Vladimir Vuletic

Faculty of Philosophy / University of Belgrade

The New Economic Elite in Post Socialist Serbia

Prologue
Reporting on the economic situation in an underdeveloped municipality in southeast Serbia, the reporter notes "There are companies which collapsed and workers remained jobless. Only municipal services, schools, health, police, banks and railway are working. Almost all the money from a modest municipal budget goes to salaries whereas for the development only 12 per cent remains. None of the privatized companies are working, says the Mayor (...), and the biggest problem is unemployment. "There were about 5,000 workers in economy once, but we were destroyed by catastrophic privatization. The new owners did not start up the production, privatization of some enterprises was cancelled, and the state did not start bankruptcy process. No one of former companies’ works, so we have about 3,000 unemployment workers", said the Mayor. In the last several years the population growth has been negative, people are leaving their towns, particularly young people, because they do not see future in this town. (Politika, 21.02.2010.)
Although the situation is similar in many municipalities, regarding the enormous regional
 and social differences, this image is not typical for Serbia as a whole. However, we stress it here to indicate a problem that we are going to deal with in this paper.
Introduction
Problems occur, as Karl Popper has taught us, when reality deviates from expectation. One of the most widespread expectations of the late 80's of XX century in most socialist countries of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE) were that switch (transition) from socialism to capitalism would solve most problems which these countries were faced with. In this sense, it was considered, for example, that privatization would encourage motivation to work, contribute to more responsible management of companies and thus achieve greater productivity and overall well-being. Huge numbers of articles about advantages of private over state ownership and about market economy over the command economy were written. It contributed that such belief has become the unquestionable facts. That was reason why all the countries of CEE entered the transition process in the late 80's and early 90’s of the XX century, under the pressure of civil protests or by gradual reforms.
Contrary to expectations, twenty years later, the reality testifies completely destroyed economic activities in some parts of the country, and a total gross domestic product (GDP) of Serbia has not reached the level from the beginning of the transition yet.
Why has not the transition provided expected results? Were expectations unrealistic? If we look at the data for the other CEE countries, we can see that they have reached a level of development measured by GDP, before the transition and exceeded it (Figure 1). In other words, when viewed from this perspective the question should be: Why did not, in contrast to other CEE countries, the transition in Serbia give the expected results?
The answer to this question involves pointing out to the wars in former Yugoslavia, international sanctions and air strikes. Although these factors, undoubtedly, had an enormous impact on the delay of Serbia to other CEE countries, we are interested in, first of all, whether certain characteristics of Serbian transition affect its delay.
If we look at the economy trends in the CEE countries, shown as the movement of GDP during the past two decades, we can see that all ones experienced economic collapse in the early years of transition (Berend, 1996, 2007). Also, after several years of structural adjustment, we can see economic recovery shown as slow growth of GDP. Recovery of economy flew slower than decline, but after a while - after 6 years in Poland and after 15 years in Bulgaria, the total GDP reached the level of that at the beginning of transition and continued to grow.
If we look at transition in Serbia from this point of view, the question of Serbia’s economic lagging seems out of place. In fact, given that all the countries in transition needed certain period to reach old level of GDP, the real question is when Serbia will reach the level of economy development of other CEE countries, but not why it delays. Clearly, from this perspective, transition in Serbia began after the fall of Milosevic, with ten years of delay. 
We can not deal here with the question when exactly transition began in Serbia
. Relying on data and facts, rather than on theoretical assumptions, we will accept the stand that transition in Serbia started in 1989 as well as in other CEE countries. From this point of view, we can see that Serbia follows the same pattern as other countries in transition - sudden economic decline that lasts for a few years and, after that, the establishing the growing trend. The main difference, compared to other CEE countries, was reflected in the depths of decline (Figure 1). The basic reasons were specific historical circumstances. However, those circumstances also affected the emergence of other deformations on Serbian transition way. Mladen Lazic gave the sociological explanation of the situation in Serbia during the '90s. He marked this time as a period of blocked transformation (transition) in which: "the transformation of society did not have transitional characteristics, actually it did not lead to the establishment of market economy and democratic political system" (Lazic, 2002: 24).
History Review
This explanation should be supplemented by historical description. The blockade of transformation manifested through two laws on privatization. The first law was passed in 1991st. Its actual function has been blocking the privatization process which began in 1989 at the time of Ante Markovic’s government, before the breakup of Yugoslavia. For example, the law prevented the privatization of companies from all strategic sectors, and at the same time, enabled transformation of public property in the state ownership. 

Despite this, privatization of public companies accelerated in 1993. The main reason was unprecedented hyperinflation that reduced the value of companies. However, one year later a large number of privatizations were annulled by process of revaluation. The next law on privatization was passed in 1997. but it did not significantly change the situation.  
But despite that, this period is important for the process of privatization in Serbia for two reasons. Firstly, over the years small and medium-sized businesses developed which were not al all insignificant (Bolcic, 2002). Secondly, at that time there was also gray market through which criminal activities (smuggling oil, cigarettes, drugs, etc.) took place, so that individuals were able to accumulated wealth which will serve as starting capital for foundation of their business empires. It is interesting that these activities were supported by the state but at same time there was no objection to such activities by the public because it was the only way to meet the demand of scarce goods. 
After the fall of the Milosevic regime, a new law on privatization was enacted in 2001. That law spurred sales of state and public owned companies. However, contrary to expectations, there was no substantial interest of foreign companies in buying domestic companies. In fact, except of sales a small number of successful companies there was no significant inflow of foreign direct investment (FDI). Political instability due to the unclear status of the State Union of Serbia and Montenegro, the vague future of Kosovo, slow institutional reforms, bad infrastructure, dissimulated foreign investments in Serbia. In these circumstances, privatization primarily depended on local buyers regardless the origin of their money.

The theoretical argument
Even if we assume that the transition in Serbia started in 2000, the fact remains that the pace of development, compared to other CEE countries, has been too slow. It would be interesting to compile a comprehensive list of explanations, some of which will be acting as justifications but others as accusations against the strategy makers of transition. Here, however, we can not deal with all these factors. In the center of our attention will be questioned to what extent the specific features of domestic economic elite influenced the pace of economic development of Serbia. In other words, we are interested in whether the economic elite is responsible, as it is often said in public debates, for economy lagging, failed privatization and corruption. The largest number of failed privatizations is related to the cases in which home capital owners were involved. According to Djordjevic: "Privatization which began with the law of 2001 managed to change the ownership structure of the Serbian economy, but due to the existing criminal elements has failed to create sound economy" and he concludes: " Privatization in Serbia instead of being done in the best interest of all citizens, it was done in the best interest of the small group of people "(Djordjevic, 2009).
If we want to answer this question we will have to proceed from the more general question: How is the new capitalist class constituted and who are its members in the former socialist countries? In fact, as observed by Dusko Sekulic and Zeljka Šporer "... countries in transition are in the same situation as they were when the socialism was being built "(Sekulic&Sporer, 2004:357). Neither case had social basis for the construction of socialism/capitalism. Socialism was built in peasant’s countries in which the working class was small and disorganized. Instead of creating socialism by a working class, the socialist regime created the working class. Likewise, in the new circumstances, CEE countries began to build capitalism without the capitalist class. Unlike Western Europe where capitalism emerged as a result of a long historical process of developing and strengthening of the capitalist class, in the transition countries the capitalism was created by state as a social project, similar to that of socialism. In both cases, it lacked the "natural" creator of social change.
The creators of this social project in the socialist countries were intellectuals, mostly dissidents who were seeking, above all, more political freedom. They also believed that the private property would accelerate the economic growth (Berend, 1996). Vesna Pusic considers that the creators of social changes in Poland were the trade unions “Solidarnosc”, in Czechoslovakia it was civil society, in Hungary reformed communists (Pusic, 1992). In Yugoslavia, reformist wing of the Communist Party and technocratic elite, also wanted to change society in the direction of the Western economic model. All these forms of transition represented a unique model of capitalism without capitalists. Politicians who had taken control over the state had to, therefore, to install market system and implement privatization of the economy. However, the disintegration of Yugoslavia and onset of the wars for Yugoslav heritage significantly influenced the course of transition.
Basically, there are two ways of ownership transformation. One is the transformation “from above” and the other is transformation “from below”. There are a few kinds of transformation “from above”. The most important form of privatization from above is conversion of political capital into economic one. Lazic wrote that two thirds of nowadays members of economy elite (or their closer relatives) in Serbia held commanding positions in previous regime (Lazic, 2002). Second form of privatization “from above” is buying the state property from foreign or transnational companies. It is interesting that many cases were accompanied by scandals about which media reported. Finally, we should not forget that, in indefinite numbers of cases, buyers were so called "controversial businessmen” or their representatives. About this form of privatization there were a lot of speculations in media in the past years, but some government officials’ revealed some data of "dirty money" in privatization recently. Clearly, for these kind of owners the main motive was “money laundering”, and not running production.
On the other hand, Silvano Bolcic wrote about sociological aspects of bottom-up privatization. He points out: "…despite the blocked ownership transformation of the public sector ... group of private entrepreneurs was increased. They had both the specific interests and social activities which left trace in the economy and the overall life of Serbia during the 1990s "(Bolcic, 2002:107) However, Bolcic highlights the difference between entrepreneurs on one side, and economy elite that having control over resources that are necessary for reproduction of the existing model of overall social life, on the other side. In other words, the social impact of entrepreneurs which were holders of spontaneous privatization was marginal in comparison with the impact of economy elite.
Intellectual elite and part of the modern-oriented nomenclature gave the initial impetus to change, but further direction of transition was under control of the state, in fact in the hands of the representatives of political parties. In the situation when the state controls the flow of privatization, i.e. when it is playing the double role, namely at the same time state is seller and controller of the process of privatization, it's clear that in this case there are great opportunities for corruption. However, these opportunities become unlimited if, in addition, representatives of the state (or their relatives and friends) appear as buyers in process of privatization. In other words, under such circumstances corruption is not only expected but it becomes normal. If people can manipulated with privatization of public property which is presented as "no man's" property, without fear of punishment, it is normal that they will do it. In that case, moral norms are the only limitations. However, even those norms are relativized by imposing the idea that public property is nobody’s property and by insisting on the belief that privatization is in the interest of the whole society in every case. So, paradoxically, the pressure for the acceleration of privatization raised the level of corruption and, at the same time, contributed to the weak reaction of society against corruption. From this point of view, corruption in the wider sense represented the main method of privatization, because conversion of political to economic power is the second name for corruption.
The level of tolerance to corruption has been further increased by spreading the belief that privatization, no matter how it is carried out, it can not have lasting effects on society. Namely, dominant classical liberal theory claims that the initial way of creating property is irrelevant to later functioning of market economy. That means that the market will eliminate incompetent owners of capital no matter how they accumulated capital initially. Market will, also, reward successful owners, but their success will contribute to the economic development of the whole society.
Sekulic, however, disagrees with this classical argument because: "The way in which the new capitalist class has been created is not neutral regarding how the future system will operate. If state is initial distributor and creator of the original accumulation there is a risk of tendencies that it continues to play the role of protector of those whom the wealth was given. The new capitalist class can function only in monopolistic conditions of protection ... One can not be successful if it is not protected by the state, if he does not get contracts without public tenders etc. (Sekulic&Sporer, 2004:362).This kind of capitalism is commonly called political capitalism. Sekulic warns that this kind of capitalism may be the engine of economic development in the initial period, but in the long run it is certainly an obstacle to economic development.
Mladen Lazic presents the similar argument on the different way. On the base of empirical data, he claims that Serbian business elite during the 90’s were parasitic social actor (Lazic, 1995:93).
Empirical findings: Changes in the character of the economic elite
The most important question in this article is weather the relationship between the state (political elite) and business elite has changed after breakup of Milosevic regime. The opinion on this point is divided. Many authors believe that Serbian business elite is strengthening its position and reached the level when the tutelage of the state began a limitation, not an incentive for the realization of their interests. Therefore, legend says, members of economic elite helped tear down the old regime. This has created preconditions for the unblocking of transition, and for the real functioning of market system.
However, there is a contrary opinion that economic elite used the political change to remove themselves from mortgage legacy of "Milosevic's tycoons” and to ensure a better position in relation to the state. From that view business elite became chief designer of the overall economic and social life. This powerful group selects government in order to maintain a monopoly position for their activities, critics say.

Of course, these views are too simplistic to explain the real situation, but they represent two main “schools of thought”. Which of these concepts are closer to the truth we will try to answer by empirical data?  In my opinion, answer to this question determines answer to a question I mentioned in earlier paragraphs: weather business elite is the part of the cause or the part of the solution of Serbian economic problems?  
On the basis of available data I constructed two indicators that are important for assessing a degree of change in character of Serbian business elite. The first is level of its involvement in political life, and the second is attitude towards EU. 

The relationship between economic and political elites
Personal structure of Serbian political elite has significantly changed after 2000. However, it seems that level of integration between business and political elite has not changed. In an earlier article I have pointed out to dense network of non-institutional (kinship and friendship) relation between the members of Serbian business and political elite in the period after 2000 (Vuletic, 2005). It is normal that there is a certain level of mutual ties between members of different elites but functionality of these connections, such as Lazic and Cvejic stress, depends on institutional arrangements through which relations will be channeled (Lazic, Cvejic 2004).  Direct way to establish the degree and functionality of ties between the members of different elite is network analysis (Babovic, 2005). But, unfortunately it is not easy to carry out such survey.
Instead, I will try to answer the question if there is significant difference between the level of internal integration of elites in Serbia and other countries. This comparative analysis will be based on data collected in eighteen European countries.
 
As indicators of connection between economic and political elites I have used the businessmen’s answers to the questions about their affiliation in political parties and level of their trust in the political elite. I have started from hypothesis that the level of mutual integration of elites is inversely proportional to the degree of success of countries in transition process.  

We started from the assumption that the degree of integration of the political and economic elite is inversely proportional to the degree of success of countries in transition. The assumption is based on the idea that a high degree of integration of the elites is a significant indicator of dominance of political capitalism in a country. The main feature of this kind of capitalism is that the key decisions are based on the will of members of the elite, not on the “invisible hand of the market”. We went further and set the hypothesis that political capitalism is less successful than free market capitalism. In order to verify this hypothesis, I have made comparative framework that consists of three countries: Serbia, Poland which has had the fastest GDP
 growth in transition and Bulgaria, with the exception of Serbia, has had the slowest GDP growth of all observed CEE countries. As indicators of levels of political affiliation and trust in political elite, I have used the following questions: “Are you a member of a party?”; “Have you ever been a member of a party?”; “Have you ever been an MP or a party leader?”; “Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust the national parliament / national government?”.
If the assumption was correct the results of comparative analysis should demonstrate the highest degree of involvement of businessmen in political parties as well as the highest level of their having top political positions that exist in Serbia and the lowest that exist in Poland. Also, the highest level of trust in parliament and the government should show the members of the economic elite of Serbia, whereas the lowest trust should show business elite in Poland.
As seen from Tables 3-5 all our assumptions are confirmed. Namely, the correlation between the transitional success of the country and the number of businessmen who are members of the parties is significant at the level of significance .000 (n-122, Cramer's V - .379). Also, the correlation between success of country and the number of businessmen who were members of parties is significant (the level of significance of .005, n'126, Cramer's V - .295), as well as correlation between economic success of country and the number of businessmen on top political positions (level of significance. 017, N-126, Cramer's V - .254)
.
The link between the level of trust in the national assembly i.e. government and nationality of businessmen was measured by one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA). The results show that there is a significant difference in the degree of trust in national parliament (at level of significance .000) and government (at level of significance .001) between the members of the economic elites from the three observed countries. Again, the Serbian economic elite has the highest level of trust in the national parliament and government, and the Polish economic elite has the lowest level of trust to these institutions. It is interesting that Bulgarian economic elite, despite difference, is more similar to Serbian than Polish case. It is another confirmation of the hypotheses (Tables 1 and 2).
However, before a final conclusion, I included in the analysis economic elite of Germany as a control group. If the hypotheses are meaningful then the case of the most developed European country should be most similar to the case of Poland. It proved, however, that the German economic elite, according all these parameters, is the closest to Serbian economic elite. In other words, the regularities that are established among countries in transition are completely broken when in the analysis are included the most developed EU countries.
There are, at least, three possible explanations of this deviation. The first is that the indicators used in analyses are not adequate. The second is that we get a false correlation, i.e. that some third factor affects the observed regularity. The third is that perceived connection is valid only for the countries in transition, but not for the developed countries of Western Europe.
Conclusion of this part of the analysis will depend on the interpretation that we have accepted. We can accept the first interpretation partially, in the sense that used indicators are not sufficient for complete analyses, but that does not mean that they are inadequate. If we accept the second interpretation that means that we agree with the conclusions of some previous studies which showed that it is not possible to establish a firm connection between the types of capitalism and economic growth. In this sense, Cvejic, referring to other studies, stated that: “Countries of Central Europe achieved the economic growth and economic consolidation with different models of relationship between the state and the economy and through various models of privatization (Dobry, ed, 2000, Stark, Bruzst, 1998).  What they have in common is that they achieve the functional development of the basic institutions of parliamentary democracy and market economy based on private property" (Cvejic, 2010). However, this argument does not explain how it is possible to reach functionality of democracy and market if economic elite, for example, can influence the results of parliamentary elections, and if the political elite may favor certain companies in obtaining lucrative state businesses, etc. Third interpretation we reject on the bases of empirical data because there is no statistically significant difference between the CEE countries and other countries (Table 6).
Recognizing the limitations of the analysis, we can conclude that there is a high degree of integration between economic and political elite in Serbia. Although, it is much more prominent than in other CEE countries, we can not conclude that this fact correlates with the degree of economic development. Generally, political capitalism only in combination with other factors can be responsible for speed of economic growth. 
Relationship between economic elites towards the EU 
Serbia's attitude towards EU accession is an important indicator of the level of economic elite transformation compared to the period before 2000. As mentioned former economic elite has been marked as parasitic layer which corresponding suit more to an unstable environment, the legal chaos and state support. We can therefore assume that the economic elite, which is market oriented, will provide resistance approaching the EU, because EU is moderated system with the strict behavior rules that favor the market mannered economic actors. 
In order to examine the attitudes of economic elite towards the EU we will analyze the answers to the questions: “Taking everything into consideration, would you say that your country has on balance benefited or not from being a member of the European Union?” and “Scale: from Unification has already gone too far to Unification should be strengthening.” Also, we are interested in the degree of openness towards the EU that we will investigate on the basis of questions: “How frequently in your professional activity were you in contact with actors and institutions of the EU in the last year”? The answers to these questions shall be also interpreted in a comparative framework of CEE countries. 
In the question: “Taking everything into consideration, would you say that your country has on balance benefited or not from being a member of the European Union”? there is no significant difference between the responses of members of the economic elite of various countries in CEE. All or almost all respondents have a positive answer to this question. In the case of Serbia only one respondent answered negatively, and 97.5% (39) positive examinees. 
Analyzing the question whether further strengthening of the unity of the European Union is needed we can notice that countries, according to the analysis of variance, can be classified into five categories.  The extremes on one side are Estonia and the Czech Republic, and on the other side Hungary and Lithuania. Serbian economic elites representatives reply are with other CEE countries, between these extremes. The average score on the scale of unification of 0 to 10 for Serbian economic elite is 6.4 
Direct experience of the members of the economic elite who have cooperation with partners from the EU is more important for evaluation attitudes toward EU. Responses to this question are in a way surprising. They show statistically significant difference between the countries in the level of .000 (phi-.553). However, Table 7 shows that the members of Serbian economic elite have the most intensive contacts with partners from the EU. 
Listed results tell us that Serbian EU economic elite does not significantly differ from the economic elite of other CEE countries towards the attitudes to EU. 

Conclusion
Analysis begun whit the standing that Serbian economic elite represents parasitic social strata over the last decade of the XX century. The main feature of their position was the attachment to the political elite. The attachment was the result of the structural relations between the two elites, but also depends on a type of recruitment of the economic elite (mostly from members of political elite or their families). We have assumed that such a position of economic elites is associated with economic stagnation in Serbia. We were interested in whether the political changes in 2000 led to a change in the position of the economic elite. In order to have it examined, we compared the available data on the degree of integration of economic and political elite, as well as the economic elite attitudes towards the EU in several CEE countries.
It turned out that, in comparison with other CEE countries, Serbia has the highest degree of integration between economic and political elite, measured by both, the degree of involvement of businessmen in political parties and the holding top political positions. The findings could be interpreted as an indicator that political capitalism is developed in Serbia more than in other CEE countries. We went a step further and assume that there is a tie between type of capitalism and economic success of countries in transition. The data showed a high level of correlation between these two variables. However, other cases have challenged our initial conclusion. It proved, therefore, that the merits of our assumptions depend on the comparative testing framework. 
More important indicator of the change of the Serbian economic elite character is their attitude towards the EU. It turned out that Serbian economic elite, in that sense, does not significantly differ from the elites of other countries. Thus, we further confirm similar findings presented in the article of Lazic and Vuletic (Lazic and Vuletic, 2009).
On the basis of what has been said it could be concluded that the Serbian economy elite in the period after 2000, significantly changed the objectives of their activities, but still retains their well-known methods. Such state of affairs arises from the nature of capitalist system in Serbia that we could mark rather more political than free market capitalism. On the basis of the mentioned, we can not determine to what extent the economic elite is responsible for the relatively slow economic development of Serbia and the economic problems it faces.
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Figure 1 Real GDP of CEE in 2008
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Figure 2  Real GDP development of CEE 1989-2008
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Table 1 Trust of businessmen the national parliament
	Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust the national parliament 

	Duncan
	
	
	
	

	Countrie's name
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1
	2
	3

	Poland
	42
	3.0476
	
	

	Bulgaria
	44
	
	4.1591
	

	Serbia
	38
	
	
	5.2368

	Sig.
	
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000


Source: Intune
Table  2 Trust of businessmen the national parliament
	Please tell me on a score of 0-10 how much you personally trust the [national] government? 

	Duncan
	
	
	

	Countrie's name
	N
	Subset for alpha = 0.05

	
	
	1
	2

	Poland
	42
	3.3095
	

	Bulgaria
	44
	
	4.2500

	Serbia
	38
	
	5.0789

	Sig.
	
	1.000
	.077


 Source: Intune

Table 3 Membership of businessmen in the parties
	
	Are you a member of a party?

	
	Yes
	No

	Bulgaria
	3
	37

	
	7.5%
	92.5%

	Germany
	9
	32

	
	22.0%
	78.0%

	Poland
	1
	41

	
	2.4%
	97.6%

	Serbia
	13
	27

	
	32.5%
	67.5%


Table 4 Have businessmen ever been a member of a party?
	
	Have you ever been a member of a party?

	
	Yes
	No

	Bulgaria
	14
	27

	
	34.1%
	65.9%

	Germany
	7
	26

	
	21.2%
	78.8%

	Poland
	14
	28

	
	33.3%
	66.7%

	Serbia
	26
	14

	
	65.0%
	35.0%


Table 5 Have businessmen ever been a MP or a party leader?
	
	Have you ever been a MP or a party leader?
	Total

	
	Yes
	No
	

	Bulgaria
	0
	44
	44

	
	.0%
	100.0%
	100.0%

	Germany
	3
	40
	43

	
	7.0%
	93.0%
	100.0%

	Poland
	4
	38
	42

	
	9.5%
	90.5%
	100.0%

	Serbia
	7
	33
	40

	
	17.5%
	82.5%
	100.0%


Table 6
	
	Are you a member of a party?
	Have you ever been a member of a party?
	Have you ever been a MP or a party leader?

	
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes

	Austria
	
	
	5.7% (2)

	Belgium
	4.5% (2)
	9.5% 94)
	

	Bulgaria
	7.5% (3)
	34.1% (14)
	.0%

	Czech Republic
	1
	
	2

	
	2.5%
	
	4.8%

	Denmark
	3
	15
	0

	
	7.5%
	37.5%
	.0%

	Estonia
	4
	0
	

	
	11.1%
	.0%
	

	France
	6
	13
	0

	
	14.0%
	30.2%
	.0%

	Germany
	9
	7
	3

	
	22.0%
	21.2%
	7.0%

	Great Britain
	2
	1
	

	
	9.5%
	5.3%
	

	Greece
	4
	16
	1

	
	11.4%
	47.1%
	2.8%

	Hungary
	4
	16
	6

	
	9.5%
	38.1%
	100.0%

	Italy
	2
	13
	

	
	4.8%
	31.0%
	

	Lithuania
	4
	6
	4

	
	10.0%
	16.7%
	10.0%

	Poland
	1
	14
	4

	
	2.4%
	33.3%
	9.5%

	Portugal
	5
	7
	6

	
	12.5%
	20.0%
	15.0%

	Serbia
	13
	26
	7

	
	32.5%
	65.0%
	17.5%

	Slovakia
	1
	9
	

	
	2.5%
	22.5%
	

	Spain
	10
	15
	6

	
	18.2%
	27.8%
	11.3%


Table 7 How frequently in professional activity businessmen were in contact with actors and institutions of the EU in the last year?
	
	How frequently in your professional activity were you in contact with actors and institutions of the EU in the last year?

	
	At least once a week
	At least once a month
	At least once every three months
	At least once a year
	No contacts last year

	Bulgaria
	18
	4
	7
	5
	9

	
	41.9%
	9.3%
	16.3%
	11.6%
	20.9%

	Czech Republic
	4
	6
	8
	7
	16

	
	9.8%
	14.6%
	19.5%
	17.1%
	39.0%

	Estonia
	10
	9
	8
	4
	8

	
	25.6%
	23.1%
	20.5%
	10.3%
	20.5%

	Hungary
	8
	7
	11
	7
	9

	
	19.0%
	16.7%
	26.2%
	16.7%
	21.4%

	Lithuania
	5
	17
	8
	5
	5

	
	12.5%
	42.5%
	20.0%
	12.5%
	12.5%

	Poland
	2
	4
	11
	6
	19

	
	4.8%
	9.5%
	26.2%
	14.3%
	45.2%

	Serbia
	23
	10
	3
	2
	2

	
	57.5%
	25.0%
	7.5%
	5.0%
	5.0%

	Slovakia
	3
	5
	13
	11
	8

	
	7.5%
	12.5%
	32.5%
	27.5%
	20.0%


� More information about regional differences in Serbia, see http://www.merr.gov.rs/aktivnosti/vesti.php?vestid=10&lang=lat


� There are different standings about this theme, ranging from allegations that the transition began in 1965 with economic reform in socialist Yugoslavia, through those who claim that the key years are 1989, i.e. 2000, and finally there are those who argue that the transition has not yet started in Serbia.


� Intune project, see  � HYPERLINK "http://www.intune.it/" �http://www.intune.it/� 


� I am fully aware of the limitations of GDP when it is used as the sole indicator of economic growth. However, it is the best indicator if we need the fast and general information.


� Value of Cramers V shows level of influence between two variables. 
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