Conditions, 2003-2018
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