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E®EKTU TPAH3UIINJE HA )KUBOTH CTAHIIAPII
Y COLIJAJTHY HEJETHAKOCT?

Caxxerax: IInb oBor paja je a ce yrBpae edeKTy TpaH3UIMje Ha XUBOTHY CTaH-
Japp U coumjanHy HejegHakocT y Ilopckoj, Mabapckoj, Crosenuju u Pycuju. Pagu
yCIIOCTaB/bakba TPXKUIIHE IIPUBPEE, OBE 3eM/be CY, KpajeM 1980-ux roguHa, sanoydene
IpUBpeAHO-cHcTeMcKe pedopme. ITnb je d1o ycrocTaBbarbe TpKMIITHE TPUBPETiE, MAaKpo-
€KOHOMCKe CTadVTHOCTH ¥ BUIIET )KMBOTHOT CTaH/apya jep je (n3yses y Crosenuju) BJIII
II0 IVIaBJ CTAHOBHMKA d1I0 3HATHO HIDKM Y offHOCY Ha rpocek EY. C 003upom Ha pasmant
IPUCTYII Y CIIpoBObemy TpaH3ULMje, CBe 3eM/be Cy Y IpBOoj dasu (mo cpepune 1990-1x)
uMare podieM perecrje U XuneprHoainuje, Koju je y3 HealeKBaTHY MPUBATU3AIN]Y
ycoBMO maj XMBOTHOT cTaHmapya (Cnosennja u Pycnuja) n pact HejemHakocTn. Texk ce
HAKOH yCIIOCTaB/batba MHCTUTYLMOHATHUX pedopmu u npusnadersa CIV, y npyroj dasu
Tpansuyje (kpaj 1990-ux) ycrmocraBuma MaKpOeKOHOMCKA CTadVMTHOCT, IITO je OTIPUHENO
pacTy XUBOTHOT cTaHfiapfia (ocuM Pycuje) u cMamemy HejegHakocty (ocum Iomcke).

Kipydne peun: TpaH3uIuja, )XMBOTHYU CTaHJAP], COIVjaTHA HejelHAKOCT, MaKpo-
€KOHOMCKa CTadMITHOCT

YBOJI

[TocMarpaHo y mypeM CMUCTTY, TPaH3UIIMja IOfpasyMeBa Iperas us: 1) MOHUCTIIKOT
APYLITBA Y IUTyPalUCTUIKO APYIITBO, 2) IMOAUTUYKOT APYIITBA Y EKOHOMCKO JPYIITBO,
3) 3aTBOPEHOT [PYIITBA Y OTBOPEHO APYIITBO, 4) MapTHjCKe Ap>KaBe Y IPABHY APXKaBy,
5) LieHTpaIHO-IUIAHCKe IPUBpefie Y TPXKUIIHY IPUBPELY, 6) jefHOT CICTeMa BPeTHOCTU ¥
npyru cucteM Bpegaoctu (Pejanovié, 2015).

[Tpepmert McTpaKuBarma OBOT pajia je aHanu3a edekaTa eKOHOMCKe TpaH3UIuje
Ha )KMBOTHU CTaHAAPJ U COLMja/HY HejeHAKOCT y yeTupu nzadpane semsbe (ITobcka,
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Mabapcka, Crosennja u Pycuja). EkoHOMCKa TpaH3UIMja je Y OBUM 3eM/baMa 3arodesa
yOp3o0 HakoH maja bepimuckor supa 1989. rogune (Mesari¢, 2011) u mogpasyMesaia je
cBeodyxBaTHe IIPUBPeNHO-cUCcTeMCKe pedopMe. Kao pesynTaT 3aokpera Ka TP>KUIITHOM
MexaHM3MYy IpuBpebuBarba, gecue Cy ce KpymHe mpoMeHe y ekoHomuju (Stojanovié, 2002;
Prascevi¢, 2019) xoje cy ce ofpasuiie Ha >KMBOTHM CTAH/Jap/i CTAHOBHUILTBA Y COLVIjaTHY
HejegHakocT (Heyns, 2005; Aristei & Perugini, 2012; Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010, str. 1).

ITpuBpenHo-crcTeMcKe pedpopMe Cy mofpasyMeBae MPUBATU3ALN]Y W IepeTyNnaLujy
eKOHOMCKVIX aKTMBHOCTH, T1depann3anijy GUHAHCUjCKIX TOKOBA, IIOCTEIIEHO CMaberhe
ynore gpxase y ekoHomuju (Filipovi¢, 2014, str. 121), kao 1 ycIiocTaB/barbe MaKpOCTadmI-
HOCTH, PeCTPYKTypUpame NpuBpelie M MHCTUTYLMOHAMHY peoprannsanyjy (Gelb & Gray,
1991). Ipyrum peunma, IpUBPeRHO-CUCTeMCKe pedopMe dasupaHe Cy Ha HeomdepaTHuM
MIPYHLUIINMA.

Heomdepaman KOHLIEIIT IIpUBPefie, KOjI Cy IIpolarupaie Mehynaponse gpuHaHcmjcke
MHCTUTYIH]je, Y 3eM/baMa ¥ TPAaH3ULMju je dro mpuxBaheH ka0 eKOHOMCKO-IOIUTUYKA
IOKTpUHA 3aCHOBaHa Ha TBPAM fia CI0QOIHO TPXXuIITe ehUKacHO pactopebhyje pecypce
U ocurypasa cBeTcKy godpodut u mup (Ignjatovi¢ & Filipovi¢, 2022, str. 90). Kontenr je
MO pasyMeBao pefyKoBarbe yTHIaja ApXKaBe I OMTPe Mepe (DIUCKaIHe MTebe, Kao I CI0-
doflaH MpOTOK KamnTaa, pode 1 ycyra, Koju Ou Tpedaso fja foBefie 10 €KOHOMCKOT pacTa
(Ljubojevi¢, 2012, str. 2). HeonmmndepamHu KOHLIENT IPpUBpefie Cy IPBEHCTBEHO HOAPKaIN
u npomoBucanu CBercka daHka 1 Mebynapoguu monetapuu ¢oup (MM®), onHocHO
MHCTHUTYIMje Koje cy npyxBaheHe kao perynaropu rinodansHor Tpxumra. MM® je Tpedamo
Ia OpyHe 0 MOHETapHO] CTadMIHOCTH, JIOK je CBeTcka daHKa dyIa 3aMUIIbeHa Kao POHS
3a eKOHOMCKY IIpepacIofeny y Kopuct cupomainHyjux semakba (Toskovi¢ & Filipovi¢, 2017,
str. 45). Mehyrtum, kako cy MM® u CBercka daHKa HaMeTa/Ii Kao pellierbe MCTY ITaKeT
Mepa y CBMM 3eM/baMa, y IPBUM IOfJHaMa TPaH3MIyje 3ade/exKeHa je peliecyja IpuBpene
(Dusani¢, 2010) u pacryha counjanna uejegnakoct (Piketty, 2014).

Llupb oBoOr paja je fa HPyXu jexHo of Moryhux Tymadema edekara TpaH3uIje Ha
JKVMBOTHM CTaH/APJ, M COLMjAIHY HejeTHAKOCT y u3adpaHuM eBporcknM sembama (ITorbckoj,
Mabapckoj, Cnosennju u Pycujn). Ilpsu feo paga dasupa je Ha aHaIM3K IpoLieca eKo-
HOMCKIX pepopMu y TocMaTpaHuM 3eM/baMma. JIpyru fieo pajia poliemyje YCIOCTaB/babe
MaKpOeKOHOMCKe CTadMITHOCTH 11 epeKTe eKOHOMCKE TPaH3UIMje Ha )KUBOTHU CTaHAAP,
mok Tpehn fieo pafa aHanmusupa eekTe TpaH3MIMje Ha CONMjanHy HejeqHakocT. Ha kpajy
CY faTa 3aK/by4Ha pasMaTpama.

I[TPOLIEC EKOHOMCKNMX PEOOPMI
Y EBPOIICKMM 3EMJbAMA YV TPAH3ULINU

ITporec ekOHOMCKUX pedopMM Y 3eM/baMa y TPaH3UIVjY OIBUjA0 Ce IO PasIMIuTUM
CILieHapujuMa, KOjJi Ce Y 3aBUCHOCTH Off dp3uHe cripoBobersa Mepa MOTY MOfeNIUTY Ha OP30
U IIOCTeIeHO yBohemwe Mepa. Peopme cy dute dasupaHe Ha mporpaMy eKOHOMCKe cTadu-
mm3anyje (Baleti¢, 2005, str. 3), ORHOCHO Ha feceT Ipenopyka BanmMHrronckor KoHceH3yca?

4 . .
,[[eceT IIpernopyka BammHrToHCKOT KOHCEH3YCa CYy: YCIIOCTaB/babe q)MCKaIIHe AUCHUTIINHE; IIpe-

yCMeperbe jaBHUX pacxozia (31paBcTBo, odpasoBatbe, MHPpacTPyKTypa); mopecka pedopma (1npermne
nopecke dase y3 yMepeHe [OPeCKe CTOIIe); KOHKYPeHTaH AeBU3HN KYPC; 3aIITHTA BIACHNYKIX [IPABa;
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(Wiliamson, 1990) koju je duo nopp>xan o, MM®-a n Ceetcke danke. MM® 1 CpeTcka
daHKa cy NpBOOMTHO MMasM yIOTy y IPYyKamy GMHAHCHUjCKe ¥ TeXHIYKe TToMohu, amm
je mponucuBameM UCTUX pedOpMU U ceTa Mepa y CBUM JIp)KaBaMa, 0e3 0031pa Ha CIIe-
QUIHOCT CBaKe 3eM/be TIOHA0CO), HIX0Ba yyora fosefeHa y mutame (Dudani¢, 2010).

[IpBu npucTyn TpaH3NIMOHOj pedopMu, KOju je puxBaTuo Hajpehu dpoj semaspa,
HOZIpa3yMeBao je T3B. LLIOK Tepallyjy, OFHOCHO OP30 cripoBolere mporpama npyBarusaryije,
nundepanusanyje cro/pHe TpropuHe u puHaHcKjckux Tokosa (Filipovié, 2014, str. 120).
ITnaH je duo fa ce Taj Impolec 3aBpILIN y IIPBO;j oNMoBMHYN 1990-Trx rogyuHa. ITodopHumm
IIOK Teparyje” HAIAlaBaIN CY Aa epUKACHOCT pedopMu 3aBICHK OFf OP3VHE KOjOM Ce OHe
criposopie. MebyTtum, mopen 6pse mpusaTnsanyje je 1o npaheH KOPyMINjoM ¥ HaT/INM
dorahemem yckux kpyrosa mpyau oko Bractu (Rutland, 2013).

JIpyru npucTyn TpaHsuLNoHO] pedopmu O1O je ,,IpagyaTucTUdKy” U MOACTULIAO je
U3Tpa/ilby MHCTUTYIIMja M YCIIOCTaB/balbe paBHOTEXe M3MeDy ymore ap>kaBe U TP>KUIITA.
IToSopHMIM ,,'paiyaIMCTUYKOT IIPUCTYIIA” MCTULIAJIN CY Jia Ce CTPYKTypHe pedopMme, Koje
Cy YK/byuMBase IpuBaTu3anyujy, peopmMy OaHKapCKOT CHCTeMa ¥ CaM pas3Boj GMHAHCH]-
CKOT TPKMIITA, He MOTY CIIPOBECTH 3a KpaTKo BpeMe de3 uarpaheHor npaBHor cucrema
U MHCTUTYIY]jA, Ka0 U Ia CY YKYIIHM TPOLIKOBYU TPAH3NINje y IIPOLIECY ,,LIOK Tepanuje”
npesrcoku (Dimitrijevi¢ & Fabris, 2009). OcnoBHa HacTojama pedopmu du ¢y jadame
U JOMMHAIMja IPUBATHOT CeKTopa Koju Ou reHepucao 50% dpyro gomaher npoussopa
(BJIII-a) n 3amompaBao 2/3 pajiHe cCHare’.

Mapa je najsehn dpoj 3emarpa y 1pBoj a3y IpyUXBAaTUO MOJIET ,IOK Tepariuje”
crparerujy dp3e TpaH3uIMje Ko MexaHu3aM Koju ou Tpedaso ga omoryhm dp3o mpemoriha-
Bambe jaza u3Meby ,,3a0CTaMIX COLMjATUCTUYKIX eKOHOMMja” U pa3BlijeHe KalUTaINCTIYKe
npuspere (Sachs, 1994), mo3uTnBHY eeKTy TPAH3NIMje MOI/INU Cy Ce OCETUTH TeK HAKOH
2000. ropure. Kako cy pepopme MehycodHO moBe3aHe, Te yCIleX IOjeIMHAYHIX IO/IUTIKA
3aBHCK O pehOpPMU HA LIMPeM IIaHy U e(DUKACHOCTU MHCTUTYIM)a, CpepuIiTe fedare ce
BpeMeHOM IoMepuyIo ca dp3uHe peopmu Ha BuxoB 0dyxsar 1 uBpcTuny (Kovacevié, 2022,
str. 177). Vmak, Heka emnupujcka ncrpaxusamba (Havrylyshyn, Izvorski, Van Rooden, 1999;
Berg, Borensztein, Sahay, Zettelmeyer, 1999) nmokasasa cy fa cy 3em/be Koje Cy CIIpoBeIe
aMOMIMO3HUje IporpaMe CTPYKTYPHUX peOopMU yjeTHO dule yCIellIHuje Y IOCTU3A’bY
MaKpOeKOHOMCKe CTadumusanuje.

Y mpBuM ropuHamMa TpaH3uLje, 3eMjbe Cy IPOIIe IPBO Heprof penecuje (Rodrik,
2001), ;2 11 HACTYTIMO TIEPHOT TIOCTENEHOT YCIIOCTaB/hakha MAKPOEKOHOMCKE CTadVMITHOCTI
(Holcher, 2009). ITopex periecuje, Beoma uspaxkeH npodem Ouo je pact nHdpanmje, Heza-
IOCTIEHOCTH ¥ IIOPACT COLIMjaTHOT paciiojaBama 1 pacT cupomairrsa. Hakon mpse dase
TpaH3UIYje YOUeHN Cy KPYIIHYU TPXKUIIHY HeTOCTAIV KOj) Cy MHMLIMPA/IM IPOIIPeHe
CKYyIIa IIperopyka 3a dopdy npotus kopynuuje, ypoheme (GreKcUdMIHOCTY Ha TPXKUILITY
pania, MoauQUKoBalbe CICTeMa COLMja/IHe 3alITUTe, Ae(UHICabe Mepa 3a CMatbelbe CHPO-
MAIITBa, pefieduHmcame PrHAHCHjCKUX cTaHgapaa u ap. (Wiliamson, 2004). Ipyra dasa
pedopmu je duma ycMepeHa Ha pa3Boj 3aKOHOAABHOT ¥ MHCTUTYI[MOHATHOT OKBYPA KaKO

TPXKUIIHA Jieperyaiyja; mudepanisannja KaMaTHUX CTOII; IpUBaTU3allMja jaBHMX TIpeny3seha,
HOJCTHULIAbe CTPAHMX AMPEKTHNX MHBECTULINja 1 /ndepann3alyja Clio/bHe TPrOBUHE.

> Y BehnHu semaspa ydemhe npuBaTHOr ceKropa je dumo maneko ucnon 50% BIII-a, cem y
Mabapckoj u Yemkoj rae je 1999. rofyHe mpuBaTHY ceKTop nMao yuerhe o oko 70% BJITI-a.
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du ce omoryhno mpumus nusectunuja. Ilpouec perynaropue pedopme Huje ce ofBuUja0
UCTOM OP3MHOM, HUTHU Cy MOJIeTIM CBOjUHCKe TpaHchopManuje dumm uctu. CroBeHuja,
Mabapcxa u ITojbcka cy ce onpefeniie 3a HOCTEIEH IIPOLieC pUBaTu3aLyje, ok je Pycuja
usadpasa Sp3y 1 MacOBHY IIPMBATHU3ALIY KOja je IIOfpasyMeBaa KynoBuHy mpenyseha ox
CTpaHe 3aII0C/ICHUX I fie/belbe OeCIUIaTHIX aKiuja craHoBHUIITBY. Kako je Pycuja xpenyna
y IIpuBaTU3anujy 6e3 3a0Kpy>keHOT IIPAaBHOT ¥ MHCTUTYLMOHATHOT OKBJPA, Hepa3BYjeHOT
daHKapCKoOT 11 GVMHAHCHjCKOT TP)KMIILTA, IIPUBATH3allNja je OBe/Ia 10 Be/IMKOT pac/ojaBamba I
cupoMallera CTAHOBHUIITBA, LITO je y YCIOBMMA M30CTaHKa OV TCKIIX IIPIINBA CMABIIIO
MoryhHoCTH 3a peucTpudynujy u fenoBame y colujantoj nomtuiy. CioBeHuja je mpsa
3aro4esa rpolec npuBaTusanyje (1992) u onpenenuia ce 3a MO felleHTpalI30BaHe I
HOCTelleHe IIpMBaTH3aLyje TaKo [ja Cy Ha IT04eTKy Owle cauyBaHe fomahe danke. ITo/pcka je
IpUMEHIJIa MOJIe/l y KOMe Cy PaHUIIM MMaJIV 3Ha4ajHy YJIOTY Y IIpoliecy IpuBaTusanyje,
a mpuBarusalyja daHaKa ce OfBMjajIa OBOjeHO Of IpuBaTusanuje npenyseha. Mabapcxn
KOHLIEIIT je 8110 3aCHOBaH Ha IIPOJiaji ip)KaBHe UMOBMHe unMe cy Sunn odyxBahenu u
CTpaTelIK) CeKTOPH, a Ap>kaBa je fodwa sHauajHe mpuyse (Stantic, 2016, str. 102). Cse
TP 3eMJbe CY, 3a pa3nuKy off Pycuje, mpouecom npusaTnsanije ode3dennie 3HadajHe
npuuse y OyleT, Koju ¢y MM OMOryhIIv MHTepBeHIMje Y 0d/IacTy COLjaTHe TIOJIUTHKE.

IIponec npuBaTn3anuje u peCTpyKTypupara IpUBPEJE, 3ajeJHO Ca OCTaINM aKTUB-
HOCTHMMa je 8110 /leo MeTofoNIoTHje Kojy je pasBuita EBporcka danka 3a 09HOBY 1 pasBoj
(EBPII) 3a mepeme HampeTKa y cupoBohemny Tpansuunonnx pedopmu. Hampenak ce
KBAaHTUTATUBHO OlemuBao y feset odmactu® (EBRD, 2016), a Beh mouerkom 2000-Tux,
U3[BOjIJIa Ce TPYIIA 3eMasba KOje Cy IMpefmadnie y 3all04eTUM TPXXUIIHUM pedopMama.
3axBapyjyhn Tome, 10 3eMaspa Koje Cy YCIIELIHO CIIPOBOANIIE IIPOLieC eKOHOMCKIUX pedop-
My, 2004. ropuHe nocTajy wiannne Esporicke yanje (EY), nok cy ce Pymynnja n byrapcka
npuppyxune EY 2007, a XpBatcka 2013. rogune.

YCIIOCTABJbAILE MAKPOEKOHOMCKE CTABMTIHOCTU
N EOEKTU HA JKUBOTHM CTAHJAP]I

3emspe UBIIe LIeHTPAIHO-IUIAHCKe IpUBpefie, Kao 1 3embe dusliue COPJ, kpajem
1980-ux, 3amodesne cy npuspenHo-cucreMcke pepopme (Filipovi¢ & Ignjatovi¢, 2023,
str. 32), ca [/beM fia ce yCIIOCTABY TPXKUIIHA ITPUBPeAa I MAKPOEKOHOMCKA CTadMITHOCT,
IIpe CBera, KOHTUHYVPAH eKOHOMCKH PacT, KOHTpOIucaHa MHGIAmja 1 ia ce yHaIpean
3arocsieHocT. C 0031poM Ha To fia je 1980-Tux 3ade/iexxeHo ycIopaBambe IpUBpejie, Helo-
cpenHo Ipe moveTKa pedopmu, 1989. ropuHe, CnoBeHuja je nmana peuecujy (-2,7%), Tok
je exoHoMcKn pacT Mabapcke dmo cBera 0,7% u ITombcke 0,2%. Vsyserak je dwma Pycuja

¢ JleBeT odnmacTyt mojipasyMeBajy: pMBATU3ALNjy BEMKNX ¥ MA/IUX npenyseha, pecTpykTypupame

npenyseha, mmdepanusanujy nena, mdepanusanujy crobHe TProBUHe, IIOTUTUKY KOHKYpeHLje,
pedopmy daHkapckor cekTopa, peopMy HedaHKapCKMX (PUHAHCH]CKUX MHCTUTYLUja 1 pedopmy
nHPpacTpyKType (eNeKTpUYHA eHepIHja, KeNe3HUIIa, Ty TeBY, TeIeKOMYHUKaIje, BOfia M OTIIaHe
BOJE).

7 Kumnap, Yeruka, Ecronnja, Mahapcka, Jleronnja, JIntBanuja, Manra, ITo/scka, Crnosauka, Cro-
BeHMja.
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4Mji je eKOHOMCKY pacT 1o comupaH u n3Hocno je 3,0%. JKuBoTHu cTaHmappn®, MepeH
B/II1-oM 110 T71aBM CTaHOBHMKA, 1989. romyHe y ogHocy Ha npocek EY (12.393 USD) ek je
He3HaTHO 010 HipKu y Crroenyju (11.510 USD), am 3ato ocetHo HKu y Pycuju (3.446
USD), Mabapcxoj (2.910 USD) u ITorbckoj (1.772 USD). Victe ropune, 3adenexena je xu-
nepunranuja y Crosennju (1.281%) u Ilopckoj (244%), nok je nudnanuja y Mabapcxkoj
usHocuma 17,1%, a y Pycuju tex 2,4%. Vlako je HuBo HesamocmeHoctn y EY dmo 10,3% (1988),
y HaBeJleHNM 3eM/baMa y TPAHSUIIjI He3a[OCTIeHOCT Huje duta mpodiem — y Mabapckoj
u ITomckoj 0,5%, Pycuju 1-2%, 1o 2,9% y Cnosenuju (World Bank, 2022; IMF, 1998).

[ToyetxkoM Tpansnuyje, Beh 1990. roguHe, cBe 3emsbe Cy yiule y perecujy (CrnoBernuja
je duma 'y penecuju 1989. rogune). V3 penecuje cy npso n3amuie [Tobcka (1992), CnoseHnja
(1993) u Mabapcka (1994), a y Pycuju je penjecija Tpajana cse 10 Kpaja 1999. rogune
(Ipaduxon 1). Xuneprudnanuja, kao Apyru Hajsehu mpodneM y mpBoM TPaH3UIIOHOM
nepuony, d1a je n3paskeHa KOJ CBYX HaBefIeHNX 3eMajba 13y3eB Mabapcke. Hezamocenoct
Huje npenasuia 14,8%, any je HeraTMBHO yTUIA/Ia Ha )KUBOTHU CTAaHTAP], Y CBUM 3eM/baMa.
Y #pyroj pasu TpaHsuIuje 3a yCIOCTaB/batbe MAKPOEKOHOMCKe CTaOM/THOCTY K/bY4aH je
duo usmasak us penecuje u cyadujame xuneprHdarje, rie je y Gokycy pedopmu dumo
IpuBJaderbe CTpaHux gupektHrx nusectunuja (CIIV), koje cy omoryhmne oxxuB/baBarbe
IpyBpefe U IMOC/IeANYHO Behn )XMBOTHY CTaHAApH y cBUM 3eM/baMa (ocuM y Pycuju).
CBe 3emsbe Cy 3adenexuie Iaf NHGIaLuje 1 He3arnocnreHocty. EMnupnja je morsppmia
Jla Cy 3eM/be Koje Cy MMasle OfTyJHMj! IIPUCTYH NPOoIiecy TpaHsnuiuje denesxxmne ehn
BJII (rero mpe moveTKa TpaH3NUIMje), KAo I fla Cy MMajle Mamby He3allOC/ICHOCT U HIDKY
crorry nHGanyje.

[modanHa ekOHOMCKa Kpy3a JOHea je HOBe 13a30Be 3a oBe mpuspepe (Lissowska,
2014, str. 5), IITO je ZOAATHY apTYMEHT 3a NPEUCIUTUBabe e(PUKACHOCTU Pa3BOjHIX
HONIUTHKA KOje Cy mpuMemnnBae sembe y Tpansuiuju (Filipovié¢, Raspopovié, Ignjatovié,
2015, str. 176). AHanmmu3e cy IoKasase fia je TOKOM Ileplofia III0daHe eKOHOMCKe Kpu3e
MHCTUTYUMoHaIHN Hanpenak (EY nuTerpanuja, rpansunuja, ynpasmpame) (Bartlett &
Prica, 2012) y oBuM 3eM/bama, MIMao HETATUBHY Be3y ca €KOHOMCKMM pacToM. Pesymratn
UCTpaKMBalba Ha y30PKy 0ff 29 3eMasba y TPAH3UIINjH, I0OKA3Yjy Ia CY 3eM/be Koje Cy
OCTBapuIe HIDKI HAIpeAaK y CpoBobemy TPaH3NIMOHNX pedopMI IIpeTpIIesie Mabl
yTHIIaj eKOHOMCKe Kpu3e y mpBoM tanacy 2009. ronune (Filipovi¢ & Miljkovi¢, 2014, str. 33).
Hcro taxko, ucrpaxusame (Filipovic et al., 2015) motBphyje HO3UTUBHY U CTATUCTUIKI
3Ha4ajHy Kopeanujy n3Mehy nanperka y criposohery Tp>xuuraux pedopmu u HuUBoA 3a-
Iy>KeHOCTH, IITO MOKa3yje [ 3eM/be Ca BUIINM IIPOCEYHNM TPAH3UIVIOHNM MHAVKATOPOM
uMajy Behy criobHy 3a/[y>KeHOCT.

Mabapcka ce, Mehy mprcranumnama HeondepaTHOr KOHIIEITA, HABOAM KA0 YCIIelaH
IIpuMep 3eM/be KOja je y mepuopy 1989-1999. romyue crposerna Tp>kuliHe pedopme Kpo3
IIPUBATH3ALMjY U IepeTy/Ialljy eKOHOMCKIX aKTUBHOCTH, Mudepamm3anyjy GUHAHCHjCKIX
TOKOBA I CMamerbe Ap)kaBHe GpyHKIje (Acuna & Smith, 1996, p. 8). Pedopma dankapckor
cextopa y Mahapckoj 3anouera je 1987. ronuse, 10K je FOMHY IaHa KacHIje 3all04eT IPOrpam

8 JKMBOTHU cTaHJap[ IOoApasyMeBa CBEYKYIIHe YCIOBE )KMBOTA CTAHOBHUIITBA jellHe 3eMJbe Y

onpehenom BpemenckoM nepuony. Hajuenrthe ce mepu xao dpyTo momahu nponssop 1o rnaBu cra-
HoBuKa (BJIIT 1o I/1aBy CTAHOBHMKA), aJIi Cé MepM U IIPEKO SPYTO HALIMOHATHOT JOXOTKA II0 ITaBM
CTAaHOBHUKA, TMYHOT I0XOTKA ¥ PACIONIOKMBOT IMYHOT OXOTKA.
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npuatusanuje. Mabapcka je y mpBoj monmoran 1990-1x rofiHa MCKyCIIA TPAHSULIUOHY
petiecujy y nHTepBany of -3,5% (1990) mo -0,8% (1993). Perjecnja je duma npahena nndia-
I1jOM KOja ce KpeTana y pacroHy of 28,4% (1990) o 18,9% (1994). Huso nesanocneHocTn
ce KpeTao y uHTepBay of 1,7% (1990) no 10,1% (1995). Mnaxk, To Huje MMano edekra Ha
IaJl XXMBOTHOT CTaHfapaa Koji je ca 2.910 USD (1989), y npBoj ¢asu TpaH3u1yje Hopactao
Ha 4.495 USD 1995. ronuse. Y fpyroj monosyHy 1990-1X, 3axsasbyjyhy 3HaUajHOM NpUINBY
CIIM (8,8% BII, 1997) yrinaBHOM y IpexpaMOeHOj MHAYCTPUjI, 3adeiexKeH je 3HadajaH
pact blII1-a, koju je, mpumepa papu, gocturao 3,9% (1998). VMcre ropune nudranuja je
cMmameHa Ha 14,2%, a HesamocmeHocT Ha 8,9%. 3axBapyjyhu Tome, Mabapcka je y mpyroj
nonoBuHM 1990-TUX OCTBapuiIa pacT XUBOTHOT cTaHAapza ox 4.744 USD (1998), koju je
MIMao TPeHJ] pacTa CBe JI0 I7I0daTHe eKOHOMCKe Kpuse. Iopey Tora, TeXmno ce M3rpammn
VHCTUTYLMOHATHOT OKBYpa U IOAPIILM pa3Boja IPUBATHOT CEKTOPa Kpo3 ynpourheny
IIpOLlelypy OTBapama HOBUX Ipefy3eha, mopecke mopcTmIaje, HOAPUIKY (PUMHAHCHjCKOT
CeKTopa, Nodosplllatbe MHBECTULMOHOT 1 TocnoBHor aMmOujenta (Filipovi¢, Andrejevi¢,
2013), unme je Mahapcka cMaTpaHa yCIeHIM IPYMEPOM ,,TPALyaINCTHIKOT IPUCTYIIA.

Mabapcka je rmodanny ekoHOMCKY Kpusy 2008. rofgmHe fodeKana ca CTOIOM pacTa
of 1,1% u Bucokum crnopHUM fyrom (79,6% BIIT), koju je moBeo [0 mpe3any XeHOCTH
3emsbe HakoH 2009. ropure. Vicre rogyHe, Mabapcka je ynta y penecujy (-6,6%), mro ce
OZpa3uyIo Ha maj| >KMBOTHOT cTaHAappaa ca 15.777 (2008) na 13.082 (2009) USD. [Jouurto
je o pacra HeszanocneHocTn 11,1% (2010). 3aokpeT y MepaMa, MHUIMPAO je cTaduiaH
eKOHOMCKM pacT KOju ce KpeTao y MHTepBaly of 4,2% (2014) no 5,2% (2018), nox je
JKMBOTHM CTaHJapy nopactao ca 14.229 USD (2014) na 16.427 USD (2018). Y napenHum
rouHama, Mabapcka je u garpe demexxna cTadiiHe CToIIe €KOHOMCKOT pacTa 1 XUBOTHOT
craHpgappa cse o 2020. TofyHe Kafa je 300r KOBMJ Kpu3e yIlna y penecujy -4,4%, anu je
Beh HapefHe rofmHe ocTBapeH eKOHOMCKM pact of 7,1% (World Bank, 2022).

ITorbcka je mpBa 3eM/ba Koja je MPMMEHN/IA T3B. IIOK TePaIjy U CIIPOBeNa IPorpam
MaKpOeKOHOMCKe cTadunmsanuje o nHcrpykiujama MM®-a, mTo je mopgpasymeBano
yBODeme peCTpUKTIBHE MOHEeTapHe ITOJINTUKe KaKo U ce 3aycTaByIa XuIepyHpIanja,
Koja je 1989. rogune usHocwa 244,5% (De Crombrugghe, Lipton, 1994, str. 114). ¥ pBoj
nomoBuHY 1990-ux roguna, [To/pcka je duna y TpaH3UIIMOHO] peLiecuju Tako fa je 1991.
3adenexxeHa penecuja off -7,02% u nnbnanuja ox 76,8%. Harnmm may mponssopme, ycro-
paBame peopmu u mopehame HesamocneHocTy Ha 14,8% y 1994. mosenu cy y nutame
IIpUMeHY CTadMIN3aLMOHOT IIporpaMa Kojy y TOM IEpPUOJY Huje Ja0 OYeKUBaHe pe3ynTare,
1aKo je Omo 3adesexeH pacT KMBOTHOT ctaHfapya (2.875 USD). Yenen tora, ITorbcka je
Beh 1993-1994. HamycTnia peCTpUKTUBHY HOIUTUKY U Kpeupasa CBoj Mofien pedopmu.
Y npyroj nonmosunu 1990-ux ropuHa, 3adenexet je pact BIII-a, koju je 1998. mocturao
4,6%, ok je nHGaIja cMameHa Ha 11,6%. Takobe je HesamocmeHOCT UCTe TOfMHE yYMa-
eHa Ha 9,9%, IITO je pe3synTupano pacToM >KMBOTHOT cTaHfapfa Ha 4.398 USD, koju je
(xao m y crydajy Mabapcke) MMao TpeHJ pacTa cBe 10 HacTaHKa Kpuse. [l1aBHa momyra
€KOHOMCKOT pacTa y HapeJHOM Iep1ORy SWIu Cy CTUMYy/IUcambe joMahe Tpakibe U pacT
MHBECTUIN]a, a Hapounto pact CIV y momonpuspenu xoje cy 2000. roguHe OCTNUITIE
yueurhe op 5,4% BII-a (y Mabhapckoj yuemthe je dumo 5,8% BJITI-a). ITocToju Munbemse a
Cy K/bYUHY Y/IOTy y oltopaBKy Mabapcke npuBpepe nmanu crpykrypuu ¢pougosn EY xojn
cy oMoryhum 3HadajaH pacT jaBHUX MHBECTUIIN]ja, YMMe Cy IPVMBYUYeHA IPUBATHA y/Iarama.
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ITo/bcka je CBETCKY EKOHOMCKY KpU3Y IoYeKarla ca CTOIIOM pacTa of 4,2%, ¥ CIIOJbHUM
nyrom of cera 31,8% BJII1-a, mox je npunus CIOM usnocuo tek 2,7% BJII1-a. Hajumka
CTOIIa He3aroc/meHoCTy Ouia je yrpaso 2008. ropyHe 11 MsHOCHUIA je 7,12%, oK je MHmarja
duna 3,8%. Hapenne ropuse je npuBpenHM pact ycropeH (2,8%), TOK je He3amocmeHoCT
dnaro nopacina (8,1%). Mehynm, eckananujom kpuse Zouuio je o pawer nosehama dpoja
HesanocneHux (10,3% y 2013. roguun), ITO je 3a edekaT MMaIo He3HATaH IIaf )KUBOTHOT
cTaHziapya, ca 13.996 (2008) Ha 13.696 (2013) USD. MebyTtum, naxo je 2015. Hezanoce-
HOCT CMam€eHa Ha 7,5%, >KMBOTHM CTaHJap/, Huje nosehan (12.578 BII1-a o rmaBu cra-
HOBHIKA), a IOLIIO je U {0 Aa/beT pacTa Cro/bHOT fyra Ha 70,5%. [To/bcKa, 3a pas3nuky of
MOCMATpPaHMX 3eMasba, TOKOM Lie/IoT Meprofia off 30 TofMHa Huje MMasa MpodjieM BICOKe
sagy>xkeHocty (mpeko 80% BII1-a). Y HapenHuM rofunama, Ilo/bcka je cMamuia Clio/bHY
nyr Ha 40% B/ITI-a n HesanmocmeHocT Ha 3,2% (2019), a >xuBOTHU cTaHAapy je nosehan Ha
15.732 USD. V rogyuu npe koBup kpuse ITo/bcka je 3adeesxnia cTony eKOHOMCKOT pacTa
o1 4,7%, ma du 2020. rogyHe yuuia y perecujy -2,5%, anu je Beh HapeHe rofuse ocTBapeH
eKOHOMCKU pacT of 5,7% (World Bank, 2022).

CroBennja je, kao jenHa of 1ecT perrydnuka y okBupy COPJ, y mpouec Tpansuiuje
yuuza 1992. ropuHe Kafa je 3amoderna mpolec npuBaTusanuje u nudepanyusaiiyje meHa.
Hemnocpenno npe tora, CnoBenuja je umana npodnem xumepundnanuje (1990. rogmue
552,1%, a 1991. rogune 114,8%), anu je npuMeHa pecTPUKTUBHE MOHETapHe MONMNUTIKE
odyspana xuneprunadrannjy (Toskovi¢ & Filipovi¢, 2017, str. 102). Y npBoj I0I0BUHA
1990-ux, CnoBeHuja je sadenexxmia pemecujy on -8,9% y 1991. n 5,5% y 1992, ok je
xunepunanmja cMamena Ha 209,9% (1992). HesanocneHocT ce KpeTajia y MHTepBaIy
ort 4,7% (1990) mo 7,6% (1992). YcmopaBame IpuBpefie je Mo MociefuIa maja yKymnHe
arperaTHe TPaXkibe, AU U TYOUTKA TP)KMIITA, IPBEHCTBEHO OMBIINX jyTOCIOBEHCKUX pe-
nydnuxa. Vako ce ekoHOMCKY pacT 1993. ronuHe onopasuo (2,3%), eBujieHTaH je 8110 pact
He3aIloCTIeHOCTH Koju je focturao 8,5%. To je jaspe yTuijamo Ha maj >KMBOTHOT CTaH/apyia
€a 9.099 USD (1990) Ha 6.636 USD (1991) 1 8.358 USD (1993) (Country Economy, 2022).
Y npyroj nonosyHu 1990-ux ropnHa 3adenexxeH je 3HavajaH pact bJII1-a, koju ce KkpeTao
y uHTepBaiy of 7,4% (1995) 1o 5,3% (1999). Takobe je HesamocmeHOCT yMatbeHa Ha 7,3%
(1999), uITo je pesyaTMpano pacToM KMBOTHOT CTaHAapAa Ha 11.453 USD.

I[Tocnenuiie rmodanHe eKOHOMCKe Kpy3e UIaK cy Ouie eBuaeHTHe 1 y ClIoBeHMjI Koja
MMa HajMamy npuBpeny MepeHo octBapenum BJIIT-om. EkoHOMCKa Kpu3a foyekaHa je ca
cTomoM pacta of; 3,5% u nHdnanujom ox 5,6%, fok je mpumus CIIV usnocuo 1,9% BJII1-a
(2008). VicTe ropuHe 3adenexxeHa je 1 HajHIDKA CTOIIA HE3aIlOC/IICHOCTU Y U3HOCY 4,3%,
IITO je yTUIA/IO Ha PAcT )KMBOTHOT CTaHappa Ha 27.596 USD. Mebynm, 2009. ropuse je
3adenexxeHa perjecuja -7,5%, CIV cy usnocue -0,7% B/ITI-a, a co/bHU AYT je ZOCTUTA0
108,8%. HesamocneHocT je mopacna Ha 5,8% (2009), 1ITo je yTuIjano Ha maj >KMBOTHOT
cTaHpappa Ha 24.792 USD (2009). Maxo je Hapenne 2010. roayHe yciefuo Kparak onopa-
Bak IIpUBpefe, Kajia ce pacT Kperao of 1,3% (2010) o 0,9% (2011), eckananmjom Kpuse
CI1oBeHMja IOHOBO yIasn y penecisjy -2,6% (2012), ok je Hezanocnenoct gocturia 10,1%
(2013). To je 3a pesyiraT MMaJIo Iaf XXMBOTHOT CTaHAapAa Koju je usHocno 20.890 USD
(2015). ITo 3aBpmeTKy kpuse, CroBeHmja ce opujeHTHCana Ha mpusaaderme C/IV xoje cy
ca 2,0% B/III-a (2014) mosehare yuemrhe Ha 4,0% BJII1-a (2019), unMme je 3HAYajHO CMabeH
CIIOJbHU YT Ha 85,5%, He3amocmeHoCT Ha 4,4% u nHdnanyja Ha 1,6% (2019). [Topep Tora,
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HIOPACTAao je XXMBOTHY cTaHZApy Ha 25.943 USD (2019). Yipkoc ToMe, MaKo ce IpUBpefHN
pacT kpeTao y uHTepBany of 2,8% (2014) go 3,3% (2019), ycren koBup kpuse Crnosennja
je yuuta y perecujy of -4,2% (2020), anu je Beh HapenHe rofguHe 0CTBapeH eKOHOMCKHU
pact ox 4,2% (World Bank, 2022).

Tpansuiyja pycke puBpefe 3arodera je i mpe pacrnaga dusiier Cosjerckor Casesa’,
¢ 003UpOM Ha TO Ja je IOMUTIKA pecTpyKTyprpama (1987) nmana 3a uib a ce 0XKUBU
eKOHOMIja, 3aMEeHU LIeHTPATHO IVIAHCKY crcTeM 1 oMoryhu npusarusanuja (Foltynova,
2021). Pycuja ce onpenenuia 3a ,II0K Tepanujy’ 1 MaCOBHY IPMBATU3ALN)Y AP>KaBHe
uMOBIUHe. Y IIpBoj a3y TpaH3UIMje 3adeIexxua je peLiecujy Koja ce Kpertana of -2,0%
(1990) o -19,0% (1992), xazna je xunepuudranyja nsHocuna 1.353%. Maxo ce HuBO Hesa-
HOCTIEHOCTH KPeTao y MHTepBay of 5,4% (1990) mo Hajsuiie 9,4% (1995), 3adenexeH je
IaJ| )XVBOTHOT CTaHfapya y pacrony og 3.493 USD (1990) po 2.666 USD (1995). Y nyroj
nonoByHM 1990-ux, penecuja ce kpetana of -3,8% (1996) no 5,3% (1998). Tek je 1999.
rofiuHe 3adeseXkxeH MPUBPENHM PACT Y USHOCY Off 6,4%, a uuanmja je odysgana 1996.
ropuHe (47,8%). Ycren HarIor maga MpousBOAbE, OO je fO pacTa He3alOCIeHOCTH ca
9,6% (1996) Ha 13% (1999), 1wITO je pe3ynTHpaNO afOM KMBOTHOT CTaHAApHa ca 2.644
USD (1996) na 1.331 USD (1999).

Cmartpa ce Jja je pasJior ycropasama Ipoleca pedopMiu HOTpelIHa OpUjeHTalja
Tajallmbe peopMcKe IONTIKe, 300T Yera je ycaeaiIo MpoIyITambe CTpaTeruja MOgepHNI-
sarnje u geMokparusarje Pycuje (Toskovi¢, Adzi¢, Markovi¢, 2014). Tako je mpomyuireHa
KOOpAIMHALIMja ¥ IIoBe3uBambe ca KHOM 1 IpyruM 3eM/baMa Koje Cy 3a Lii/b MIMajle eKo-
HOMCKU ¥ TeXHOJIOIIKY Pa3Boj, a He BOjHY M IOIMTUYKY JoMMHaLMjy. [IpomeHOM Br1acTu
(2000) HacTymMO je 3a0KpeT y eKoHOMCcKOj momutuny (Bukvi¢, 2011), mTo ce ofpasuso Ha
npuBpenHy pact (10%), cmameme nHdanyje (20,8%), ToKkpeTame NHAYCTPUje M CMatbe-
me HesarocneHoctu (10,5%). To je moBeno o pacTa XMBOTHOT cTaHfapaa ca 1.772 USD
(2000) Ha 11.635 USD (2008).

CBeTcKy eKOHOMCKY kpu3y, 2008. roguHe, Pycuja je mouekana ca cTOIIOM pacTa of
5,2% u cnobHUM myrom of, 78,5% BIII-a, ok je mpuaus CHOV nsnocuo 4,3% BJII1-a.
IToTom ce Pycuja, ycnen penecuje ox -7,8% u criorbHOr fyra of 92,4% BIIT-a (2009) ca
octamuM 3embaMa bPVIK-a onpepennia 3a npyMeHy eKCIIaH3MBHe (QUCKaIHe Y MOHeTapHe
nonuTHKe. Mepe cTUMYy/IaLyje yCBOjeHe MCTe TOfVIHEe OFHOCIIIE CY Ce Ha CMambelbe I10pesa,
a CBe y HaCTOjamy Jja ce TOfICTaKHe jaBHa NoTpoluka. Hakon ekoHOMCKe Kpuse, Pycuja
denexxn pertecnjy o -1,9% (2015), mpaheny BanyTHOM KpusoM (menpecujaiuja pydbe
yCTIei HMCKMX LieHa eHepreHaTa U CYPOBMHa), MHIaujy (15,5%) 1 pacT HeHAIZTATUBUX
kpeputa (Filipovi¢ et al., 2015). Victe roguse, ca dnarum mmagoMm LeHa Hagre u Temkohama
y npusnadersy CIM (tex 0,5% BJII), cnospum pyr je gocturao 101,9% BJIII-a. Maxko je
He3aII0C/ICHOCT Ol peIaTYBHO HUCKa (5,5%), TO je yTULIa/Io Ha Iajl )KIBOTHOT CTaHAAp/ia
ca 14.096 USD (2014) 1a 9.313 USD (2015). 360r xoBuz kpuse Pycuja mpsu myT of 2015.
denexxu perjecrjy of -2,6% (2019), anu je Beh HapeqHe rofyHe OCTBApeH eKOHOMCKM PacT
on 4,8% (World Bank, 2022).

Cymupajyhu edexre TpaH3u1uje, EBUIEHTHO je f1a Cy CBe HaBelleHe 3eM/be IIpe IoYeT-
Ka TpaH3UIMje MMaJle HVDKY >KUBOTHY cTangapy of EY (12.393 USD) - rxe je CrioBennja
dua Hajdmwka npocexky 11.510 USD), a ITospcka (1.772 USD), Mabapcka (2.910 USD)

®  CCCP je 3BaHMYHO IpecTao ja nmocroju 25. feremdpa 1991. rognHe.
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u Pycuja (3.446 USD) snaTHO cy 3aocTajae. Jako cy y npsoj pasu (ocum CnoseHuje u
Pycuje) u npyroj dasu Tpansunuje (ocum Pycuje), cBe 3eMibe destexiie pacT KUBOTHOT
cTaHfappa, faHac cy Crosennja (29.201 USD), Mabapcka (18.773 USD), ITospcka (17.841
USD) u Pycnja (12.173 USD) u game ucmog npoceka EY (38.234 USD).

E®EKAT TPAH3UIIUJE
HA COLIMJATHY HEJETHAKOCT

Vneonoruja conyjanusMa MpyKasyBaa je cucteM Koju 0de3dehyje corpjanty npasry
u jegaakocT (Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010) y x0joj je 3amatax gp>xaBe fga ode3defi 3amocierhe
u dpuHe 0 OCHOBHMM HOTpedaMa CTaHOBHHUIITBA 0de3dehuBamem odpasoBama, 3apas-
CTBEHe 3alITHTe, CyOBEHIMOHNCAHOT CTaHOBamwa 1 KyITypHux godapa (Kornai, 1992).
Maxo conujamisaM Hije CKpo3 HeyTpamicao HejegHakocTy (Szelényi, 1978), ca cmomom
OBOT PEXIIMa, BOJ/ba 33 CMarberbe HEjeTHAaKOCTH Ha [JPYKaBHOM HUBOY YITIABHOM je HeCTara.
VInak, eMImpujcKy Mofany yKasyjy Ha TO fia je HejefHaKOCT IpuXoya duta 3HaTHO HIDKa
tokoM coryjammama (Boswell, Chase-Dunn, 2000; Heyns, 2005) yIpKoc ToMe IITO CY HeKI
00UV IYICTIapUTeTa OCTOjaMy ¥ Y OKBUPY IIeHTPaTHO-TI/TAHCKe TIPMBpefie Kao ¥ Jja Cy
TOJIepMCaHM U3 pa3mmuuTux pasiora (Milanovi¢, 1998).

Hauns Ha koju ¢y TpaHsuLuoHe pehopMe CIIpoBefieHe Hitje 8110 HeduTaH y 0dmmKo-
Bamy HejegHakocTy (Perugini, Pompei, 2015), mehyTnm, pasnnka y uckycTBuma semaba
y TIOT/Ielly eBONylLiMje HejemHAKOCTH je ymagbusa (Mitra, Yemtsov, 2006, str. 2). Ocum
xunepuHQIaNyje ¥ paTHNX eNN30/ja, CUCTeMCKe TpoMeHe BoleHe mudepanmsanujom,
IIpMBATU3aLVjOM U IeMHAYCTpUjanu3alyjoM Takohe nosehasajy HejelHAKOCT IIpUXOfA ¥
TpaH3ULMOHNM 3eM/baMa (Aristei & Perugini, 2012). Vmax, mojegutu ayTopu TBpAe 4a Cy
ce Behn fieo HejeHaKe paciofiesie dorarcTBa U U3PaXKeH MOPACT HEje[THAKOCTH, Kao 1 pacT
CHpPOMAIITBA, YI/TABHOM jorabamy y seM/baMa ca IeIMMIYHO CIIPOBEfieHOM peopMoM
(Kovacevi¢, 2002, str. 150). ®nemmur n Muxipajt (2000) cMaTpajy fia HOpacT HejeHaKo-
CTU HacTaje yKujjameM CyOBeHIIMja Kpo3 Mdepansalyjy lieHa, MaCOBHY IIPJMBaTU3aLIjy
cTaMOeHMX QOH/IOBA jaBHOT CEKTOPA U CMalbelbe COLMjaTHIX aBama (0dpasoBame 1
3gpascTBo) (Flemming, Micklewright, 1999, str. 37). Heku aytopu cmarpajy fa cy n3dop
IpyBaTH3aIyje Ha IIOYETKY TP)KUITHe peopMe, Kao U APYIITBEHe IIPOMEHe Koje Cy Oc/a-
duie yory gpykaBe M JITUTUMICAJIe OCTBAap/Babe CONICTBEHNX MHTepeca Ha TPXKUILTY,
ytuuasne Ha nosehame HejemHakocTn (Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010). Y ITorsckoj 1 Mahapckoj
CY TOKOM TPaH3MI[IOHOT NIepIOfia Ip)KaBHY TPaHCdepy 1 IIOpe3N UMAIN K/bYIHY YIIOTY,
I03BOJ/haBajyhy BUXOBUM BIafaMa Ja 3afpiKe IMoCTojehy HUBO HejeHAKOCTY TOKOM
HajdypHujux roguHa (Giammatteo, 2006; Gerry & Mickiewicz, 2008). HacympoT Tome,
cmada coryjamHa monmTrKa paheHa mudepanmsanyjom 1 mpusarusanujom y Mabapckoj
u IToj/pckoj HUje pesyaTHpaa MOpacToM HejemHakocTy, Oyayhu fa je mocrojasa jaka mpu-
CTPACHOCT Ka MepaMa 3a IoacTuname pacra (Ivanova, 2007).

CormjaHa HejegHAKOCT ce Hajuenthe Mepy mpexo Buun koeduimjenta. IIpoceuna
HejeTHaKOCT IIPMXOia y 3eM/baMa y TpaH3uIuju, MepeHa Huan koeduyjerToM osehama ce
ca29,3% cpepmnom 1980-yx Ha 31,3% cpepunoM mpse ferenuje 21. Bexa (OECD, 2008). Taxo
jé y IpeTpaH3MLMOHOM Ilepuofly Pycmja MMara HajMamby HejeJHaKOCT, OFHOCHO BPEHOCT
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Bun koedurmjenta 23,9%, Mahapcka 24,3%, Crosennja 25,4%, a ITo/bcka 28,5% (Gruen &
Klasen, 2012). ToxoM IIpBYX rofyHa TpaH3MLYje, HEjeTHAKOCT je IOpacia y CBUM 3eM/baMa,
JIaKO Cy MMaJie 3HAYajHO pasnuunre crole pacta Hunu xoeduyjenta (Ipagukon 2). Ha
npuMep, 1993. ropune [Tojbeka je denesxuna 26,7%, Mabapcka 27,9%, Cnosennja 29,1%,
IOK je Hapounuto y Pycuju (48,3%) 3adennexxer mopacT HejeHAKOCTHU. 3aTO CY MCTAaKHYTa
YeTUpY JPYLITBEHa IIpoLieca Koja Cy LieHTPajIHa 3a HOCTCOLVja/MICTUYKY TpaHchopManujy,
OJIHOCHO KOja IoAcTUYy AudepeHunjaLyje y HejefHaKOCTU IIPUXOJa ¥ 3eM/baMa Y TpaH-
3uLujy HaKoH 1989. ropuHe: 1) npuBarusanyja, 2) pesucTprdyTUBHO CMamberbe IpXKaBe,
3) eTHOHALMOHAMNCTUYKA AUCKpuMMHALja 1 4) mpogop CAV (Milanovi¢, 1998; 1999).
Y npyroj ¢dasu Tpansumuje (1998), yrrpkoc 3Ha4ajHO PasIUIUTUM CTOIMaMa pacta Huun
koeULIMjeHTa, HejelTHAKOCT je cMarbeHa y cBUM 3em/bama (Mabapcka [26,3%], Crosenuja
[28,4%], Pycnuja [38,1%]), nsyses ITomcke (32,2%). IIpema gocTynHum noganyma us 2018.
Crosennja (24,6%), Mabapcka (29,6%) u ITo/bcka (31,1%) demerxe HYKM HMBO HejeHAKO-
ctu o Hemauxke n @panirycke (32%), nok Pycnja (37,4%) ma BULIM HUBO HejeTHAKOCTIL.

EmMnupujcka ncrpaxmpara II0Kasyjy /ja je IOPacT Heje[THaKOCTH y IPUXOMMa yITIaB-
HOM IIOBe3aH Ca: eKCIIAH3MjOM IIPUBATHOT CeKTOPA; CMAEbeM PeIUCTPUOYTHBHE YIIOTe
Ip>KaBe; COLMjaTHOM MCK/bY4EHOCTY €THOHAIIMOHATHUX MalbJHa; IPOJOPOM CTPaHOT
KaIlMTana, Kao U Jja Cy CTpaTeruje IpuBaTusalmje Koje MogCcTUYy CTpaHe MHBECTUINje
CTBOpWIIE BUIIIE HejeTHAKOCTI HETO OHe Koje mpomoBuiny gomahe nusectunuje (Bandelj
& Mahutga, 2010, str. 1). To je moBesno 10 APYIITBEHNUX, HOMUTUIKNX U KYyITYPHUX Hejef-
HAKOCTM TOKOM TpaH3MIIMje Y OBMM 3eM/baMa.

VcrpaxmBama oBe 0071aCT MMajy BaXKaH JOIPUHOC jep ITOKa3yjy eKOHOMCKO [e/Io-
Bambe Ha IpyLITBeHe MpodieMe. 3aTo ce O3UBajy eKOHOMCKI COLIMOJIO3Y Jja CHCTeMaTId-
HUje OTKPMBAjy APYIUTBEHE, IOUTUYKE U KYITyPHE OCHOBE MaKPOEKOHOMCKUX MICXOfa
(Granovetter, Swedberg, 2001) 1 mocBeTe BIIIIe TAKEbe CTPATUPUKALN)I U HejefHAKOCTI
(Swedberg, 2003). IIpoy4aBame IIpoMeHa y HejeIHAKOCTY Ha MAKPOHUBOY TOKOM BeIVKIX
TpaHchopManyja y 3eM/baMa y TPaH3ULKju, IPY>Ka MeanHy IPUIKKY 3a yHanpebemwe
€KOHOMCKE COLIMOIOTHje.

3AK/bYYAK

CroposobemeM IpUBPETHO-CUCTEMCKUX pedOpPMI 3eM/be LIeHTPaJTHO-IIAHCKe
IpUBpefie Npelie Cy Ha TP>KMUIIHUA CUCTeM NpuBpefe. Pasyor 3a cnposobeme TpaH3u-
IMOHNX pedpopmu dua je moTpeda 3a KPYIMHUM CTPYKTYPHUM IMPOMeHaMa y eKOHOMMjH,
ycren MaKpoeKOHOMCKe HecTaduaHocTH (peljecuja, xunepuHdranmja), Koje ¢y yTuuarne
Ha )XMBOTHM cTaHapf. [Ipoluec ekoHOMCKUX pedOpMH y OBUM 3eM/baMa OJBHjA0 Ce I10
pasIMYUTHM CLIeHapyjiMa, an je duo dasupaH Ha feceT IpenopykKa BammHrronckor
KOHCeH3yca, mopp>xanux og MM®-a 1 Cpercke daHKe Kao 3arOBOPHIKA HEOMOepaTHOT
KoHIenTa. [IpBYU IPUCTYH TPaHSUIIMOHMX peOopMM HOAPa3yMeBao je ,,II0K Tepanujy’, ca
I7beM dp3or crpoBohera porpama npusaTr3anyje, mdepanusanuje Cro/bHe TProBIHe
1 GMHAHCHU]CKMX TOKOBA. JIpyrut IpUCTYII je OMo ,,TpafgyalucTUdKy’ NHCUCTUPabeM Ha
U3rpajibyl IPAaBHOT U MHCTUTYLMOHA/IHOT OKBMpa. Y NpBOj Gasu cBe 3eM/be CY yLIIe ¥
pelLiecujy, u3 Koje ¢y mpBo nsarte ITobcka (1992), Cnosennja (1993), Mabapcka (1994) u
Ha Kpajy Pycuja (1999). Xunepundrnanmja je duma nspaxkeHa KOfi CBUX HaBeIeHMX 3eMaba
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usyseB Mahapcke, Ok He3aIloC/IeHOCT Hije penasua 14,8%. Y Tom nepnopy 3adenexen
je pacT XUBOTHOT cTaH#ap#a y Mahapckoj u ITo/bckoj, fok cy Cnosennja u Pycnja umane
[aj )KUBOTHOT CTaHAapaa. [Ipyry ¢asy TpaHsuiuje KapaKTepuiie MaKpOeKOHOMCKA CTa-
OWIHOCT, U3/Ia3aK U3 pelecuje 1 cy3dujame xunepuHdanyje, rae je y Gokycy pedopmu
npusaderse CIIV (Hajsehn npunus CIOV nmana je Mahapcka), ro je omoryhmno sehn
JKUBOTHM CTaHfIapJ Y CBUM 3eM/baMa OcuM y Pycuju.

LIne oBor pajia je na yTBpAM edpeKTe TpaH3NUIMje Ha XUBOTHY CTAHAAPT, 1 COLMjaTHY
HejegHakocT y Mabapckoj, Ilo/bckoj, CroBennju u Pycuju. VictpakuBarbe je moKasano fa
IIPBU TPAH3MLVOHY IIePIOf, KapaKTepHIlle peLiecyja, XuepuHdanyja 1 naj XUBOTHOT
craugapga (y Crnosenuju u Pycuju), ok fpyru TpaH3UILMOHM IIepUOJ KapaKTepulle
YCIIOCTaB/babe MAaKPOEKOHOMCKe CTaduHOCTI 1 mpusiaderse CIV mrto je omoryhmmo
O)KUB/baBalbe IPUBPEJE, OHOCHO MOCIENNYHO je IOPHUHETIO PACTY )KMBOTHOT CTaHapAa
(y cBuM 3eM/bama usyseB y Pycuju). MebyTrm, mako je yrmaBHOM JIOIIJIO /1O PacTa XMBOT-
HOT CTaH/Iapjia, JOLLIO je U O IIPOMEHA Y IOIIEy COLMjaTHUX HejeHaAKOCTHU. Y JPYTOM
TpaHsULMOHOM Hepuony Mabapcka u CnoBeHnmja cy ycrnerne fja ce ofps>ke Ha PelaTBHO
HIICKOM HUBOY HejefHaKoCTH. Pycnja je 3adenexxnna sHavajHO cMamermbe HejeTHAKOCTH
mok je y Ilobckoj HejeHaKOCT HarIo nmopacna. EMnupuja cyrepuine jja je eKcnaHsuja
IIPUBATHOT CeKTOPa, CMaberbe PeaICTPUOYTUBHE Y/IOTe Ap)KaBe, COLMja/THa MICK/bYIeHOCT
€THOHAI[MOHA/THIX MalbIHA Y3POKOBa/Ia BEe/IMKUM JIPYIITBEHUM, IOTUTUYKNM U KYITYp-
HUM HejeJHAKOCTMMa TOKOM TPAaH3UIIMj€e Y OBUM 3€M/baMa.

Jlanac, HaKOH HeIITO BUIIE Of TP JieIleHMje Off IIpoIieca CIpoBohema TpaHsuIyje,
JKMBOTHI CTaHJAPJ, HaBeJJeHNX 3eMajba je ucnop npoceka EY, nok je HUBO HejemHaKOCTI
y Crnosenuju, Mabhapckoj u ITo/bckoj HIDKM y OGHOCY Ha Hajpa3BHjeHNje eBPOIICKe 3eM/be
kao mro cy Hemauka n @pannycka (2018), ok je HUBO HejegHaKOCTH Y Pycuju By
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Abstract: The aim of this paper is to determine the effects of the transition on the
standard of living and social inequality in Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and Russia. In order
to establish a market economy, these countries started economic and systemic reforms at
the end of the 1980s. The goal of the transition was the establishment of a market economy
and macroeconomic stability, and to ensure a higher standard of living because (with the
exception of Slovenia) the GDP per capita in these countries was significantly lower than
the average of the EU countries. Although they applied different approaches in the imple-
mentation of the transition, it is characteristic for all countries that in the first phase of the
transition (until the mid-1990s), they had the problem of recession and hyperinflation,
which, together with the inadequate privatization process, was reflected in the decline of
the standard of living (in Slovenia and Russia) and the growth of inequality. Only after es-
tablishing institutional reforms and attracting FDI, in the second transition phase (until the
end of the 1990s), macroeconomic stability was established, which contributed to the growth
of living standards (except for Russia) and the reduction of inequality (except in Poland).

Keywords: transition, standard of living, social inequality, macroeconomic stability

INTRODUCTION

In a broader sense, the transition implies a transition from: 1) a monistic to a plural-
istic society, 2) a political to an economic society, 3) a closed to an open society, 4) a party
state to a legal state, 5) a centrally-planned economy to a market economy, 6) one value
system to another (Pejanovi¢, 2015).
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*  The paper was written with the 2023 Research Program of the Institute of Social Sciences supported
by the Ministry of Science, Technological Development and Innovation.
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The research subject in this paper is the analysis of the effects of economic transition
on the living standard and inequality in four selected countries (Poland, Hungary, Slovenia
and Russia). The economic transition in these countries began shortly after the fall of the
Berlin Wall in 1989 (Mesari¢, 2011) and entailed comprehensive economic and systemic
reforms. As a result of the shift towards the market economy mechanism, major changes
took place in their respective economies (Stojanovi¢, 2002; Prascevi¢, 2019), which affected
the living standards of the population and social inequality (Heyns, 2005; Aristei & Perugini,
2012; Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010, p. 1).

Economic reforms included privatization and deregulation of economic activities,
liberalization of financial flows, gradual reduction of the role of the state in economy
(Filipovi¢, 2014, p. 121), as well as the establishment of macrostability, restructuring of
economy and institutional reorganization (Gelb & Gray, 1991). In other words, the economic
system reforms were based on neoliberal principles.

The neoliberal concept of economy, propagated by international financial institu-
tions, was accepted in countries in transition as an economic-political doctrine based
on the claim that the free market efficiently distributes resources and ensures world
well-being and peace (Ignjatovi¢ & Filipovi¢, 2022, p. 90). The concept implied reducing
the influence of the state and strict fiscal austerity measures, as well as the free flow of
capital, goods and services that should lead to economic growth (Ljubojevi¢, 2012, p. 2).
The neoliberal concept of economy was primarily supported and promoted by the World
Bank and the International Monetary Fund (IMF), i.e., institutions that are accepted as
regulators of the global market. The IMF was supposed to take care of monetary stability,
while the World Bank was conceived as a fund for economic redistribution in favour of
poorer countries (Toskovi¢ & Filipovi¢, 2017, p. 45). However, since the IMF and the
World Bank imposed the same package of measures as a solution in all countries, the
first years of the transition saw economic recession (Dusani¢, 2010) and growing social
inequality (Piketty, 2014).

The aim of this paper is to provide one of the possible interpretations of the effects
of the transition on living standards and social inequality in selected European countries
(Poland, Hungary, Slovenia and Russia). The first section of the paper is based on the
analysis of the process of economic reforms in the observed countries. The second section
of the paper assesses the establishment of macroeconomic stability and the effects of the
economic transition on living standards, while the third section analyzes the effects of the
transition on social inequality. Finally, concluding remarks are provided.

THE PROCESS OF ECONOMIC REFORMS
IN EUROPEAN TRANSITION ECONOMIES

The process of economic reforms in transition economies took place according to
different scenarios, which, depending on the speed of implementation of measures, can be
divided into rapid and gradual introduction of measures. The reforms were based on the
economic stabilization program (Baleti¢, 2005, p. 3) that considered ten recommendations of
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the Washington Consensus* (Williamson, 1990), which was supported by the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. The IMF and the World Bank originally had
arole in providing financial and technical assistance, but by prescribing the same reforms
and set of measures in all countries, regardless of the specificity of each country, their role
was called into question (Dusani¢, 2010).

The first approach to transitional reform, which was accepted by the largest num-
ber of countries, included the so-called “shock therapy’, i.e., rapid implementation of the
privatization program, liberalization of foreign trade and financial flows (Filipovi¢, 2014,
p- 120). The plan was to complete that process in the first half of the 1990s. Proponents of
“shock therapy” emphasized that the effectiveness of reforms depends on the speed with
which reforms are implemented. However, as it turned out, the model of rapid privatization
was accompanied by corruption and sudden enrichment of narrow circles of people around
the government (Rutland, 2013).

The second approach to the transitional reform was “gradualist” and encouraged
the building of institutions and the establishment of balance between the role of the state
and the market. The supporters of the “gradualist approach” pointed out that structural
reforms, which included privatization, reform of the banking system and the development
of the financial market itself, could not be implemented in a short time without a built legal
system and institutions, as well as that the total costs of the transition in the process of
“shock therapy” were too high (Dimitrijevi¢ & Fabris, 2009). One of the main efforts of the
reforms was the strengthening and dominance of the private sector, which would generate
50% of the gross domestic product (GDP) and employ 2/3 of the workforce.

Although in the first phase the majority of countries accepted the model of “shock
therapy” or the strategy of rapid transition as a mechanism that should enable the rapid
bridging of the gap between “backward socialist economies” and the developed capital-
ist first order (Sachs, 1994), the positive effects of the transition could be felt only after
2000. As reforms were interconnected, and the success of individual policies depends on
reforms on a broad area and the efficiency of institutions, the focus of the debate shifted
over time from the speed of reforms to their coverage and firmness (Kovacevi¢, 2022, p.
177). Nevertheless, some empirical research (Havrylyshyn, Izvorski, Van Rooden, 1999;
Berg, Borensztein, Sahay, Zettelmeyer, 1999) showed that the countries that implemented
more ambitious programs of structural reforms were also more successful in achieving
macroeconomic stabilization.

In the first years of the transition, these countries first went through a period of
recession (Rodrik, 2001), before a period of gradual establishment of macroeconomic sta-
bility began (Holcher, 2009). In addition to the recession, very pronounced problems were

*  Ten recommendations of the Washington Consensus are: establishment of fiscal discipline; re-

direction of public expenditures (health, education, infrastructure); tax reform (expansion of the
tax base with moderate tax rates); competitive exchange rate; protection of property rights; market
deregulation; liberalization of interest rates; privatization of public companies, encouragement of
foreign direct investments and liberalization of foreign trade.

> In most countries, the share of the private sector was far below 50% of GDP, except in Hungary
and the Czech Republic, where in 1999 the private sector had a share of around 70% of GDP.
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hyperinflation, unemployment, social stratification and the growth of poverty (Toskovi¢,
2016). After the first phase of the transition, major market deficiencies were observed, which
initiated the expansion of the set of recommendations for the fight against corruption, the
introduction of flexibility in the labour market, the modification of the social protection
system, the definition of measures to reduce poverty, the redefinition of financial standards,
etc. (Williamson, 2004). The second phase of reforms was focused on the development of
the legislative and institutional framework in order to facilitate the inflow of investments.
The process of regulatory reform did not take place at the same speed, nor were the own-
ership transformation models the same. Slovenia, Hungary and Poland opted for a gradual
process of privatization, while Russia chose rapid and mass privatization, which entailed the
purchase of companies by employees and the distribution of free shares to the population.
As Russia embarked on privatization without an adequate legal and institutional frame-
work, with an underdeveloped banking and financial market, its privatization led to great
stratification and impoverishment of the population, which, in the absence of budgetary
inflows, reduced the possibilities for redistribution and action in social policy. Slovenia was
the first to start the privatization process (1992) and opted for a model of decentralized and
gradual privatization so that the domestic banks were preserved in the beginning. Poland
applied a model in which workers had a significant role in the privatization process, and
the privatization of banks took place separately from the privatization of companies. In
Hungary, the concept was based on the sale of state assets, which included strategic sectors,
and the state received significant inflows (Stanti¢, 2016, p. 102). All three countries, unlike
Russia, secured significant inflows into the budget through the process of privatization,
which enabled them to intervene in the field of social policy.

The process of privatization and restructuring of economy, along with other activ-
ities, were part of the methodology developed by the European Bank for Reconstruction
and Development (EBRD) for measurement of transition progress in European transition
economies®. At the beginning of the 2000s, a group of countries stood out that took the
lead in market reforms and 10 countries’ that successfully implemented the process of
economic reforms during the 1990s and became members of the European Union (EU) in
2004, while Romania and Bulgaria joined the EU in 2007, and Croatia in 2013.

ESTABLISHING MACROECONOMIC STABILITY
AND EFFECTS ON THE STANDARD OF LIVING

The countries of the former centrally-planned economy, as well as the countries of the
former Socialistic Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (SFRY), started economic-systemic reforms
at the end of the 1980s (Filipovi¢ & Ignjatovi¢, 2023, p. 32), with the aim of establishing
a market economy and macroeconomic stability, first of all, in order to boost economic

¢ Progress was quantitatively evaluated in the nine areas: privatization of large enterprises, privati-
zation of small enterprises, restructuring of enterprises, price liberalization, liberalization of foreign
trade, competition policy, reform of the banking sector, reform of non-banking financial institutions
and reform of infrastructure (electricity, railway, roads, telecommunications, water and wastewater).
7 Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, Slovakia, Slovenia.
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growth and control inflation. During 1980s, there was a slowdown in the economy growth.
In 1989, Slovenia recorded a recession (-2.7%), while the economic growth of Hungary was
only 0.7% and of Poland’s 0.2%. The exception was Russia, whose economic growth was
3.0%. In 1989, the standard of living, measured by GDP per capita®, compared to the EU
average (USD 12,393) was only slightly lower in Slovenia (USD 11,510), but significantly
lower in Russia (USD 3,446), Hungary (USD 2,910) and Poland (USD 1772). In the same
year, hyperinflation of 1281% was recorded in Slovenia and 244% in Poland, while inflation
in Hungary was 17.1% and in Russia only 2.4%. Although the unemployment level in the
EU was 10.3% (1988), in these economies unemployment was not a problem before tran-
sition, with extremely low rates ranging from 0.5% in Hungary and Poland, Russia 1-2%,
up to 2.9% in Slovenia (World Bank, 2022; IMF, 1998).

At the beginning of the transition period, in 1990, all the analyzed countries went into
recession (Slovenia went into recession in 1989). Poland (1992), Slovenia (1993) and Hungary
(1994) were the first to emerge from recession, while in Russia, the recession lasted until the
end of 1999 (Chart 1). Hyperinflation, as the second biggest problem in the first transition
period, was pronounced in all the mentioned countries except Hungary. Unemployment
did not exceed 14.8%, but it negatively affected living standards in all these countries. In the
second phase of the transition, the key to establishing macroeconomic stability was the exit
from the recession and the suppression of hyperinflation, where the focus of the reforms
was attracting FDI, which enabled the revival of the economy and consequently a higher
standard of living in all countries (except Russia). All the analyzed countries recorded a
decline in inflation and unemployment. Empirics have confirmed that countries that had a
more decisive approach to the transition process recorded higher GDP (than before the start
of the transition), as well as that they had lower unemployment and a lower inflation rate.

The global economic crisis brought new challenges for these economies (Lissowska,
2014, p. 5), which is an additional argument for re-examining the effectiveness of de-
velopment policies applied by countries in transition (Filipovi¢, Raspopovi¢, Ignjatovié,
2015, p. 176). The analyses showed that during the period of the global economic crisis,
institutional progress (EU integration, transition, governance) in these countries had a
negative relationship with economic growth (Bartlett & Prica, 2012). The results of research
on a sample of 29 transition economies showed that countries that made lower progress
in implementing transitional reforms suffered less from the economic crisis in the first
wave of 2009 (Filipovi¢ & Miljkovi¢, 2014, p. 33). Likewise, the research (Filipovi¢ et al.,
2015) confirms a positive and statistically significant correlation between the progress in
the implementation of market reforms and the level of indebtedness, which shows that the
countries with a higher average transition indicator have higher external indebtedness.

Among supporters of the neoliberal concept, Hungary is cited as a successful ex-
ample of a country that in the period 1989-1999 implemented market reforms through
privatization and deregulation of economic activities, liberalization of financial flows and
reduction of state functions (Acuna & Smith, 1996, p. 8). The reform of the banking sector

8 The standard of living implies the overall living conditions of the population of a country in a

certain period of time. It is most often measured as gross domestic product per capita (GDP per
capita), but it is also measured through gross national income per capita, personal income and dis-
posable personal income.
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in Hungary started in 1987, followed by the privatization program a year later. In the first
half of the 1990s, Hungary experienced a transitional recession ranging from -3.5 (1990)
t0 -0.8% (1993). The recession was accompanied by inflation ranging from 28.4% (1990) to
18.9% (1994). The unemployment level ranged from 1.7% (1990) to 10.1% (1995). However,
during the first phase of the transition, the standard of living rose from USD 2,910 (1989)
to USD 4,495 in 1995. In the second half of the 1990s, thanks to a significant inflow of
FDI (8.8% of GDP, 1997), mainly in the food industry, a significant increase in GDP was
recorded, which reached 3.9% (1998). In the same year, inflation was reduced to 14.2% and
unemployment to 8.9%. Thanks to this, in the second half of the 1990s, Hungary achieved
an increase in the standard of living to USD 4,744 (1998), which had a growing trend until
the global economic crisis. In addition, efforts were made to build an institutional frame-
work and support the development of the private sector through a simplified procedure
for opening new businesses, tax incentives, support of the financial sector, improvement
of the investment and business environment (Filipovi¢, Andrejevi¢, 2013), thus Hungary
was considered a successful example of the “gradualist approach’”.

Hungary met the global economic crisis in 2008 with a growth rate of 1.1% and a high
external debt (79.6% of GDP), which led to the country’s over-indebtedness after 2009. In
the same year, Hungary entered a recession (-6.6%), which was reflected in a standard of
living drop from 15,777 (2008) to USD 13,082 (2009). Unemployment also increased by
11.1% (2010). The turnaround in measures initiated stable economic growth ranging from
4.2% (2014) to 5.2% (2018), while the standard of living rose from USD 14,229 (2014) to
USD 16,427 (2018). In the following years, Hungary continued to record stable rates of
economic growth and living standard until 2020, when, due to the COVID-19 crisis, it en-
tered a recession of -4.4%, but immediately afterwards, during the following year, economic
growth of 7.1% was achieved (World Bank, 2022).

Poland is the first country that applied the so-called “shock therapy” and implement-
ed a program of macroeconomic stabilization under the instructions of the IMF, which
entailed the introduction of a restrictive monetary policy in order to stop hyperinflation
amounting to 244.5%, in 1989 (de Crombrugghe, Lipton, 1994, p. 114). In the first half of
the 1990s, Poland was in a transitional recession so that a recession of -7.02% and inflation
of 76.8% were recorded in 1991. A sharp drop in production, a slowdown in reforms and
an increase in unemployment to 14.8% in 1994 brought into question the implementation
of the stabilization program, which did not produce the expected results in that period,
although an increase in the standard of living (USD 2,875) was recorded. As a result, Poland
left the restrictive policy as early as 1993-1994 and created its own reform model. In the
second half of the 1990s, GDP growth was recorded (4.6% in 1998) and inflation was re-
duced to 11.6%. Unemployment was also reduced to 9.9%, which resulted in an increase in
the standard of living to USD 4398, which (as in the case of Hungary) had a growing trend
until the onset of the crisis. The main lever of economic growth in the following period
was the stimulation of domestic demand and the growth of investments, especially the
growth of FDI in agriculture, which reached a share of 5.4% of GDP in 2000, (the share of
FDI in agriculture in Hungary was 5.8% of GDP). There is an opinion that the key role in
the recovery of the economy was played by the structural funds of the EU that enabled a
significant growth of public investments, which also attracted private investments.

708



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LVII (2023), no. 2, pp. 692-717

Poland met the world economic crisis with a growth rate of 4.2%, and an external
debt of only 31.8% of GDP, while the inflow of FDI amounted to only 2.7% of GDP. The
lowest unemployment rate (7.12%) was in 2008, while inflation was 3.8%. In the following
year, economic growth slowed down (2.8%), while unemployment increased slightly (8.1%).
However, the escalation of the crisis led to a further increase in the rate of employment
(10.3% in 2013), which had the effect of a slight drop in the standard of living, from 13,996
(2008) to 13,696 (2013) USD. However, although unemployment was reduced to 7.5% in
2015, the standard of living did not increase (USD 12,578 per capita). Additionally, there
was a further increase in external debt to 70.5%. However, unlike the observed countries,
Poland did not have the problem of high indebtedness (over 80% of GDP) throughout this
30-year-long period. In the following years, Poland reduced its debt to 40% of GDP and
unemployment to 3.2% (2019), while the standard of living increased to USD 15,732. In
the year before the COVID-19 crisis, Poland recorded an economic growth rate of 4.7%,
and in 2020 it entered a recession of -2.5%, but economic growth of 5.7% was achieved in
the following year (World Bank, 2022).

Slovenia, as one of the six republics of the former SFRY, entered the transition process
in 1992 when it began the process of privatization and price liberalization. Immediately
before that, Slovenia had the problem of hyperinflation (552.1% in 1990, and 114.8% in
1991) that was restrained thanks to the restrictive monetary policy (Toskovi¢ & Filipovi¢,
2017, p. 102). In the first half of the 1990s, Slovenia recorded a recession of -8.9% in 1991 and
5.5% in 1992, while hyperinflation was reduced to 209.9% (1992). Unemployment ranged
from 4.7% (1990) to 7.6% (1992). The slowdown of the economy was a consequence of
the decline in total aggregate demand but also the loss of markets, primarily in the former
Yugoslav republics. Although economic growth recovered in 1993 (2.3%), unemployment
increase was evident, reaching 8.5%. This further affected the decline in living standards
from USD 9,099 (1990) to USD 6,636 (1991) and USD 8,358 (1993) (Country Economy,
2022). In the second half of the 1990s, a significant GDP growth was recorded, ranging
from 7.4% (1995) to 5.3% (1999). In addition, unemployment was reduced to 7.3% (1999),
which resulted in an increase in the standard of living to USD 11,453.

Nevertheless, the consequences of the global economic crisis were also evident in
Slovenia, which has the smallest economy measured by GDP. The economic crisis was
met with a growth rate of 3.5% and inflation of 5.6%, while the inflow of FDI amounted
to 1.9% of GDP (2008). In the same year, the lowest unemployment rate of 4.3% was re-
corded, which encouraged the growth of the standard of living to USD 27,596. However,
2009 saw a recession of -7.5%, FDI was -0.7% of GDP, and external debt reached 108.8%.
Unemployment rose to 5.8% (2009), which contributed to a drop in living standards of
USD 24,792 (2009). Although the next year of 2010 saw a brief recovery of the economy,
when growth ranged from 1.3% (2010) to 0.9% (2011), with the escalation of the crisis,
Slovenia again entered recession -2.6 (2012), while unemployment reached 10.1% (2013).
This resulted in a drop in the living standard of USD 20,890 (2015). After the end of the
crisis, Slovenia focused on attracting FDI, which increased from 2.0% of GDP (2014) to
4.0% of GDP (2019), which significantly reduced external debt by 85.5%, unemployment
by 4.4% and inflation 1.6% (2019). In addition, the standard of living increased to USD
25,943 (2019). Despite this, although economic growth ranged from 2.8% (2014) to 3.3%
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(2019), due to the COVID-19 crisis, Slovenia entered a recession of -4.2% (2020), but the
following year it achieved economic growth of 4.2% (World Bank, 2022).

The transition of Russian economy began even before the collapse of the former Soviet
Union’, since the restructuring policy (1987) aimed to revive the economy, move away from
the centrally planned system and enable privatization (Foltynova, 2021). Russia opted for
a “shock therapy” approach and mass privatization of state assets. In the first phase of the
transition, it recorded a recession that ranged from -2.0% (1990) to -19.0% (1992), while
hyperinflation amounted to 1,353%. Although the unemployment rate ranged from 5.4%
(1990) to 9.4% (1995), the standard of living fell from USD 3,493 (1990) to USD 2,666
(1995). In the second half of the 1990s, the recession ranged from -3.8% (1996) to 5.3%
(1998). Economic growth of 6.4% was recorded only in 1999, and inflation was curbed in
1996 (47.8%). Due to the sharp decline in production, there was an increase in unemploy-
ment from 9.6% (1996) to 13% (1999), which resulted in a drop in the standard of living
USD 2,644 (1996) to USD 1,331 (1999).

One of the reasons for the slowing down of the reform process might be the wrong
orientation of the reform policy, which resulted in the failure of Russia’s modernization
and democratization strategies (Toskovi¢, Adzi¢, Markovi¢, 2014). Thus, coordination and
connection with China and other countries whose goal was economic and technological
development, not military and political domination, was missed. With the change of
government in 2000, there was a turning point in Russia’s economic policy (Bukvi¢, 2011)
which was reflected in economic growth (10%), reduction of inflation (20.8%), start of
industry and reduction of unemployment (10.5%), which made Russia’s economic per-
formance solid. This led to an increase in the standard of living from USD 1,772 (2000)
to USD 11,635 (2008).

Russia met the world economic crisis in 2008 with a growth rate of 5.2% and an ex-
ternal debt of 78.5% of GDP, while the inflow of FDI amounted to 4.3% of GDP. Then, due
to a recession of -7.8% and an external debt of 92.4% of GDP (2009), Russia, along with the
other BRIC countries, decided to implement an expansive fiscal and monetary policy. The
stimulus measures adopted in the same year were related to the reduction of taxes, all in an
effort to encourage public spending. After the economic crisis, in 2015, Russia recorded a
recession of -1.9%, followed by a currency crisis (the Ruble depreciation due to low prices
of energy and raw materials), inflation of 15.5% and the growth of non-performing loans
(Filipovi¢ et al., 2015). In the same year, with a slight drop in oil prices and difficulties in
attracting foreign investments (only 0.5% of GDP), the external debt reached 101.9% of
GDP. Although unemployment was relatively low (5.5%), it led to a drop in the standard
of living from USD 14,096 (2014) to USD 9,313 (2015). Due to the COVID-19 crisis, for
the first time since 2015, Russia recorded a recession of -2.6% (2019), but in the following
year economic growth of 4.8% was achieved (World Bank, 2022).

Summarizing the effects of the transition, it is evident that, before the transition, all
the countries had a lower standard of living than the EU (USD 12,393) - where Slovenia
was the closest to the average (USD 11,510), while Poland (USD 1,772), Hungary (USD
2,910) and Russia (USD 3,446 USD) were significantly behind. Although in the first phase

9

Former USSR republics gaining full sovereignty on 26 December 1991.
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(except Slovenia and Russia) and the second phase of transition (except Russia), all these
countries recorded an increase in living standards, today Slovenia (USD 29,201), Hungary
(USD 18.773), Poland (USD 17.841) and Russia (USD 12.173) are still below the EU average
(USD 38,234).

EFFECT OF TRANSITION ON SOCIAL INEQUALITY

The ideology of socialism depicted a system that ensures social justice and equality
(Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010) in which the task of the state is to provide employment and take
care of the basic needs of the population by providing education, health care, subsidized
housing and cultural assets (Kornai, 1992). Although socialism did not completely neutralize
inequality (Szelényi, 1978), with the collapse of this regime, efforts to reduce inequality at
the state level were largely abandoned. Nevertheless, empirical data indicate that income
inequality was significantly lower during socialism (Boswell, Chase-Dunn, 2000; Heyns,
2005), despite the fact that some forms of disparity existed within the centrally-planned
economy and were tolerated from for different reasons (Milanovi¢, 1998).

The way in which transitional reforms were implemented was not insignificant in
shaping inequality (Perugini, Pompei, 2015); however, the difference in countries’ experiences
regarding the evolution of inequality is striking (Mitra, Yemtsov, 2006, p. 2). Apart from
hyperinflation and war episodes, systemic changes driven by liberalization, privatization
and deindustrialization also increase income inequality in transition countries (Aristei
& Perugini, 2012). Nevertheless, some authors claim that the greater part of the unequal
distribution of wealth and the marked increase in inequality, as well as the growth of pov-
erty, mostly occurred in countries with a partially implemented reform (Kovacevi¢, 2002,
p. 150). Fleming and Micklewright (2000) believe that the increase in inequality is caused
by the abolition of subsidies through price liberalization, the mass privatization of public
sector housing funds and the reduction of social benefits (education and health) (Flemming,
Micklewright, 1999, p. 37). In addition, some authors believe that the choice of privatization
at the beginning of the market reform, as well as social changes that weakened the role of
the state and legitimized the realization of one’s own interests in the market, influenced
the increase in inequality (Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010). In Poland and Hungary, during the
transition period, state transfers and taxes played a key role, allowing their governments to
maintain existing levels of inequality during the most turbulent years (Giammatteo, 2006;
Gerry & Mickiewicz, 2008). In contrast, weak social policies accompanied by liberalization
and privatization in Hungary and Poland did not result in an increase in inequality, as there
was a strong bias towards pro-growth measures (Ivanova, 2007).

Social inequality is most often measured by the Gini coefficient. Average income
inequality in transition countries, measured by the Gini coefficient, increased from 29.3%
in the mid-1980s to 31.3% in the mid-2000s (OECD, 2008). Thus, in the pre-transition
period, Russia had the lowest inequality, that is, the value of the Gini coefficient was 23.9%,
Hungary 24.3%, Slovenia 25.4%, and Poland 28.5% (Gruen & Klasen, 2012). During the first
years of the transition, inequality increased in all countries, although they had significantly
different growth rates of the Gini coefficient (Graph 2). For example, in 1993, Poland recorded
26.7%, Hungary 27.9%, Slovenia 29.1%, while especially in Russia (48.3%) an increase in
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inequality was recorded. That is why four social processes that are central to the post-so-
cialist transformation, i.e., that encourage differentiation in income inequality in countries
in transition after 1989, are highlighted: 1.) privatization, 2.) redistributive reduction of the
state, 3.) ethno-nationalist discrimination, and 4.) penetration of FDI (Milanovi¢, 1998;
1999). In the second phase of transition (1998), despite significantly different growth rates
of the Gini coefficient, inequality decreased in all countries (Hungary (26.3%), Slovenia
(28.4%) and Russia (38.1%), except Poland (32.2%). According to available data from 2018,
Slovenia (24.6%), Hungary (29.6%) and Poland (31.1%) had a lower level of inequality than
Germany and France (32%), while Russia (37.4%) had a higher level of inequality.

Empirical research shows that the increase in income inequality is mainly related to
the expansion of the private sector; by reducing the redistributive role of the state; social
exclusion of ethno-national minorities; penetration of foreign capital, and that privatiza-
tion strategies that encourage foreign investment created more inequality than those that
promote domestic investment (Bandelj & Mahutga, 2010, p. 1). This led to social, political
and cultural inequalities during the transition in these countries.

Research in this area has given an important contribution because it shows the
economic impact on social sociological problems. Therefore, economic sociologists are
called to more systematically reveal the social, political and cultural bases of macroeco-
nomic outcomes (Granovetter, Swedberg, 2001) and pay more attention to stratification
and inequality (Swedberg, 2003). Studying changes in inequality at the macro level during
major transformations in countries in transition provides an ideal opportunity to advance
economic sociology.

CONCLUSION

Countries with a centrally-planned economy switched to a market system of econ-
omy by implementing economic-systemic reforms. The reason for the implementation
of transitional reforms was the need for major structural changes in the economy, due
to macroeconomic instability (recession, hyperinflation), which affected the standard of
living. The process of economic reforms in these countries took place according to differ-
ent scenarios, but it was based on ten recommendations of the Washington Consensus,
supported by the IMF and the World Bank as advocates of the neoliberal concept. The first
approach to transitional reforms was “shock therapy”, with the aim of quickly implement-
ing the privatization program, liberalizing foreign trade and financial flows. The second
approach to transitional reforms was “gradualist”, emphasizing the need to set up legal and
institutional framework. In the first phase, all countries entered into the recession, and
the first to emerge from recession were Poland (1992), Slovenia (1993), Hungary (1994)
and finally Russia (1999). Hyperinflation was pronounced in all the mentioned countries
except Hungary, while unemployment did not exceed 14.8%. In that period, an increase
in the standard of living was recorded in Hungary and Poland, while Slovenia and Russia
had a decline in the standard of living. The second phase of the transition is characterized
by macroeconomic stability, recovery from recession and hyperinflation, where the focus
of reforms was on attracting of FDI (Hungary had the largest inflow of FDI) that enabled
a higher standard of living in all countries with the exception of Russia.
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The aim of this paper is to determine the effects of the transition on living standards
and social inequality in Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and Russia. The research showed that the
first transition period was characterized by recession, hyperinflation and a drop in living
standards (in Slovenia and Russia), while the second transition period was characterized by
the establishment of macroeconomic stability and the attraction of FDI, which enabled the
revival of the economy; i.e., consequently contributed to the growth of living standards (in
all these countries except for Russia). However, despite a general increase in living standards,
there have also been changes in terms of social inequalities. In the second transition peri-
od, Hungary and Slovenia managed to maintain a relatively low level of inequality. Russia
saw a significant decrease in inequality, while in Poland inequality rose sharply. Empirics
suggest that the expansion of the private sector, the reduction of the redistributive role of
the state, and the social exclusion of ethno-national minorities caused great social, political
and cultural inequalities during the transition in these countries

Today, almost three decades since the beginning of the transition process, the standard
of living of the mentioned countries is below the EU average, whereas the level of inequality
in Slovenia, Hungary and Poland is lower compared to, for example, Germany and France
(2018), while in Russia is higher.
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Ipadmxon 1. BAII paciti (%) y usadparnum semmama y wipanzuvuju /
Chart 1. GDP growth (%) in the selected countries in transition
VisBop: CBetcka daHka, 2022. / Source: World Bank, 2022.
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Ipadmkon 2. Bunu Koeduyujeniii y semmpama y wpansumyuju /
Chart 2. Gini coefficient in the countries in transition
WsBop: Illkona Oxchopn MapTus, 2022. / Source: Oxford Martin School, 2022.
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